
 

Local Government and Transport Committee 

21st Meeting, 2004 

Tuesday 5 October 2004 

The Committee will meet at 2 pm in Committee Room 2 

1. Declarations of interests: The new member of the Committee will be invited to 
declare any relevant interests. 

2. Items in private: The Committee will consider whether to take item 5 in private. 

3. Inquiry into issues arising from the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001: The 
Committee will take evidence from— 

Neil Renilson, Chief Executive, Lothian Buses; 

Bill Campbell, Operations Director, Lothian Buses; 

Caroline Cahm, Chairman, National Federation of Bus Users; 

Gavin Booth, National Federation of Bus Users; 

Marjory Rodger, Director of Government Relations Scotland, Confederation 
of Passenger Transport; 

Jim Lee, Managing Director, Travel Dundee and Chairman, Confederation 
of Passenger Transport Scottish Council; 

Robert Andrew, Deputy Managing Director Stagecoach (Scotland), 
Confederation of Passenger Transport; and 

George Mair, Managing Director First Aberdeen, Confederation of 
Passenger Transport 

4. Subordinate legislation: Nicol Stephen (Minister for Transport) to move motion 
S2M-1808— 

that the Local Government and Transport Committee recommends that The 
Scotland Act 1998 (Modifications of Schedule 5) Order 2004 (draft), be 
approved. 

 

 

 



5. Subordinate legislation: The Committee will consider the following negative 
instrument— 

The Firemen’s Pension Scheme Amendment (Scotland) Order 2004, (SSI 
2004/385) 

6. Budget process 2005-06: The Committee will consider its approach to its 
scrutiny of the Scottish Executive’s budget for 2005-06 at Stage 2 of the budget 
process. 

 
Eugene Windsor 

 Clerk to the Committee 
85217 
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Agenda item 3 

Local Government and 
Transport Committee 

 
5 October 2004 

 
LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  AND  TRANSPORT  COMMITTEE 
 
 
SUBMISSION  BY  LOTHIAN  BUSES  plc 
 
 
This paper responds to the request by the Committee that Lothian Buses provides 
a short written submission in advance of its appearance before the Committee on 
5 October 2004. 
 
The topic we would wish to comment in advance on is concessionary travel 
schemes.    
 
Lothian Buses currently participates in the concessionary travel scheme which is 
jointly operated by City of Edinburgh, Midlothian and East Lothian Councils and 
provides for concessionary passengers to: 
 
(a) travel free of charge after 0930 hrs. Monday to Friday, 
 
(b) travel free of charge all day on Saturdays and Sundays,  
 
(c) travel at a flat fare of 40p before 0930 hrs. Monday to Friday. 
 
The revenue Lothian Buses receives from the carriage of each concessionary 
passenger is substantially less than it receives for the carriage of each non-
concessionary passenger.   This has the effect of requiring Lothian Buses to 
charge artificially high fares to “ordinary” passengers to cross-subsidise the 
carriage of concessionary passengers. 
 
Lothian Buses believes this is intrinsically unfair, as adult passenger fares have to 
be set artificially high in order to make up the shortfall of funding received for 
carrying concessionary passengers.   This situation is also counter-productive to 
the Government’s objective of encouraging increased use of public transport, with 
its attendant benefits of reduced pollution and congestion. 
 
As a result of this need to cross-subsidise, Lothian Buses’ adult fares are some 
12% higher than they should be, or would be, if we received equitable 
reimbursement for concessionary travellers.   Thus, for the fare-paying passenger, 
bus travel is priced higher than it should be, which results in bus travel being less 
attractive than if adult fares were not set artificially high to make up for the 
underpayment received in respect of concessionary travellers.   This 12% fare 
premium works against increasing public transport and bus usage. 
 
The actual numbers of passengers and sums involved are as follows. 
 
The average adult fare paid is 75 pence per single journey.   This figure 
comprises the total revenue collected from all adult passengers from the sale of 



 
LGT/S2/04/21/1 

single tickets, day tickets and weekly, monthly, or annual season tickets, divided 
by the total number of adult journeys made. 
 
The payment received for each concessionary passenger carried is 41 pence.   
This figure comprises the total revenue received from all concessionary 
passengers, i.e. the reimbursement received from the Councils, plus the 40 pence 
fares paid by Monday – Friday peak-time concession travellers, divided by the 
total number of concessionary journeys made. 
 
If we received 66 pence for every concessionary passenger carried, and 66 pence 
also for every adult passenger carried, we would receive the same total income as 
we currently do from the mix of 75 pence and 41 pence receipts. 
 
As each adult passenger is paying on average 75 pence, they are paying 9 pence 
more per journey than they would have to if we received 66 pence for each 
concessionary passenger carried. 
 
This 9 pence premium as a percentage of the 75 pence average adult fare 
equates to 12%. 
 
Were concession reimbursement to be set at the average adult fare level 
(currently 75 pence), then we would be able to freeze fares for a significant period 
of time.   (The actual period would depend on future rates of inflation, but, based 
on 5% inflation in costs, fares could be frozen for two years.) 
 
Summary 
 
We believe it is unjust and counter-productive that ordinary fare-paying 
passengers are made to pay artificially high bus fares to cross-subsidise 
concessionary travellers, and urge the Committee to consider introduction of a 
concessionary fare scheme that provides equitable reimbursement, thereby 
enabling “normal” passengers’ fares to be reduced in real terms over time. 
 
 
3 August 2004 
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE TRANSPORT (SCOTLAND) ACT 2001   
 

SUBMISSION FROM THE NATIONAL FEDERATION OF BUS USERS  
 
 
 
We welcome the opportunity to give evidence to the Local Government and 
Transport Committee of the Scottish Parliament.  
 
The NFBU was set up in 1985 to represent the interest of passengers and to 
establish a constructive dialogue for bus users with political decision makers 
and bus operators.  It has members throughout the UK including Scotland.  All 
the main bus companies are signed up as Associate members along with some 
independent operators and 34 local authorities.    
 
We have organized very busy and successful bus users surgeries in Glasgow, 
Edinburgh, and Aberdeen on a regular basis with occasional ones in other 
places such as Paisley, Dumfries, Ayr, Livingston and Dundee.  We also help 
bus users with complaints and indeed were the only organization doing this 
prior to the setting up the BUCT.   
 
Voluntary Partnerships and BQP Agreements    
 
In our view the interest of bus users has been and will always be best served 
where there are voluntary partnerships between bus operators and local 
authorities and where there is a direct and ongoing dialogue with passengers.   
But these voluntary partnerships may not always be practicable especially 
where politicians have different views about buses!  It may be necessary in 
some cases therefore to have a more formal Partnership Agreement to ensure 
some stability in the arrangement.   
 
Edinburgh is a very good example of a voluntary partnership.  Both the City 
Council and Lothian Buses try very hard to provide a good bus network and 
have been consistent in their active support of the work we do.  They respond 
promptly and helpfully to complaints and have taken a lead in promoting bus 
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users surgeries and the follow up meetings we organiSe to check that the issues 
raised by bus users have been addressed.      
 
On a smaller scale, this time in an area where a scattered population means that 
virtually no services can be operated without subsidy, Dumfries and Galloway 
provides another excellent example of a successful partnership this time 
between Stagecoach West Scotland and the Council who have been working 
very enthusiastically together.  We held a well-attended surgery and very 
constructive follow up meeting there last year. 
  
In spite of the fact that there is no voluntary partnership in the City of Glasgow, 
we have been able to organise some of the busiest and most successful surgeries 
and follow up meetings of all here.  This has been due to the enthusiastic 
support of the management of First Glasgow.  Unfortunately we have had 
difficulty in getting much positive support from Strathclyde Passenger 
Transport.  This is because of their focus on train services, unwillingness to 
work in a constructive way with bus operators in general and belief that it is 
actually the role of SPT to represent the passenger interest. In my meeting with 
George Heaney Head of Operations last year it was clear that his interest was in 
fining operators rather than trying to establish a constructive partnership with 
any of them – even First Glasgow or Arriva Scotland West:  as far as he was 
concerned all should be brought back under the control of SPT.  Whilst his 
frustration with the destructive head to head competition between a varied 
assortment of small operators in the Strathclyde Region around Paisley and 
Greenock is understandable, it does not justify a return to total public authority 
control over bus services for the whole area.  This is especially so given the 
failure of SPT to use its powers to impose some discipline on operators in 
places like Paisley for example, where I have observed and reported on 
behaviour which has created serious problems for passengers getting on and off 
buses.   Mr Heaney regarded Quality Contracts as a way of getting control over 
the whole bus network rather than as a means of establishing better standards of 
operation among small operators in Paisley.     
 
Quality Contract Schemes. 
 
Midlothian and West Lothian have tried to establish QC schemes but without 
success.    
 
Midlothian   In 2002 this Council thought the price of tenders for local bus 
services was too high even though all the evidence suggested that they only 
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reflected increased costs.  The Council set up two routes to replace these 
services and tried to introduce a Quality Contract in order to control bus 
operation in the area.  They discovered that in fact they needed to provide a 
much higher level of subsidy to do this.   And the Scottish Executive refused to 
pay up.    
 
West Lothian   We received very few complaints at a surgery we held in 
Livingston in February this year.  The local Council however insisted that they 
had received a lot of complaints about constant changes and service 
unreliability.  As a result it decided to bid to exercise control over services by 
means of a Quality Contract even though the additional cost of so doing would 
be £1.5m pa.   They were unable to secure the funding to do this.  
 
It is quite clear that QC’s would cost a great deal more than partnerships. This 
is because councilors will tend to ask for a level and quality of service focusing 
on what they regard as social need rather than the level of demand without any 
broad based input from passengers at the grass roots.  
 
There is also the problem that local councils do not necessarily have the 
experience, professional expertise or resources to take over responsibility for 
bus networks.  They already have difficulty in coping with their current 
responsibility for the operating environment of buses.  
 
There could be a case for a QC where the local authority is subsidising the 
whole network or a number of small poor quality operators are undermining the 
quality of service but given all the problems   - especially cost  - with QCs, we 
really do have doubts about the benefits for bus passengers.   
 
What we really need is a more realistic level of funding for those uncommercial 
services required to meet local community transport needs.    And there should 
be an objective national standard for assessing and funding those needs.   I have 
spoken about this to the TAS Partnership which has done extensive research on 
bus operation and they have assured me that this would possible.  
 
Concessionary Fare Schemes  
 
We appreciate the facility of free bus passes for pensioners but are concerned 
about the huge cost of funding it.  In the first place it is not consistent with 
natural justice to subsidise free travel for one section of the community at the 
expense of the others.  And this must surely be the case unless that free travel 
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covers the true cost and generates enough usage to sustain and improve 
services.  When I have spoken to pensioners they have assured me that there is 
little point in having a free pass if you do not have the services you need on 
which to use it.      
 
My impression from passengers is that the concessionary fares scheme for 
pensioners in England, which provides a minimum half fare pass, works well.   
The Free Travel Scheme for Pensioners in Wales has been a success because 
the operators and Welsh Assembly have agreed on a satisfactory rate of 
reimbursement for operators and the scheme has generated enough extra usage 
to sustain and even provide additional services.     
 
  
Dr Caroline Cahm MBE  
 Chairman NFBU  
PO Box 320 Portsmouth, PO5 3SD 
 
September  2003 
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Local Government and Transport Committee Inquiry             
 
Evidence on Quality Partnerships, Quality Contracts and concessionary travel 
 
CPT submission: 05 October 2004 
 

1. The Confederation of Passenger Transport UK welcomes the opportunity to 
contribute to this Inquiry and present its evidence to the Local Government 
and Transport Committee. 

 
2. CPT UK is the trade association for bus, coach and light rail.  CPT members 

operate about 96% of Scotland’s registered bus service network.  
 
3. CPT does not intend to reset the scene which was very ably and 

comprehensively presented by the Scottish Executive on 29 June 2004. 
 

4. CPT agrees with SCOTS and COSLA that much has been achieved on a 
voluntary basis.  Because there are no statutory QPs and statutory QCs does 
not mean that nothing has happened; no improvements effected. 

 
5. The ATCO Report lists improvements achieved around Scotland through 

partnership working between local transport authorities and bus and coach 
operators. 

 
6. Today, CPT is tabling its On the Move publication which highlights effective 

partnership, and also gives information about improvements regarding 
innovation, safety, the environment and social inclusion.    

 
7. This does not mean that CPT is complacent: growth is being achieved but we 

recognise that the new growth needs to be sustained and further modal shift 
achieved. 

 
8. CPT members will participate in statutory QPs and statutory QCs when 

appropriate.  It is easier for the private sector to commit resources longer term 
than it is for local transport authorities.  This imbalance has been a stumbling 
block for some voluntary arrangements and we are concerned that it will 
remain a problem with local statutory QPs and QCs.  However, with the 
formation of the new national agency and national transport plan, both 
working to a longer timescale than the current 3 year budgetary cycle, CPT 
anticipates that this imbalance can be overcome. 

 
9. Of more concern is the differing ability in authority of the various partners to 

move quickly.  CPT members who wish to participate in QPs are decision 
makers, while local transport authorities are represented by officers – who 
have to report to members.  While CPT recognises the expertise of the LTA 
officers as essential briefing providers for members, more positive actions 

 1
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would result and faster if LTAs had higher authority representatives directly 
involved.    CPT welcomes the creation of the new Strategic Transport 
Authority and is confident that a central body with decision making and  

      funding powers will make it much easier to implement more and faster 
                                                                                                            
      positive improvements – including statutory QPs and statutory QCs where  
      appropriate. 

 
10. CPT is concerned about the inevitable confusion of the transition period to the 

new national Transport Agency assuming all its powers. Will priority be given 
to national/ regional/ or local transport plans?  It could  take some 
considerable period of time to win the voluntary support of LTAs   

      to strong regional transport partnerships.  How will this interrupt funding  
      flows? 
 

11. CPT supports the creation of statutory regional transport partnerships, and will      
     be formally requesting active participation on each of them. 
  

12. CPT supports STAG (Scottish Transport Appraisal Guidance) as being the 
best means of determining whether or not a QC proposal will deliver the 
results expected and meet best value criteria.  It has repeatedly been stated that 
the depth of the STAG inquiry should be in direct correlation to the size of the 
project envisaged.   Therefore, it should not be too onerous for a simple 
scheme.   

 
13. The Commission for Integrated Transport has carried out detailed research  
      into how government targets can best be met linked to the funding of the bus  
      industry. 
      Quote from David Begg, Chair of CfIT: 
      The London system has recently been viewed as a possible alternative to the   
      deregulated model.  However, two key factors need to be considered.  First,    
      the London bus system requires significant public subsidy (with annual costs  
      having risen from zero to £300m in recent years and budgeted to rise to    
      £600m by 2006).  Second, London is also unique in that it has a strong public  
      transport ‘culture’, coupled with population growth and high population  
      density, as well as bus priority and demand restraint measures (including the  
      recent congestion charging scheme). 
      To exemplify the London experience as a template for other UK cities may,   
      therefore, be over-simplistic. 
 
      Whether or not buses are publicly or privately controlled is not the key to  
       success.  The question that must be asked is what do we want  from buses, and  
      how far are we willing to go to achieve this? 
      
       Consider the contrasting experiences of London and Belfast, two cities in the  
       UK where buses are regulated.  In both cities there is a co-ordinated  
       approach to the provision of public transport with planning of routes and  
       timetables and setting of fares undertaken by a central public authority.  But  
       that’s where the similarity ends. 
       The London model is the one that is cited as a shining example by those who  

 2
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       want buses to be regulated.  The capital’s record in growing bus use has been  
       impressive and has occurred despite increases in real fares.  Patronage has  
       increased by nearly 50% since 1982, up from 1040 million journeys to 1534  
       million in 2002/03. 
       Belfast’s buses are a less glowing tribute to the merits of public control,  
       although the city itself provides a closer comparison to most UK cities.  In      
       Belfast bus patronage is falling: from 21.9 million passenger kilometres in      
       1998/89 to 19.9 million passenger kilometres in 2002/03. 
       The reason for the difference between the two cities is that in London there is   
       a clear idea about what the city needs from its buses, and the political will to  
       back this up with money; bus priority measures and car restraint.   
       Meanwhile, in Belfast there has been an almost five-fold increase in the  
       number of parking spaces available since 1980. 
       Quality Contracts will not eliminate rising operating costs or the traffic  
       congestion that are holding buses back.  Regulation on its own, without  
       appropriate funding and pro-bus measures, will not deliver patronage    
       growth. 
                                     [Source: Transit, Issue 238, 09/07/04: editorial on the CfIT Report]   
                                                                                                            
13. Whatever the mechanism of delivery, CPT deems it essential that the cost of       

providing public transport is always based on the cost of provision – not on the 
size of local transport authority budget available. 

 
 
 

Concessionary travel 
 
14. CPT wants to see one national scheme, nationally administered. 
      When the commitment to free national bus and coach travel for the elderly and    
      disabled is delivered, it would be ludicrous if each concession journey had to  
      be broken back down to individual Local Transport Authorities.  This would  
      lead to wasteful administrative costs.  

 
15. CPT maintains that funding must be ring fenced.  GAE allocation does not 

take into account either car ownership patterns or service volumes. Some local 
authorities use a proportion of GAE for purposes other than concessionary fare 
reimbursement.  CPT believes this to be in excess of £10 million.  The central 
government budget may indeed be adequate and fair, but, it is greatly in 
excess of the amount received by bus and coach operators.  Fairness can be 
ensured, and hundreds of hours of intractable local negotiation avoided, by 
having a single, nationally administered scheme. 

 
16. CPT contends that this would also meet best value criteria: efficient, economic 

and effective. 
 

17. The Welsh free national concessionary scheme is supported by central and 
local government and the transport operators.  CPT would welcome the 
introduction of a similar scheme in Scotland.  
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18. CPT contends that the public want one set of entitlement criteria for 
concessionaries and their companions.  The industry also needs entitlement 
uniformity.  The current variations in the 16 schemes cause confusion and 
cannot all be logged on electronic ticketing machines on account of capacity 
issues.                                                                                                                 

 
19. The current short term negotiation with 16 local schemes is unsustainable   
       long term.   Using their audited accounts figures, the 7 large operators* who   
       represent about 86% of the market can clearly demonstrate that: 

a. The gap is growing between commercial and concessionary income 
per passenger  

b. Commercial is rising; concessionary is falling 
c. Compensation for concessionary passengers is actually below the cost 

of carrying those passengers   
       Charted on a graph, this gives one line of steadily rising costs, and a second of  
       falling revenue, driven by reducing reimbursements for concessionary  
       passengers. 
       Simultaneously, operators have to invest in new low floor accessible vehicles,  
       and are under pressure to retain marginal routes and keep fares affordable. 
      *First, Stagecoach, Lothian Buses, Arriva Scotland West, Travel Dundee, Strathtay Omnibuses, Rapsons 

 
                                                                                                            
20. The industry has worked in partnership to deliver the Programme for 

Government commitment of free local concessionary travel for the elderly and 
disabled. 

      All parties involved recognised that the existing concessionary travel schemes  
      did not have robust bases to enhance from.  Historically, arbitrary adjustment    
      of generation factors frequently occurred to balance local authority budgets. 
      CPT hoped that the transition to a national scheme would occur quickly and  
      lobbied for a fair, transparent and stable reimbursement mechanism. 
      Short term agreements have been extended despite the fact that operators can  
      prove that they are worse off by participating in the schemes.  
 
21. By cooperating in partnership, CPT now has a real fear that its members will 

be disadvantaged by not openly and strenuously challenging the existing 
arrangements. 

 
22. CPT welcomes the white paper, Scotland’s transport future, and the powers to 

be taken by Scottish Ministers to run a national concessionary scheme.  CPT 
wants to see the proposed Strategic Transport Agency established quickly, and 
to then manage the necessary steps to one national scheme, nationally 
administered and fairly resourced. 
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Marjory Rodger, Director Government Relations 
CPT UK 
29 Drumsheugh Gardens, Edinburgh EH3 7RN 
Tel :  0131 272 2150      Mobile: 07974 107021 
Marjory@mrodger.freeserve.co.uk 
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SSI Cover Note For Committee Meeting 
 
SSI title and 
number: 
 

The Scotland Act 1998 (Modifications of Schedule 5) Order 2004 
(draft) 

Type of Instrument: 
 

Affirmative 

Meeting: 
 

21st meeting, 5 October 2004 
 

Date circulated to members: 
 

 17 September 2004 
 

Minister to attend Local 
Government and Transport 
Committee meeting 
 

Minister for Transport 

SSI drawn to Parliament’s 
attention by Sub Leg 
Committee: 

No 

 
Affirmative Instrument – Procedure 
 
1. The instrument is laid under an affirmative procedure which means that 

Parliament must approve the instrument before its provisions may come into 
force. The sponsoring Minister (Mr Nicol Stephen, Minister for Transport) has 
accordingly lodged a motion that the Local Government and Transport 
Committee recommend approval of the instrument (S2M-1808). 

 
2. The Committee has adopted the practice of holding an informal session before 

the formal debate on affirmative instruments to raise technical points of 
clarification. Minister’s officials may take part in the informal discussion. 

 
3. After the informal discussion, the Minister will be invited to formally move the 

motion. Committee members will then be invited to formally debate the motion 
(S2M-1808). The Minister will then be given an opportunity to respond to points 
raised in the debate and make any concluding remarks. 

 
4. The question will then be put to the Committee as to whether the motion should 

be agreed to. Only members of the Committee can vote on the motion. If the 
motion is agreed to, the Committee has decided to approve the instrument, if the 
motion is disagreed to, the Committee has decided not to approve the instrument. 

 
5. Under Rule 10.6 the Committee is required to report to the Parliament with its 

recommendation on whether to approve the instrument. 
 



 

 

6. If members have any queries or points of clarification on the instrument which 
they wish to have raised with the Scottish Executive in advance of the meeting, 
please could these be passed to the Clerk to the Committee as soon as possible, 
to allow sufficient time for a response to be received in advance of the Committee 
meeting. 
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SSI Cover Note For Committee Meeting 
 
SSI title and 
number: 
 

The Firemen’s Pension Scheme Amendment (Scotland) Order 
2004 (SSI 2004/385) 

Type of Instrument: 
 

Negative 

Meeting: 
 

21st Meeting 2004, 5 October 2004 
 

Date circulated to members: 
 

17 September 2004 

  
Local Government and Transport 
Committee  deadline to consider 
SSI: 

 
 
25 October 2004 

Motion for annulment lodged: No 

SSI drawn to Parliament’s 
attention by Sub Leg Committee: 
 

No 

 

 


