Annex D: Consultation Response Form

PART 1 - Information about you

	Name
	GORDON EDWARDS (Director and Company Secretary)

	Address
	WEST HOUSE, FRESHFORD, BATH

	Postcode
	BA2 7WA

	email
	secretary@travelwatchsouthwest.org

	Company Name or Organisation
(if applicable)
	TRAVELWATCH SOUTHWEST CIC

	Please tick one box from the list below that best describes you /your company or organisation.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Bus operator

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Community Transport Operator

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Representative Organisation

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Trade Union

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Interest Group

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Local Government

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Central Government

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Not-for-profit organisation

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Member of the public

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please describe):

	If you are responding on behalf of an organisation or interest group how many members do you have and how did you obtain the views of your members:

This response is based on feedback from over ninety affiliated organisations.

     

	If you would like your response or personal details to be treated confidentially please explain why:

     


PART 2 - Your comments

	1. Do you agree with the proposal for amending The Public Service Vehicles (Registration of Local Services) Regulations 1986 (SI 1986/1671) with an additional provision requiring an operator to inform the relevant authority or authorities 14 days before making an application to the Traffic Commissioner to start a bus service, or vary or cancel an existing service? 
	Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

	No   FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please give reasons for your views:
 Short notice registrations form an average of some 40% of all those currently submitted. While those registrations falling in this cohort form a spectrum, from just under 56 days, to, in some cases, approval after the event,  and while some short notice registration may actually be beneficial for passengers, in terms of ensuring that the correct level, or precise timing, of service is maintained, following, for example, an external event such as a road closure or similar, in general terms it is desirable for stability and information reasons to give as much notice of change as it possible. There is a difference in the way that different local authorities use this mechanism, with some awarding tenders very quickly, whereas others would appear to almost routinely take it to the wire. This additional period of notice would help ensure that information for passengers is disseminated in good time rather than at the last moment. It is essential that all relevant authorities are advised in respect of any registrations for local bus services that operate within the area of two or more relevant local authorities.

	2. Do you agree with the proposal to introduce a ‘No variation or cancellation of a registered service for 90 days’ provision, and for notice of any proposed variation or cancellation to be placed on vehicles for a minimum period of 21 days?


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

This follows from the previous answer as it all helps maintain some degree of network stability and, crucially, will help ensure that passengers are informed of changes in good time. 

	3. Do you agree that the proposed requirement for operators to place notice of any proposed variation or cancellation on vehicles would ensure that the travelling public are well informed about changes which affect their journeys? 
	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please give reasons for your views:

Again, this will help ensure that passengers are fully aware of planned changes, be it a minor retiming of a journey, to a change of operator, to possible withdrawal of a journey or service. By giving a minimum of 21 days notice, this provides passengers with some opportunity to make alternative travel arrangements, should it be necessary, or make plans about season ticket purchase / refunds.

	4 Are there other factors to consider with regard to compliance with, and enforcement of this proposed requirement?


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please give reasons for your views:

If a service is tendered by the local authority and is awarded to a company other than the existing operator, the proposed passenger notice to be provided by the current operator must inform passengers that the service is to be continued and provide the name and contact details of the new operator so that passengers can make contact to establish continued availability of tickets etc.

The notice must be of a certain size, to be both readable and to attract attention to it. Likewise it must be displayed in a prominent but accessible position. There should also be a requirement for similar information to be posted on the service changes section of the operator’s website (unless the operator has no website of course – but this is unusual nowadays.)



	5. Do you agree with suggested changes to Regulation 9(2) of The Public Service Vehicles (Registration of Local Services) Regulations 1986 (SI 1986/1671) to redefine the journeys for which a service may be varied; to substitute 56 days for 21 days as required period of notice, and 28 days for 21 days for community bus services?
	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please give reasons for your views and add any additional comments you wish to make:

TWSW agrees with the general thrust behind this but is unsure about adopting a blanket 56 days. Passenger will always benefit form as much advance information as can be provided, but Christmas and New Year  does seem to pose particular problems for bus operators as traders can leave decisions to the last moment. We would argue that the 56 days be applied to all the public holidays quoted, other than Christmas and New Year which might be given a derogation of 28 days, instead of, say, rather than 56.

The proposal to standardise Community Bus registration periods at 28 days seems logical, although it is likely that Community Bus operators will be closer to their passenger base so this change may be of more marginal benefit.



	6. Do you agree that the Public Service Vehicles (Registration of Local Services) Regulations 1986 should be amended so that no notice period would be required for registration of temporary rail replacement bus services?


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

As the consultation document notes, we also suspect that the requirement for Train Operating Companies to register temporary rail replacement services is honoured more in its breach than its observance. In the vast majority of cases this is a sensible change. However there is a question mark over when a service ceases to be temporary. When the West Coast Main Line was modernised many replacement road services operated for an extended period of time and they formed part of a planned sequence of engineering. It is suggested that a threshold be applied. Replacement road services of ten days continuous duration or less would not require to be registered, but anything over that period would require to be registered as this would cease to be a "temporary arrangement". It would then give adequate notice to passenger of any change and confidence of exactly what the alternative service provide will comprise.  



	7. On a long term, do you agree that exempting rail temporary replacement bus service from requirement to register will facilitate greater effectiveness of the service  


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

It would seem to make little difference to the effectiveness of the service, but would remove an unnecessary and burdensome level of bureaucracy.  


	8. Will the proposed changes to the publication regulations remove ambiguity and provided needed clarity with regard to these regulations?  


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	If not please state why and provide all the necessary supporting evidence:

We fail to see how the removal of the “type of vehicle" publication regulation can be described as "removing ambiguity" but have no concerns about its removal.  


	9. What are you views regarding proposal to change the de minimis level provisions in domestic legislation in favour of EU levels?

No views.  


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

We are not sufficiently aware of the full details involved here. In general terms we can see that there are significant advantages to the use of de minimis in terms of speed of response of the tendering authority if it does not have to go through a  full competitive tendering exercise. However this should not be to the detriment of other potential contractors (e.g. smaller companies) so options A or B may be better. Having said that, if this change is required as part of enabling maximum  fare levels to be established then TWSW would support it.   

	10. Which of the three options proposed on the de minimis level provisions are you in favour of, and why?


	Option A               FORMCHECKBOX 

Option B
    FORMCHECKBOX 

Option C               FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

See previous answer..  


	11. Do you have any views on proposal to make secondary legislation (under Section 91(1) of the Transport Act 1985) enabling local authority to make “general rules” to impose maximum fares on bus operators and compensate them accordingly, without going through competitive tendering?



	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

There are good economic, environmental and social policy reasons for extending concessionary fares to other groups, such as young adults. Capping fares for all passengers could also be attractive. However, it is questionable how useful this option is at a time when public spending and particularly transport budgets will be heavily constrained, if not heavily cut.  



	12. Do you agree with proposal to impose less than criminal sanctions (such as penalty fines) against operators who repeatedly violate the Conduct Regulations?


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

Operators need to take these issues seriously. Fines are an effective tool if they are set at the correct level. We would suggest that these issues are set within the remit of the appropriate Traffic Commissioner, who could take action against the Operating Licence if the fines regime, alone, did not work. 


	13. Are there any other considerations that should be taken into account in determining appropriate and effective sanctions against repeated breach of Conduct Regulations?


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

If the Traffic Commissioner become the responsible body, they would be able to assess the operator’s general level of compliance measured against reliability, punctuality and safety standards to give  a full picture of its performance. 


	14. Do you have any general views on the consumption of alcohol on buses?


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

Passengers should be prevented from drinking alcohol on buses, as has happened in London. Bus journeys tend to be short and such a ban would not present a huge disadvantage for those who currently drink alcohol on buses. In positive terms it would help present a less threatening atmosphere for other passengers and may reduce violence. The problem will be in enforcing any such ban, which will require police co-operation and assistance. 


	15.  Do you agree with proposal to amend The Public Service Vehicles (Conduct of Drivers, Inspectors, Conductors and Passengers) Regulations 1990; to introduce a ban of the consumption of alcohol and carriage of open container of alcohol on buses, in England and Wales?


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

See previous answer.  



	16. Are there any other considerations that should be taken into account in introducing such a ban?  


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

See previous answer.  


	17. Do you agree that proposed changes to the definition of ‘regulated public service vehicle’ in the Conduct Regulations, to include other European approved vehicles are a step in the right direction? 

If not, please state why and provide all the necessary supporting evidence.


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

We are not experts in this area but in general terms this proposal would seem to be a good thing if it extends the scope of coverage to the benefit of passengers with disabilities. More critical may be the need to ensure that wheelchair users are able to board a bus where the wheelchair space has already been occupied by a buggy. This will require a clear code of conduct to be agreed by the operator, displayed on the bus and acted upon with support for front line staff (i.e. the driver) when a dispute arises.  


	18. Do you have any comments regarding updating the Conduct Regulations in line with the smoking ban in Part 1 of the Health Act 2006?


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

     


	19. Question 19: What other amendments to secondary legislation do you think might facilitate improvements to bus services? 


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Please state why and provide all the necessary supporting evidence.

No comments. 
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