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From:
To: Transport Committee
Date: 26 November 2016 19:18:11

The taxicard should be open to
All ybs and gbs theres no need
For comcab this now can be done
Via app I'm waiting 3yrs to
Join Comcab its not fair
A Taxicard App is the way forward
For Customers/Drivers
Many thanks 
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From:
To: Transport Committee
Subject: Taxicard
Date: 27 November 2016 10:54:31

Dear Sir/Madam

I feel the Taxicard system should be made available to every Taxi cab - as, on many
occasions a passenger requiring the Taxicard service cannot get into a cab at a rank as no
Taxicard cabs are there - this would also mean that all Taxi drivers then have exactly the
same credit card facilities within there cabs.....also, this would mean all Taxis would be
truly accessible to all passengers.

Many thanks and best regards
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From:
To: Transport Committee
Subject: Re: Door to Door Transport Services
Date: 29 November 2016 17:46:18
Attachments: Document 14.pdf

downloadfile.pdf
Enfield_Adult_Social_Care_Transport_Policy___Draft.pdf
FinalDisabilityConnectresponse11-10-07.doc
lip_2011_eia.pdf
Prof-David-Begg-The-Impact-of-Congestion-on-Bus-Passengers-Digital-1.pdf
SNT3 - App 3.pdf
TAG report v1.0.pdf
Trans report_GB_web_v1.pdf

Refer attached.  Revised. Please disregard first email.

Thank you. 

Sent from Samsung tablet

-------- Original message --------
From  
Date: 29/11/2016 17:23 (GMT+00:00) 
To transportcommittee@london.gov.uk 
Subject Door to Door Transport Services 

Dear Chair,

For your consideration,  the attached impact assessments on Door to Door
Transport Services in London. Refer attached. 

Sent from Samsung tablet
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AGENDA ITEM: 16  Page Nos. 115 - 134 


Meeting ting Cabinet Resources Committee Cabinet Resources Committee 


Date Date 27 September 2011 27 September 2011 


Subject Subject Transforming Passenger Transport Services  Transforming Passenger Transport Services  


Report of Report of Cabinet Member for Customer Access and Cabinet Member for Customer Access and 


Partnerships Partnerships 


Summary Summary This report outlines the recommendations for delivering Passenger 
Transport Service and seeks authority from the Committee to: 
This report outlines the recommendations for delivering Passenger 
Transport Service and seeks authority from the Committee to: 


(i) participate in the West London Alliance (WLA) Transport 
Efficiency Programme to deliver Passenger Transport Services in 
a shared services environment with 4 other London boroughs, 


(i) participate in the West London Alliance (WLA) Transport 
Efficiency Programme to deliver Passenger Transport Services in 
a shared services environment with 4 other London boroughs, 


(ii) approve the transformation of the Passenger Transport Service 
to achieve the identified savings through the management of the 
in-house operation in conjunction with the WLA Transport 
Bureau. 


(ii) approve the transformation of the Passenger Transport Service 
to achieve the identified savings through the management of the 
in-house operation in conjunction with the WLA Transport 
Bureau. 


  


Officer Contributors Kate Kennally, Director, Adult Social Care and Health 


Tahir Mahmood, Project Manager, Commercial Services 


Status (public or exempt) Public 


Wards affected All  


Enclosures Appendix A – Passenger Transport Service delivery 
recommendations - background 


For decision by Cabinet Resources Committee 


Function of Executive 


Reason for urgency / 


exemption from call-in 
Not applicable 


Contact for further information: Tahir Mahmood, Project Manager, Commercial Directorate,  


020 8359 7678, tahir.mahmood@barnet.gov.uk 
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1. RECOMMENDATIONS 


 
1.1 That the committee approve the recommendation as set out in 


paragraph 6.7 to 6.9 to become full members of the West London 
Alliance (WLA) Transport Efficiency Programme to participate in the 
procurement of a framework contract led by London Borough of Brent 
to replace our current contract extended until February 2012. 


 
1.2 That the committee approve the recommendation as set out in 


paragraphs 6.7 to 6.9 to become full members of the West London 
Alliance (WLA) Transport Efficiency Programme, stage 1, to participate 
in the set up and operation of the Transport Bureau led by London 
Borough of Hounslow, to deliver passenger transport for vulnerable 
adults and children via the WLA Transport Bureau.  


 
1.3 That the Adult Social Care and Health Directorate through the West 


London Alliance Transport Project develop a ‘Door to Door’ Transport 
Policy for Vulnerable Adults which is subject to Public Consultation for 
implementation from 1st April 2012 as described in paragraph 9.8. 


 
1.4 To approve the transformation of the Passenger Transport Service as 


set out in paragraph 6.11 to achieve the identified savings through the 
management and transformation of the in-house operation until Stage 2 
of the WLA Transport Efficiency Programme. 


 
1.5 That the committee approve the deployment of the £742,000 social care 


capital allocation for the purchase of London Emission Zone compliant 
vehicles by the Passenger Transport Service as detailed in paragraph 
6.12.   


 
 
2. RELEVANT PREVIOUS DECISIONS 
 
2.1 Cabinet, 6 May 2008 (Decision item 5) – approved the establishment of the 


Future Shape of the Organisation1. 
 
2.2 Cabinet, 3 December 2008 (Decision item 5) – approved the programme 


structure for the next phase of the Future Shape programme and that a 
detailed assessment of the overall model for public service commissioning, 
design and delivery should be undertaken. 


 
2.3 Cabinet, 6 July 2009 (Decision item 5) – approved that three principles would 


be adopted as the strategic basis for making future decisions: 
 


 a new relationship with citizens 
 a one public sector approach 


                                            
1 The Future Shape programme has been renamed One Barnet Programme.  The relevant previous decisions shown refer 


to meetings held before this change. 
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 a relentless drive for efficiency) 
 


It also approved a phased approach to delivering the Future Shape 
Programme and immediate consolidation of activity in the areas of property, 
support and transact. 


 
2.4 Cabinet, 21 October 2009 (Decision item 8) – approved plans to implement 


the Future Shape programme. 
 
2.5 Cabinet, 21 June 2010 (Decision item 5) considered the medium-term 


strategic context for the Council and likely very substantial financial 
challenges. Cabinet endorsed the Future Shape programme as the response 
to the challenges set out. The report also noted that the full implementation 
costs of Future Shape were not budgeted at that time and would need to be 
factored into future financial planning and in reviewing earmarked reserves. 


 
2.6 The financial statements for 2009/10, agreed by the Audit Committee on 21 


September 2010, established a Transformation Reserve to meet the costs of 
the Future Shape programme. 


 
2.7 Cabinet, 29 November 2010 (Decision item 6) – approved the One Barnet 


Framework and the funding strategy for its implementation. 
 
2.8 Cabinet, 29 November 2010 (Decision item 9) – authorised the Commercial 


Director to commence the procurement process to identify a strategic partner 
for the delivery of the Passenger Transport Services and to extend the current 
SEN framework contract by 6 months to February 2012 to allow adequate 
time to procure the most suitable provider for a new service.  


 
2.9 Business Management Overview & Scrutiny Sub-Committee, 16 December 


2010 (Decision item 6), the report was discussed and Councillors were 
assured that they would see evidence of our work with other boroughs on 
passenger transport. 


 
 
3. CORPORATE PRIORITIES AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 


 


3.1 The three priority outcomes set out in the Corporate Plan are: – 


 Better services with less money 


 Sharing opportunities, sharing responsibilities 


 A successful London suburb 
 


3.2 The One Barnet programme has three overarching aims: –  


 A new relationship with citizens  


 A one public sector approach 


 A relentless drive for efficiency 
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3.3 The overarching aim of the One Barnet Programme is to create a new citizen 
centred council through delivering a new relationship with citizens and, by 
improving their experience of the passenger transport service this will 
contribute to the council in achieving this aim. 


 


3.4 The aim of this project is to deliver passenger transport services in 
collaboration with other member boroughs of the West London Alliance 
(Brent, Ealing, Harrow and Hounslow) by sharing out-of-borough routes, 
where possible, to procure a centralised framework contract and a centralised 
mobility assessment service. This would help reduce the overall cost of the 
transport provision whilst working in collaboration with other partners to 
deliver region-wide services and fits within the One Barnet objectives of “a 
relentless drive for efficiency”, “a one public sector approach” and “a new 
relationship with citizens”.  


 
 
4. RISK MANAGEMENT ISSUES 
 
4.1 Risks associated with the delivery of the projects are managed and reported 


in accordance with corporate risk and project management processes and will 
also be reported through existing democratic processes. 


 
4.2 In order to begin the process of achieving the WLA’s potential cost savings 


during the financial year 2011/2012, the approval to proceed with the 
implementation of the Transport Bureau is required prior to commencement of 
the Transport Bureau scheduled from November 2011.  


 
4.3 By delaying the decision to proceed to the next stage of becoming full 


members of the West London Alliance Transport Project, the Council will not 
be able to participate in the region-wide SEN framework contract, planned to 
be in place by April 2012, which risks disruption to the transport service and 
potentially higher costs. 


 
4.4 The WLA Transport Efficiency Programme board is managing the programme 


level risks associated with the delivery of the programme and the savings. 
The WLA Transport Efficiency Board is sponsored by the Chief Executive of 
London Borough of Ealing and chaired by the Director of Children’s Service at 
London Borough of Hounslow. The WLA have extended the contract with 
People Too, a specialist transport consultancy to ensure the continuation of 
support to the programme. Finance and procurement support is to be 
provided by officers from Brent to help deliver the procurement tasks and 
monitor the achievement of the savings.  


 
4.5 Barnet have senior officer level representation on the WLA Transport 


Efficiency Programme board from the Commercial Directorate to ensure the 
management of the programme and the procurement of the framework 
contract is in accordance with Barnet’s policies, processes and procedures. 
The Barnet Council representative is the Assistant Director for Commercial 
Assurance.  
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5. EQUALITIES AND DIVERSITY ISSUES 
  
5.1 It is recognised that such a transformation of this service is likely to have an 


impact upon staff and the service users. Under the Equality Act 2010, the 
Council and all other organisations exercising public functions on its behalf 
must have due regard to the need to; (a)  eliminate discrimination, 
harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is prohibited by or under 
the Act; (b)   advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a 
relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it and  (c)   
foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected 
characteristic and persons who do not share it.  Therefore it will be necessary 
to assess the equalities impact of the project on the different groups of 
service users within the Borough, as outlined in the 2011-13 Corporate Plan. 
This will be carried out when the new framework contract and the transport 
providers are known so that impact of the change is considered during the 
transition process. 


  
5.2 The Council’s Equalities policy will be followed in the formation of the 


transport bureau and subsequent formation of a transport hub. The Council 
will also consider the equalities and diversity policies of other partner 
boroughs in the shared service delivery model. Any eventual contract or the 
service level agreement will include explicit requirements fully covering the 
Council’s duties under equalities legislation.  


 
5.3 Adult Social Care and Health are planning a full consultation on the door-to-


door provision of the transport services in Autumn. The aim is to develop a 
comprehensive transport policy in conjunction with WLA boroughs, drawing 
upon good practice within the region. Based upon experience within 
neighbouring boroughs, the policy will seek to maximise independence and 
should deliver efficiencies with our current arrangements. Implementation of 
the policy will be subject to full Equality Impact Assessment. 


 
5.4 With respect to impact on staff, as the number of staff affected by this change 


is less than 10 we have decided not to include an EIA due to breach of 
confidentiality on personal data, which could risk identification of staff.  
Management will be required to consider the equalities issues throughout this 
project. 


 
 
6. USE OF RESOURCES IMPLICATIONS (Finance, Procurement, 


Performance & Value for Money, Staffing, IT, Property, Sustainability)) 
 


6.1 The Spending Review has announced reductions in government support to 
local authorities of 26% over the next four years. The Council has now 
received its grant settlement and budget reductions of £53.4m were approved 
at Cabinet on 14 February 2011 in the Budget, Council Tax and Medium-term 
Financial Strategy 2011/12 – 2013/14 report. 


 
6.2 For current One Barnet projects (Wave 1), estimates of savings have been 


made which are reflected in the Council’s financial plans. These were 
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included within the Budget, Council Tax and Medium-term Financial Strategy 
(MTFS) report approved at Cabinet on 14 February 2011. 


 
6.3 Included within the One Barnet wave 1 projects and the current MTFS are 


savings related to transport. The Council has identified to deliver revenue 
efficiencies of £609,000 in 2011/12 across passenger transport and 
concessionary travel, together with a further £82,000. These savings have 
already been achieved through the reshaping of the current passenger 
transport services resulting in the full year impact of £691,000 for 2012/13. 
The One Barnet Transport Project has identified two further saving 
opportunities over and above those set out in the current MTFS relating to 
cross Borough collaboration on transport through the WLA and further internal 
efficiencies. 


 
6.4 It is anticipated that we can achieve further savings by participating in the 


West London Alliance and working with other member boroughs through the 
harmonisation of shared out-of-borough journeys, collaborative procurement 
of passenger transport through a framework contract and pooling of 
resources for concessionary travel assessment. As well as financial benefits 
there are non-financial benefits to be realised by developing region-wide 
passenger transport policies for adults and children and sharing best practice.  


 
6.5 In February 2011, the West London Alliance Transport Efficiency Programme 


comprising of Barnet, Brent, Ealing, Harrow, Hounslow and Hillingdon, 
supported by People Too, a specialist consultancy in passenger transport 
transformation, produced a business case to deliver the following services in 
a shared services model for all participating boroughs. 
 
 Passenger transport services: Special Education Needs, Adult Social 


Care, Looked after children  (where available) and Ad hoc (where 
available)  


 Fleet Services 
 Concessionary Travel: Blue Badge, Taxicard and Freedom Passes 
 


6.6 The WLA detailed business proposed a staged approach to deliver the 
shared serviced across participating boroughs. Stage 1 proposed the setting 
up of a Transport Bureau hosted by one of the participating boroughs and 
identified 24% savings across passenger transport, and 29% savings when 
combined with concessionary travel for Barnet. Stage 2 proposed setting up 
of a separate legal entity to deliver passenger transport services on behalf of 
the participating boroughs and other public sector partners following review of 
stage 1 and in agreement of the participating Boroughs. It is expected that the 
Transport Bureau would operate for at least two years before embarking on 
Stage 2, the Transport Hub. The WLA proposed savings for the Transport 
Bureau are set out in Appendix 1, Section 2.1.  


 
6.7 It was considered prudent to carry out due a due diligence exercise on the 


savings proposed by the WLA due to the concerns raised by officers in 
Finance and Passenger Transport Service. The due diligence was carried by 
Edge Public Solutions, a specialist consultancy in the field of transport and 
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fleet management in the public sector. The Edge review concluded that the 
Council is likely to achieve about 75% of the proposed savings in the WLA 
Business case. It also noted that the WLA approach of increased buying 
power and collaboration is a sensible principle to follow and there are likely to 
be some additional benefits of being a longer term member of the alliance in 
terms of the outlined high level plans in the WLA business case to develop 
opportunities with other transport stakeholders across West London and 
further develop buying power and shared services. The One Barnet Transport 
project team considered the benefits of the WLA Detailed Business and the 
findings of the due diligence exercise and is therefore recommending a 
solution which will achieve the financial as well non-financial benefits whilst 
minimising the risk to the Council as outlined below. 


 
Table 1 shows the level of savings and costs expected from the WLA 
Transport Efficiency Programme after the adjustments arising from the due 
diligence exercise. 


 


  
2011/12 


£’000
2012/13 


£’000
2013/14 


£’000 
2014/15 


£’000


WLA proposed savings 189 1,157 1,621 1,803


Edge Recommended Adjustments -32 -255 -461 -461


LBB adjustment (50% route shares) -73 -147 -147 -147


Concessionary Travel correction -9 -38 -38 -38


WLA proposed savings (adjusted and 
validated by Edge and LBB) 


75 717 975 1,157


Costs associated with WLA membership      


One-off (IT Software & Support Costs) -67 0 0 0


Ongoing Bureau (Mgr & IT Hardware) -29 -93 -93 -93


LD Health reform grant  12 12 12


Net WLA/Edge Combined Savings -21 636 894 1,076


Table 1 
 
6.8 The first year’s cost associated with WLA membership for 2011/12 has been 


budgeted in the One Barnet Transport Project budget. It is anticipated that 
this will be reduced through the award of Capital Ambition funding to the WLA 
for this programme.  As a full participating member borough to the 
programme, Barnet costs would be reduced by an equal proportion of the 
grant from Capital Ambition. To date the programme has been awarded 
£232,000 with an invitation to bid for a further £105,000 from Capital 
Ambition. The exact contribution will be confirmed following confirmation that 
Barnet Council will be participating in the WLA Transport programme. 
Furthermore the Council through the Learning Disability and Health Reform 
grant from 2012/13 funding can utilise for mobility assessments which will 
fund part of the ongoing costs related to the WLA Transport Bureau. 
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6.9 The WLA Transport Bureau will be hosted by Hounslow and will report to the 
WLA Transport Efficiency Programme Board. The day-to-management will be 
the Bureau Manager (to be recruited by the host borough) and will be staffed 
by secondments from participating boroughs. Barnet is expected to second 
up to three staff to the Transport Bureau in two stages. It is likely at this stage 
that only one member of staff will be seconded in November 2011. Three 
other staff will be affected by their roles changing. The legal advice has 
recommended that the staff movements be on a secondment basis initially; 
this is based on the current arrangements, i.e. there is no one leading 
borough and the management board is comprised of all the boroughs. The 
WLA is working towards a common secondment agreement to be put in place 
for all staff.  It is, however, expected that the staff will be TUPE transferred to 
the WLA Transport Hub managed by one of the participating London 
Boroughs when that is formed in stage 2 of the project following a review of 
stage 1 in the latter part of 2013. 


 
6.10 It is expected that the Council will continue the provision of the remaining in-


house Adult Social Care and Health and Children Services (SEN) passenger 
transport in the short term, including 33 minibuses, 40 drivers, and 150 
passenger escorts (includes agency and temporary staff) with gradual 
reduction in escort staff through natural wastage in readiness for transfer to 
the WLA Transport Hub during stage two of the WLA Transport Efficiency 
Programme.  


 
6.11 However, the One Barnet Transport Project team recognised the need for 


delivering better and efficient internal Passenger Transport Service and 
accepted the some of the recommendation to centralise all transport matters 
within an Integrated Transport Unit (including centralisation of ad-hoc and 
LATC transport requirements). There is a potential to make further savings as 
set out in table 2 below: 


 
Proposed Internal Passenger 
Transport Savings 


2011/12 
£’000


2012/13 
£’000


2013/14 
£’000 


2014/15 
£’000 


Total proposed savings 0 601 604 604 


 Table 2 
 
6.12 The recommendation 1.5 of this report will enable the Council to deploy the 


£742,000 social care capital allocation for the purchase of London Emission 
Zone compliant vehicles used for Adult Social Care to enable the replacement 
of these non-compliant minibuses. An options appraisal was carried out as 
detailed in appendix A which considered both revenue and capital options. 
The leasing option which was not identified as the preferred option would 
commit the Council to long term contracts which may not reflect the required 
future services.  Adult Social Care expect to reduce the transport offer 
substantially within the period that the lease would cover through the 
implementation of a door to door transport policy and a greater emphasis on 
travel training. The capital grant will be used to purchase up to 12 vehicles 
with 5 vehicles to cover current transport needs being available through spot 
hire, enabling the Council to have the flexibility to reduce provision if required.  
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6.13 The recommendations 1.1 and 1.2 of this report will enable the Council to 


participate in the WLA Transport Efficiency Programme to deliver an efficient 
and effective passenger transport service with like-minded partners and has 
the potential to deliver £1.076m by 2014/15 as detailed in table 3 below. 
There are also potential internal savings of £604,000 as set out in paragraph 
6.11, the total position being as follows: 


 


Total savings 
2011/12 


£’000
2012/13 


£’000
2013/14 


£’000 
2014/15 


£’000
Potential savings identified through the 
WLA 


-21 636 894 1,076


Internal savings 0 601 604 604


Total -21 1,237 1,498 1,680


 Table 3 
 


6.14 It must be noted that the savings shown in table 3 are potential future savings 
and are outside of the current MTFS. There are some risks attached to the 
achievement of these savings - for example, the savings resulting from out-of-
borough route sharing as part of the WLA project are dependent upon the 
exact routes and a full risk assessment of the passengers, drivers and escorts 
sharing vehicles. Further these savings are subject to the Council 
participating in the procurement of the framework contract from October 2011 
and the Transport Bureau from Nov 2011. It is proposed that the planned and 
actual savings arising from the WLA and internal transformation work are 
reported to the Financial and Business Planning Group to enable these to be 
factored into the development of the subsequent MTFS of the Council. 


 
6.15 The recommendation 1.4 will enable the fleet to become more flexible through 


a gradual migration from large vehicles to smaller and more varied fleet 
capable of handling dual utilisation (home to school and use during the day) 
and self-drive options for social care staff.  As well delivering the financial 
benefits outlined in this report, the internal transformation will ensure that 
there are clear service level agreements in place with service directorates to 
respond to current and future needs and a clear partnership strategy is 
developed with local community transport providers and the WLA to ensure 
that local fleet use is maximised.  


 
 
7. LEGAL ISSUES  
 
7.1  Procurement processes must comply with the Corporate Contract Procedure 


Rules and the European procurement legislation and the Treaty obligations of 
transparency, equality of treatment and non discrimination.  In order to 
participate in the WLA framework contract procurement, consideration will 
need to be given to paragraph 6.9 of the Contract Procedure Rules which 
deals with the procurement of new framework contracts, this states that the 
Commercial Director must be satisfied that such an approach represents the 
most economically advantageous solution for a service work, supply or utility 
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provision and complies with the Relevant EU Rules on the use of such 
agreements. 


 
7.1.1 Before procuring or entering into a framework agreement, the   Commercial 


Director shall be satisfied that: 
 


(i) the term of the arrangement shall be or is for a period of no  
longer than four years duration; 


 
(ii) the terms and conditions of the arrangement do not 
compromise the Council’s contractual requirements; 


 
(iii) the parties to the arrangement are recognised public bodies or 
providers from the private sector; 


 
(iv) full, open and proper competition in respect of the creation of the 
framework agreement has taken or will take place in accordance with the 
Relevant EU Rules and/or Relevant Contract Procedure Rules. 


 
(v) Preference should be given to use of any Government 
Procurement schemes e.g. OGC.  


 
7.2  In the event that staff are transferred to another organisation, the council must 


comply with its legal obligations under the Transfer of Undertakings 
(Protection of Employment) Regulations 2006 (“TUPE”) with respect to the 
transfer of staff. Where they apply, the Regulations impose information and 
consultation obligations upon the Council and the external organisation and 
operate to transfer the contracts of employment, of staff employed 
immediately before a transfer, to the new organisation at the point of transfer 
of the services. 


 
8. CONSTITUTIONAL POWERS  
 
8.1 The council’s constitution, in Part 3, Responsibility for Functions, paragraph 


3.6 states the terms of reference of the Cabinet Resources Committee 
including “approval of schemes not in performance management plans but 
not outside the council’s budget or policy framework”. 


 
9 BACKGROUND INFORMATION  
 
9.1 In November 2010, Cabinet approved a paper that proposed significant 


savings from in house efficiencies and proposed to initiate a procurement 
process to identify a strategic partner for the delivery of passenger transport 
services.  


 
9.2 The paper also stated that although savings were anticipated from the 


procurement, the key driver for externalisation was not just financial savings 
but also commissioning a new service that allowed our partners to join 
throughout the life of the contract.  The paper proposed procuring a robust 
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enough service to manage the changing numbers of adults and children 
eligible for transport and providing a more joined up service, where the focus 
would be across all methods of passenger transport enabling the most 
appropriate solution for every eligible individual. 


 
9.3  At the Business Management Overview & Scrutiny meeting in December 


2010, the Councillors requested more evidence of working with other 
boroughs on passenger transport.  In January 2011 Council Directors Group 
approved the proposal to join the West London Alliance (WLA) and to 
participate in the detail business case for delivering region-wide passenger 
transport services via the WLA Transport Efficiency programme comprising 
Barnet, Brent, Harrow, Hillingdon, Ealing and Hounslow funded by Capital 
Ambition. 


 
9.4 The WLA Detailed Business case identified 29% savings to be achieved for 


Barnet through the shared services model for passenger transport, fleet 
services and concessionary travel which was significantly above the 10% 
savings assumed for this One Barnet project. However there was some 
concern about the robustness and reliability of the savings being proposed as 
part of the WLA model and therefore it was considered prudent to carry out 
some due diligence on the WLA proposal. 
 


9.5 Edge Public Solutions, a specialist consultancy in passenger transport, were 
commissioned to carry out a holistic review of the passenger transport 
provision in the borough, analyse and assess the robustness of the savings 
being proposed by the WLA in relation to the accuracy of the baseline start 
point, the assumptions made and the impact of the initiatives on the service 
levels provided by the current operation. Edge delivered their report and 
recommendation which were considered by the project board. Directors have 
considered the summary of the recommendation from the transport project 
board to challenge and validate the recommendations and have agreed with 
its findings. 


 
9.6 The rationale for the recommendation was that it had to meet all the savings 


estimated for the One Barnet Transport project as well as providing a 
commissioning framework for a service that allows our partners to join it 
throughout the life of the provision. Additionally, it should deliver a service 
robust enough to manage the changing numbers of adults and children eligible 
for transport and provide a more joined up service as agreed in the 29th 
November 2011 Cabinet report. 


9.7 Edge’s recommendations for delivering some of the service via the WLA were 
accepted as they met all of the criteria. However, their recommendation to work 
independently to procurement a separate framework contract and to continue to 
deliver the service on our own was rejected in favour of the WLA proposal for 
the following reasons. 


o Procuring a separate contract by January 2012 presented a significant 
challenge to meet the deadline and would risk the continuation of the 
transport service.  


o It would limit the opportunities to work collaboratively with other like-
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9.8 It will be necessary for the Council to have in place a clear door-to-door and 


eligibility policy for passenger transport and concessionary travel for Adults 
with mobility needs related to disability or age. Under this Policy, eligibility will 
be determined by assessment of a service user’s access to existing transport 
and an assessment of their mobility and ability to travel independently.  The 
Door-To-Door policy will include eligibility criteria for access to Council funded 
transport, including assisted transport options such as Taxicard, Blue Badges, 
and Disabled Persons Freedom Pass. It is expected that the public 
consultation will commence in the Autumn, and will last 12 weeks.   


 


10. LIST OF BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
10.1 WLA Final Report Detailed Business Case - Feb 2011 Final version 
 
10.2 LBB Transport Report by EDGE July 2011 v2 
 
Legal: PBD 
Finance:  JH/MGC 
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APPENDIX A - Passenger Transport Service delivery 
recommendations – background 
 
This appendix details the various approaches to delivering the Passenger Transport 
Services for the Council; from the original proposal to outsource the service through 
to delivering the service via the West London Alliance and provides the financial and 
non-financial benefits of each approach as background information to the 
recommendation in the report to members. 
 
1. The One Barnet original proposal  
 
The report to Cabinet on 29th November 2010 recommended the procurement of a 
strategic partner to deliver end-to-end passenger transport services by January 
2012. Key strategic benefits from this approach were: 


 The provision of all of Barnet Council’s transport streams via a single provider 
 A more comprehensive transport policy that would facilitate for a streamlined and 


a more equitable mechanism for clients to be assessed for their transport needs. 
 A better, coherent service for clients thus improving the reputation of the Council 


for being able to deliver the service to a high standard. 
 Improved links with our public sector partners by creating a service fit for future 


with the changing financial pressures and client make up that allows for our 
partners to join the Council in a wider service for mutual benefit of the public 
sector bodies and their clients. 


 
The One Barnet framework assumed that a new strategic partner would deliver an 
annual saving of 10% on current operating costs from the 1st April 2012, with 
investment being made by the Council in 2011/12 to resource a competitive dialogue 
procurement process of £155,000. It was further recognised that Adult Social Care 
needed to have in place clear door to door transport policy in order to ensure that 
resources are targeted to best effect and to mitigate against any cost pressures from 
pan London schemes such as Taxi Card and Freedom Passes.  
 
This 10% assumption was seen as being conservative based on benchmarking data 
with an average of 18% savings against children and adult door to door transport 
being cited by a leading consultancy in passenger transport (based on work done in 
14 local authorities). Further, in January 2011, the project team learned about the 
work of the West London Alliance Transport Efficiency Programme (Brent, Harrow, 
Hillingdon, Ealing and Hounslow) which was aiming to deliver a region-wide shared 
services passenger transport solution with increased savings. 
 
 
2. WLA Transport Efficiency Programme 
 
The West London Alliance, supported by People Too, a specialist consultancy in 
passenger transport transformation, had embarked upon a transport efficiency 
programme to cover door to door transport for vulnerable groups and had produced 
an outline business case in October 2010 for the participating boroughs (Brent, 
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Ealing, Harrow, Hounslow and Hillingdon) and estimated a saving of 17% for each 
borough via a shared services model. 
 
Following approval from the Corporate Directors Group, Barnet participated in the 
detailed business case stage. The business case was delivered in Feb 2011 
indicating: 
 
 24% savings across passenger transport, and  
 29% savings when combined with concessionary travel 
 
The first stage of the WLA Transport Efficiency Programme led by People Too is to 
set up a transport bureau, a shared services model hosted and managed by one 
lead borough to deliver services for all the participating boroughs. The aim of the 
Transport Bureau is to deliver immediate savings by sharing passenger transport 
routes for out of borough journeys and to drive cost of the private hire framework 
through collaborative procurement. Specifically, it proposes: 
 
 collaborative scheduling of out of borough journeys for Special Education Needs 


(SEN), Adult Social Care and Health (ASC&H)., looked after children (LAC) 
(where available) and ad-hoc (where available) from Sept 2011, 


 collaborative procurement of private hire frame work to reduce costs by April 
2012, 


 scheduling of all passenger transport journeys from April 2012, 
 development of the eligibility policy for adults and children’s passenger transport 


requirements including Blue Badge, Taxi card and Freedom Passes, with the 
capability for centralised eligibility assessments through the Bureau by April 
2012.  


 
It is expected that the transport bureau will be in operation from November 2011 and 
will run for approximately two years before the next stage, the transport hub – a 
separate legal organisation that will manage the transport services on behalf of the 
participating boroughs. It is recommended that it would be prudent to carry out full 
investment appraisal to identify financial and non-financial benefits of participating in 
the transport hub for Barnet and following successful review of stage one of the 
transport bureau. 
 
 
2.1 Financial benefits 
 
The scope of transport services for the purposes of the detailed business case 
included: 
 
 Passenger transport services: Special Education Needs, Adult Social Care, 


Looked after children  (where available) and Ad hoc (where available)  
 Fleet Services 
 Concessionary Travel: Blue Badge, Taxicard and Freedom Passes. 
 
The table below provides the analysis (Passenger Transport and Fleet Services) of 
savings by participating Borough, split into what can be achieved by Boroughs 
individually through adoption of best practice and then through collaborative working. 
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The key points arising out of the savings analysis are: 
 
 Total savings of £7.74m (22.9%) across the six Boroughs split £3.6m (10.6%) 


from individual improvements through adoption of best practice and £4.14m 
(12.3%) from collaborative working 


 Potential reductions in average cost per child per annum from £6,486 to £5,098 
and average cost per adult per annum from £3,803 to £2,956 


 Total savings by Borough varies from £834k to £1,596k per annum. No Borough 
would achieve less than 16% total savings. 


 
The table below details the savings opportunities identified across Concessionary 
Travel (Assisted Travel) activities for participating Boroughs. 
 
 Brent Ealing Hounslow Harrow Barnet Hillingdon Total 
 £ £ £ £ £ £ £ 
Disabled Person’s 
Freedom Pass   23,000 22,672 24,064  69,736 


Discretionary Disabled 
Freedom Pass    150,000   150,000 


Charging for 
Replacement Lost 
Freedom Passes 


10,832 10,832 10,832 10,832 10,832 10,832 64,992 


DH Blue Badge Funding 20,832 20,832 2,0832 20,832 20,832 20,832 124,992 


Barnet Brent Ealing Hounslow Harrow Hillingdon Total Average


Total Budget £'000 5,152 6,214 5,293 4,217 6,703 6,133 33,712 5,619


Savings - Individual £'000 77 823 871 502 685 647 3,604 705


% Savings - Individual 1% 13% 16% 12% 10% 11%
 


Savings - Collaborative £'000 664 757 725 548 607 834 4,136 689


% 15% 11% 14% 13% 9% 14%Savings - Collaborative 
 


£'000 1,486 834 Savings - 
Total 


1,596 1,050 1,292 1,481 7,740 1,290


% 16% Savings - Total 24% 30% 25% 19% 24% 23%


Cost per Child - current £'000 5,186 6,911 6,600 5,107 8,077 7,034 38,915 6,486


£'000 Cost per Child - after savings 4,347 5,258 30,5864,623 4,043 6,979 5,335 5,098


Cost per Adult - current £'000 3,295 3,984 2,6122,468 3,172 3,484 19,015 3,803


Cost per Adult - after savings 2,762 3,030 £'000 1,729 1,872 2,741 2,643 14,778


Cost per child and adult after savings includes after individual and collaborative savings
Average column on individual savings excludes Brent as distorts average number
Barnet figures incorporate budget reductions proposed for future savings plans 


 


2,956


Note: 
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Blue Badge Parking 
Revenue   116,000 91,000 147,000  354,000 


Taxicard – Reduced 
Funding Gap to 
2014/15 


NYK NYK NYK NYK NYK NYK NYK 


Taxicard – 
Discontinuation of GP 
Endorsement 


  38,380 38,380 38,380 38,380 153,520 


Staff Reductions (FTE) 60,000 90,000 30,000 75,000 75,000 60,000 390,000 
 
Total 
 


9,1664 12,664 239,044 408,716 316,108 130,044 1,307,240 


 
The key benefits of the WLA Regional Concessionary Travel Unit are: 
 
 economies of scale achieved through adoption of a Regional Bureau model 
 Multi-service assessment in lieu of single scheme by scheme assessments, with 


a single multi-service application form 
 Seconded staffing 
 Joint commissioning 
 Single contact centre functionality (however it should be noted for Barnet, that 


initial customer contact will be managed through Barnet Customer Services).  
 


A summary view of all the savings proposed for Barnet in the WLA detail business is 
shown below. 
 
WLA SAVINGS 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15


  £’000 £’000 £’000 £’000
WLA Business case savings         


Out of Borough Shared Journeys 147 294 294 294
Contracted Hire Procurement @ 5% 
(collaborative) 0 0 44 177
Contracted Hire Procurement @ 15% 
(individually) 0 398 530 530
Collaborative fleet and spot hire 0 56 111 111
Individually fleet and spot hire 0 111 223 223
Staff Reductions 0 15 30 30
Reduction in spend on agency 0 13 52 52
Alternative travel 0 52 70 70
Mobility Assessment savings 42 218 267 316


WLA NET Savings  189 1,157 1,621 1,803


 
 
However, these figures were seen as being optimistic by some boroughs. The WLA 
accepted that that individual boroughs need to determine their own level of 
confidence that they place on these figures in terms of setting budgets and agreeing 
savings profiles over the coming years.  
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3. EDGE Public Solutions Review 
 
The Council determined that it was necessary to conduct a due diligence exercise 
of the WLA business case high level savings targets. This was carried out by Edge 
Public Solutions and would also inform the Adult and Children’s Commissioners on 
the commissioning opportunities for the medium term to improve transport and 
reduce costs. In addition, the Council needed to make a number of key decisions to 
mitigate imminent challenges. which included decisions relating to renewing or 
extending expiring contracts with external transport providers, how to replace 
vehicles soon to be non LEZ compliant, how the soon to be formed Learning 
Disability Trading Company should be allowed to commission transport and overall 
determining which aspects of the WLA proposal that LBB should firmly commit to. 
 


3.1 Key observations & recommendations by Edge 
 
The One Barnet Transport Project Board considered the recommendations from the 
Edge report for delivering the in house passenger transport service as well as the 
assessment of the viability of the WLA business case in respect of proposed 
efficiencies, service impact, risks and advantages to the Council. The Project Board 
concluded that: 
 The Edge assessment of the WLA business case was acceptable for Barnet 


which concluded that the likely level of savings will fall short of the target by 25% 
which equates to £461,000 per annum in 2014/15. Further, the team concluded 
that the WLA will deliver £1.096m savings by 2014/15 after all the WLA costs 
were taken into account.  


 LBB has the opportunity to deliver approximately £1.61m per annum of 
efficiencies by 2014/15 by acting largely independently of the WLA and focusing 
on its own transport transformation including a wider scope of initiatives whilst 
selectively joining the WLA for work to deliver shared ‘out of borough’ routes and 
a centralised assessment service for Concessionary Travel. However, there 
were risks associated with this approach which could not be mitigated against. 


 The WLA approach offered some significant benefits in providing overall 
programme management of the transformation with resources secured through 
external funding and the economies of scale of participating boroughs. WLA also 
offered a vehicle for the possible future benefits of collaboration with wider public 
sector transport organisations as confirmed by Edge report. 


 The main differentiating factor in the Edge’s proposal was by taking a largely 
independent approach the Council would enjoy some important benefits such as 
retaining sovereignty, retaining control of key decision making, retaining the 
option to maintain current standards of service and retaining a small number of 
jobs in the local area. The larger saving was also based on being able to deliver 
significant efficiencies more quickly as it will not be constrained by delivering at 
the speed of the slowest and there will be less complexity in the delivery of the 
overall plan. However, the team felt that retaining sovereignty and control should 
not be prioritised over delivering an effective and efficient service. Further, 
senior procurement officers considered that the timescales were not achievable 
and that this financial saving opportunity was overstated.  


 Edge identified that the Council has an additional opportunity to work more 
closely with Northern London boroughs to share routes in the same way as the 
WLA opportunity. However the Project Board noted that there are no clear plans 
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3.2 Financial benefits 
 
The Council and Edge Public Solutions concluded that a combination of an 
independent approach together with selectively joining up with two key WLA 
initiatives will allow LBB to secure savings of £1.157m in 2014/15 as detailed below. 
 


  
2011/12 


£’000
2012/13 


£’000
2013/14 


£’000 
2014/15 


£’000 


WLA proposed savings 189 1,157 1,621 1,803 


Edge Recommended Adjustments -32 -255 -461 -461 


LBB adjustment (50% route shares) -73 -147 -147 -147 


Concessionary Travel correction -9 -38 -38 -38 


WLA proposed savings (adjusted and 
validated by Edge and LBB) 


75 717 975 1,157 


 
 
3.4 Key risks 
 
The Edge’s approaches proposed slightly increases savings but exposed the 
Council to some key risks which the officers felt cannot be mitigated against. 
Specifically, if the officers felt that procuring a new framework contract for private 
hire by January 2012 was a challenge and if not procured by that date the Council 
would be at risk of not having a contract in place to deliver passenger transport 
services. Further, the recommendation to work independently of partners and 
retaining and enhancing the current transport service risked not being able to 
deliver to the One Barnet principles. 
 
4. Medium Term Financial Strategy and Internal efficiencies  
 
4.1 Financial Planning Assumptions 
 
The Medium Term Financial Strategy includes a range of savings for transport some 
of which are linked to the savings as set out in the One Barnet Framework with other 
initiatives reflecting service directorate plans. This section outlines the various plans 
to achieve the MTFS savings (£609k for 2011/12 and £82k for 2012/13) linked to 
One Barnet and transport savings related to door to door transport for children and 
adults. The MTFS includes savings in respect of Transport Service as follows: 
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MTFS - All Transport-Related Savings 2011/12
£’000


2012/13
£’000


One Barnet 
Adults To rationalise the transport costs across adults day care transport with 


Children's Special Needs Transport by merging routes and/or 
reconfiguring opening times of Day Centres. 


60 27


Children's Transport for pupils with Special Educational Need 300 27


E&O Change of transport routes and remodelling of routes for Children's and 
Adults 


28 0


Other Savings 
Adults To merge Adults Day Care Transport with Children's Special Needs 


Transport by merging routes and/or reconfiguring opening times of Day 
Centres.   


104 28


Adults Reduction in the cost of administering Freedom Pass renewals 32 0


Adults Greater use of public transport and concessionary travel arrangements 
to support a reduction in the funding of individual transport packages of 
care. 


50 0


E&O Transport - Model 2 renegotiating service to rationalise provision 35 0


Total Savings 609 82


 
Capitalisation benefits for non-compliant vehicles 
 
A financial evaluation has been carried out on the relative merits of the Council 
purchasing 17 vehicles compared to the costs of leasing. The assumptions within 
the comparison are: 
 
 The leasing cost of each vehicle is £12,861 per annum over 5 years 
 The purchase cost of each vehicle is £58,945. 
 The comparison is based over a 5 year period 
 17 vehicles are to be procured 
 The residual cost for each vehicle is £5,895 after 5 years. 
 There are no maintenance costs included in the figures above. However there is 


an assumption that purchasing rather than leasing will result in lower 
maintenance costs for the first 2 years because of warranties. 


 There is a possibility of utilising a capital grant of £742k towards the capital cost if 
the purchase route was followed. 


 
The leasing cost over 5 years for 17 vehicles is £1,093,154, or £64,303 per vehicle. 
This equates to £218,631 per annum. To purchase the vehicles without using the 
capital grant referred to above, would costs £1,002,065 or £58,945 per vehicle. With 
interest this equates to £231,613 per annum. After allowing for residual costs the 
cost per vehicle is £53,050, and the total annual cost reduces to £211,572. This is 
an annual saving of £7,089 over the leasing option (even though the benefit of 
disposal will not be realised until after year 5). 
 
If the capital grant of £742k was utilised however the costs of purchase decrease 
from £211,572 per annum to £188,421 per annum.  


 
133







 


 
It can be seen therefore that the comparative cost per annum of leasing the vehicles, 
purchasing without using a capital grant and purchasing by using the grant is 
£218,631, £211,572, £188,421 respectively. These costs compare with the current 
charge for the service of £113,000. 
 
The use of the Capital Grant would be additional funding to Adults, the current 
budget of £113k would be available to fund the additional cost over and above the 
Capital Grant which would cost £298k over 5 years at an annual cost to the Council 
of £60k p.a. 
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		2. RELEVANT PREVIOUS DECISIONS

		8.1 The council’s constitution, in Part 3, Responsibility for Functions, paragraph 3.6 states the terms of reference of the Cabinet Resources Committee including “approval of schemes not in performance management plans but not outside the council’s budget or policy framework”.
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London Assembly Transport Committee Report 
Improving door-to-door transport in London - Next Steps 
 
1. Identify reasons for the continuing year on year decrease in the 


number of Taxicard trips taken and assess whether there are any 
appropriate measures that need to be taken. 
 


2. Examine customer expectations: what do members expect from 
the scheme and what is most important to them? 
 


3. Examine members’ overall Door to Door transport needs. 







Workstreams 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


1. Member Telephone Survey – 389 completed 
 


2. Mobility Forum – Camden, Richmond, K&C  
 


3. Case studies 
 


4. Stakeholder engagement 
a) Boroughs – discussions with 9 Boroughs 
b) CityFleet 
c) TfL 
d) TfA 
e) Age UK 
 







Survey Responses 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


Q2 Do you use any other concessionary travel schemes in London?
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Survey Responses 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


Q4 Do you find the mix of door-to-door services you use meets your 
needs?


91%


9%


Yes
No
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Q10b If you use other Transport instead of Taxicard, which type of 
transport do you use?


5.3


21.1


42.1


15.8


15.8
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Q11 If you are using the Taxciard scheme less does this mean you 
are not going out as much?


53%


47% Yes
No
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Q14 What changes would encourage you to make more 
Taxicard trips?
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Borough Views 


• Borough concerns, as commissioner: 
– Most  managing scheme to keep it sustainable within  


budget 
– Boroughs where trip usage maintained/grown are where 


scheme is actively promoted and/or where the user 
charge and subsidy have been retained at the pre-2011 
level 


– Many do not promote the service and there is a lack of 
awareness amongst residents regarding Taxicard 


– A shift by users to mainstream public transport 
– Concerns over purpose of service, in particular whether 


appropriate for health-related trips, for which there are 
many requests 


 







Service Performance  


Overall satisfaction Taxicard Dial-a-Ride Bus 


96% 92% 83% 


Combined KPI 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 
YTD 


Boroughs < 95% 14 8 7 9 8 8 







Promotion 


• 58% of disabled Londoners find it impossible/difficult to use 
the bus 


• But only 8% of disabled Londoners are Taxicard members 
• 21% are Dial-a-Ride members 
• Little promotion of scheme 
• Boroughs that do have not seen trips reduce and have higher 


% of travelling members 
• Travelling reduces with length of membership  
• But 7,765 new members have yet to use the scheme 







Trip Volumes 


4,500 members – 1 trip per year 
4,000 members – 2 trips per year 
2,500 members – 3 trips per year 
11% of available trips taken – consistent over last 3 years 
Members using maximum allocation up from 142 to 1,591 







Black cab trip costs 


Member cost Borough 
subsidy 2011 2015 % change 


£2.50 £8.30 3.8 miles 3.4 miles -11% 
£1.50 £10.30 4.2 miles 3.8 miles -9% 
Average contribution 4.6 miles 3.9 miles -8% 
Impact of taxi fare increases – Tariff 1 distance only 
• To revert to 2011 distance would cost £1 extra fare 
• Where member charge and subsidy was changed from 


£1.50/£10.30 to £2.50/£8.30 this equates to a gross additional 
£2 per journey  


• Table does not take into account waiting/boarding time or 
impact of congestion  


• A 4-minute boarding time reduces subsidised distance to less 
than 2 miles 







PHV Performance  


• PHV – from 12% to 19% of trips but from 4% to 27% of 
complaints 
- Disability training 
- Knowledge of area 
- Language 
- Variability in provider/driver 
- Lack of communication 







Reasons behind decline in trips 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


• Ongoing operational issues, principally: 
 
- Less mobile 
- Reliability 
- Affordability 
- Lack of promotion 
- Consistency 
- PHVs 


• Those who are older generally travelling less, not just 
on Taxicard 
 


• Newer members not using the scheme as much, with 
further work needed to understand the reasons behind 
this. 


 







Recommendations 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


No single issue - no single measure 
 


1. Strategic – purpose of the scheme and funding arrangements 
2. Service integration – Integration and consistency as elements of 


TfL Social Needs Transport Roadmap including single set of 
standards  and processes 


3. Operational – publicity, reliability, member charges, Borough 
subsidy, PHV and black cabs 
 







Recommendations - 1 


Strategic 
1 Core strategy • Develop Taxicard role within wider door-to-


door strategy, including clarity and consistency 
over health-related trips 


2 Scheme funding • Review funding structure and methodology so 
scheme is sustainable in long term 


3 Scheme users • Research new member usage 
 


Service integration 
4 User interface • Common eligibility criteria, application, 


booking and complaints processes 
5 Service consistency • Common trip entitlement, member charge, 


Borough subsidy and double swiping 
• Greater flexibility to users in use of scheme 







Recommendations - 2 


Operational 
6 Publicity/promotion • Introduce a campaign to promote greater 


knowledge of scheme 
7 Reliability • Develop improved journey allocation system 


for black cabs to better guarantee vehicle 
availability 


• Improve availability for wheelchair users 
8 User affordability • Subject to a financial impact assessment, 


review minimum member charge, Borough 
subsidy and double swiping so as to develop a 
more affordable scheme for users 


• Significant expansion of taxi fixed price pilot 
and/or mitigate impact of waiting and boarding 
time on trip cost 







Recommendations -3 


Operational 
9 PHV service quality • An improved driver training programme to 


include better disability training and better 
geographical knowledge 


• Greater consistency of provider to user 
• Improve PHV provider/driver to user 


communication for individual journeys 
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Transport For London (TfL) – Social Needs 
Transport Review 


• TfL has produced a Social Needs Transport Review  
• Aim is to deliver greater passenger benefits and 


economic efficiencies through the greater integration 
of Taxicard, Dial-a-Ride and CT services  


• Co-ordinating and streamlining eligibility criteria and 
membership processes 


• Introducing a single customer complaints and 
feedback process. 


• Co-ordination of customer booking, provision of 
vehicles 
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TfL – Social Needs Transport Review – 
Next Steps 


• TfL Report agreed by London Councils TEC 
Committee in October 2015 


• Consultation sent by TfL to boroughs 
regarding review aims 


• Awaiting report on borough responses 
• Outcome of consultation will affect future 


procurement and provision of Taxicard and 
other door to door services 
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1. POLICY CONTEXT


Due to reductions in funding received by the 
Council from central government, the Council 
needs to deliver savings of £60m by 2018. This 
includes a saving of £10.8m from Adult Social 
Care. 


New legislation introduced by the Government 
(the Care Act 2014) means that councils now 
have a duty to provide support to more people. 
In addition, more people are living longer but 
with fewer years of good health and many with 
significant disabilities. Rightfully, people expect 
to maintain a good quality of life. The Council’s 
priority is to protect the delivery of front line 
services for the most vulnerable people in Enfield. 


In 2014/15 Adult Social Care spent just over 
£1.3 million on providing door to door transport 
for adults with eligible social care needs, such 
as transport to day care centres or care homes. 
Transport is the most heavily subsidised service 
within the Department. Enfield Council’s Cabinet 
has agreed a savings plan that will deliver 
£900,000 of savings against this area of spend 
within Adult Social Care.


Much of the existing legislation governing the 
duties and powers of local authorities to assess 
and provide care and support for people aged 
18 and over has been consolidated within the 
Care Act 2014. Under the Care Act 2014 Local 
Authorities must:


•	 carry out an assessment of anyone who 
appears to require care and support, regardless 
of their likely eligibility for state-funded care 


•	 focus the assessment on the person’s needs 
and how they impact on their wellbeing, and 
the outcomes they want to achieve


•	 involve the person in the assessment and, 
where appropriate, their carer or someone 
else they nominate


•	 provide access to an independent advocate 
to support the person’s involvement in the 
assessment if required


•	 consider other things besides care services 
that can contribute to the desired outcomes 
(e.g. preventive services, community support)


•	 use the new national eligibility criteria to 
assess eligibility for publicly funded care and 
support.


The eligibility framework is set out below:


•	 Your needs must arise from or be related to a 
physical or mental impairment or illness, and


•	 As a result of these needs you are unable 
to achieve two or more of the specified 
outcomes (described below), and


•	 As a consequence of being unable to achieve 
these outcomes there is, or there is likely to be, 
a significant impact on the adult’s wellbeing.


The specified outcomes that the assessor will 
look at in determining your eligibility are:


•	 managing and maintaining nutrition
•	 maintaining personal hygiene
•	 managing toilet needs
•	 being appropriately clothed
•	 being able to use your home safely
•	 maintaining a habitable home environment
•	 developing and maintaining family or other 


personal relationships
•	 accessing and engaging in work, training, 


education or volunteering
•	 making use of necessary facilities or services 


in the local community, and consider 
their ability to use such facilities as public 
transport, shops or recreational facilities or 
services


•	 carrying out any parenting responsibilities for 
a child


This policy sets out Enfield Council’s position 
with regards to the provision of transport to help 
meet assessed eligible needs as identified within 
your assessment and support plan.
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2. SUMMARY OF THIS 
POLICY


i)	 Where transport is required to help meet 
your assessed eligible needs this will be 
clearly identified within your assessment and 
support plan. This will include independent 
travel options, assistance to help you travel 
independently, as well as help from family, 
friends and other support networks.


ii)	 The Council will work with you to ensure 
that you have the support you need to 
identify transport which is appropriate to 
help meet your needs. This will include 
the provision of any training or support to 
enable you to travel more independently, 
where this is appropriate. As part of the 
assessment, support planning and review 
process transport arrangements will always 
be subject to a risk assessment.


iii)	 The Council will provide a list of transport 
options that are available to you. The 
cheapest transport option available to 
you will be included in your assessment, 
support plan and review. The Council will 
ensure that appropriate transport options 
are available to meet your needs.


iv)	 If you receive the mobility component of 
Disability Living Allowance (DLA) or Person 
Independence Payment (PIP), or War 
Pensioner’s Mobility Supplement, you will 
be expected to use this money to fund or 
pay towards the costs of your transport. If 
you do not receive these benefits and you 
may be eligible, the Council will help you to 
make a claim.


v)	 If you do not receive mobility allowance, 
you may still have to contribute towards 
the costs of your transport from income 
you have over and above your Minimum 
Income Guarantee (MIG) level (this includes 
a 25% buffer that we allow you to keep so 
you are not left with a very low income. See 
Appendix 4 of this policy on pages 15-16). 


vi)	 Where transport costs to meet your eligible 
needs are agreed and these exceed the 
value of your mobility benefit (if in payment 
and available to meet these costs) and 
you pay a charge towards your care and 
support costs, you can claim the additional 
amount as Disability Related Expenditure, 
up to the cheapest appropriate option, to 
meet your transport needs, as shown in 
your support plan. This Disability Related 
Expenditure will be offset against your 
charge for care and support.


vii)	 Any charges for social care services and 
transport costs to meet your eligible 
assessed needs will not reduce your 
weekly income to below your MIG amount. 
The purpose of the MIG is to promote 
independence and social inclusion and 
ensure that people have sufficient funds to 
meet basic needs such as purchasing food. 
This must be after housing costs (including 
rent, utilities and insurance), and any 
benefits to support meeting these costs, 
and disability related expenditure, have 
been deducted.


viii)	If your savings are above the upper capital 
limit, you will have to pay for all of your 
transport costs. The upper capital limit is 
set by central government and is subject to 
change, dependant on an annual review by 
central government. In 2015-16 the upper 
capital limit is £23,250. If your savings and 
assets are more than this amount, you 
will be expected to pay the full cost of any 
transport service you receive (subject to any 
exclusions described within this policy).


	 NB: If you live in a residential care setting, 
the value of any property that is regarded 
as capital in your financial assessment will 
contribute towards the upper capital limit. If 
you receive services within the community 
(i.e. not in a residential care setting), the 
value of the home you live in will not be 
taken into account.
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ix)	 If you have a Motability vehicle which you 
drive yourself consideration of whether it 
is reasonable to expect you to use this to 
meet your transport needs will be made 
during the assessment/support planning 
and review process. Where you have a 
Motability vehicle and you are not normally 
the driver of that vehicle there will be 
consideration of whether it is reasonable that 
you use this vehicle to meet your transport 
needs contained within your assessment.


x)	 The Council will only provide transport 
funding to meet eligible assessed needs 
within your Personal Budget where the cost 
of transport to meet your assessed eligible 
needs reduces your weekly income to 
below your MIG amount. 


xi)	 Where you cannot arrange your own 
transport to meet your eligible assessed 
needs, the Council can arrange transport 
on your behalf through its brokerage 
service. You will be charged up to the full 
cost of your transport, depending on your 
financial assessment. 


3. YOUR NEEDS 
ASSESSMENT AND 
SUPPORT PLAN


Local authorities have a duty to arrange care 
and support for those with eligible needs. Your 
needs assessment will look at any needs you 
have and your support plan will detail how 
these needs will be met. Where you have 
eligible needs and transport is necessary in 
order to help meet those needs this will be 
recorded and discussed with you and/or your 
representative. This will include what transport 
options are available and if there is a cost, 
how much this will be. This discussion will 
include the availability of any mobility benefits, 
concessionary travel and informal support 
(e.g. family and friends) and any other options 
available to support you. Individuals and, 


where appropriate, their carers, advocates or 
representatives, have a right to be consulted 
and involved during this process and to have 
their views taken into consideration.


If you have recently been discharged from 
hospital following an accident or illness, the 
assessor will look at whether a period of 
enablement support would help you get out 
and about more easily or what equipment 
could be loaned to you to help you travel more 
independently. Any risk assessment will also 
identify your potential to learn independent 
travel skills and the assessor may look at 
whether you would benefit from help with road 
safety or to improve your orientation skills to 
enable you to travel more independently. Short 
term support can be provided by the Council to 
improve your knowledge and confidence to help 
you travel to and from places you go regularly. 
This type of support is most likely to apply to 
users of Learning Disability Services.


You and/or your representative will be given 
information about local transport options, 
including how much they cost. You may be 
able to access these independently. If, however, 
you need help to access services, the Council 
will provide appropriate support. We will 
always look at the cheapest, most appropriate 
transport option for you. The Council will not 
pay for transport that is not included within your 
support plan.


4. PAYING FOR YOUR 
TRANSPORT


How much you pay for transport to meet your 
eligible assessed needs should not leave your 
income below the your level of Minimum Income 
Guarantee plus 25% (see Appendix 4 on pages 
15-16). If your entire mobility allowance is 
used to pay for transport to meet your eligible 
assessed needs, any transport costs over and 
above this amount can be claimed as Disability 
Related Expenditure. 
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Where you are not eligible for or do not receive 
any mobility benefit and your savings and capital 
are below the upper capital threshold (this is 
£23,250 for 2015-16), the Council may provide 
you with an amount of money within your 
Personal Budget to fund transport costs. The 
contribution you may pay towards these costs 
would be calculated as part of your financial 
assessment completed by the Council. 


However, the Council will only pay for transport 
that is shown in your support plan and will only 
pay for the cheapest transport option that can 
meet your transport needs.


Care Act Statutory Guidance, Item 38, 
Disability Related Expenditure
(xv) other transport costs necessitated by 
illness or disability, including costs of transport 
to day centres, over and above the mobility 
component of DLA or PIP, if in payment and 
available for these costs. In some cases, 
it may be reasonable for a council not to 
take account of claimed transport costs – 
if, for example, a suitable, cheaper form of 
transport…. has not been used.


5. IF YOU HAVE A 
MOTABILITY VEHICLE


If you have a Motability vehicle which you drive 
yourself the Council will expect you to use this 
to meet your transport needs and this will be 
discussed with you during the assessment/
support planning and review process. 


If you have a Motability vehicle and you are not 
normally the driver of that vehicle there will be 
consideration during the assessment/support 
planning and review process as to whether it 
is reasonable that you use this vehicle to meet 
your transport needs contained within your 
assessment.


6. YOUR FINANCIAL 
ASSESSMENT 


When we complete your financial assessment 
with you and/or your representative, we will look 
at the transport options within your support 
plan. Your support plan will be clear about 
what transport you are providing or funding 
yourself (for example, through mobility benefits) 
and what transport the Council may fund. You 
may be assessed to pay for all, some or none 
of your transport costs dependent on your 
financial circumstances. If you choose to take 
some or all of your Personal Budget as a Direct 
Payment, any amount you have been assessed 
to contribute towards your transport costs will 
be deducted from your Direct Payment.


You may be able to claim some transport costs 
as Disability Related Expenditure, but where you 
receive mobility benefits this will only be for any 
expenditure over and above the amount you 
receive in mobility benefits.


If you have savings and capital above the upper 
capital limit (£23,250 in 2015-16) you will have 
to fund all of your transport costs yourself. 


7. HOW TO ACCESS 
TRANSPORT SERVICES


When completing your support plan, we will 
give you information about all suitable transport 
options for you and these will be included in your 
support plan. The Council will work with you to 
ensure you have the information you need to 
access transport services independently. We 
also have a brokerage service which can arrange 
transport for you, if appropriate.


You can also look at our website for information 
about what transport options are available in 
Enfield. This will include information about how 
much transport costs.
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We will ensure that you can travel safely and 
help you to travel as independently as possible. 
We can also help you with cost effective 
transport options and tell you what transport 
options are least harmful to the environment. 


8. OUT OF BOROUGH 
AND CROSS BORDER 
PLACEMENTS


If there is no suitable residential placement 
available in Enfield that can meet your eligible 
assessed needs and the Council arranges an 
out of borough placement for you, we may 
arrange and pay for transport to take you to 
your placement.


Chapter 21, Care Act Guidance, Cross 
Border Placements
If required, it is expected that the first authority 
will be responsible for organising and the costs 
of suitable transport to take the individual and 
their belongings to their new placement.


9. TRAVEL TO AND 
FROM PLACE OF WORK


If you work and transport to work is identified 
in your support plan, we will consider any claim 
for transport as Disability Related Expenditure 
up to the cheapest appropriate option shown in 
your support plan, less the cost of the standard 
journey by public transport to your place of 
work. For example, if your disability means that 
you need to take a taxi to and from work, we 
will pay reasonable taxi costs less the cost of 
public transport for the equivalent journey. The 
costs deducted would be equivalent to the most 
convenient journey by public transport.


Care Act Statutory Guidance, Item 38, 
Disability Related Expenditure
(xii) purchase, maintenance, and repair 
of disability-related equipment, including 
equipment or transport needed to enter 
or remain in work; this may include IT 
costs, where necessitated by the disability; 
reasonable hire costs of equipment may 
be included, if due to waiting for supply of 
equipment from the local council;


10.	EXCEPTIONS


Under the Care Act 2014 and the Mental 
Health Act 1983 (amended in 2007) there are 
exceptions where the Council may arrange 
transport and may pay for transport if your 
savings are below the upper capital limit 
(£23,250 in 2015-16). 


•	 If you are placed out of borough. The Council 
may arrange and pay for transport if you 
are placed or moved to a care home out of 
borough (if you have no family or carers for 
example, to take you).


•	 If you need specialist medical equipment, for 
example, a ventilator, whilst travelling to or 
from to a social care service, the Council will 
work with your NHS carers to arrange and 
fund specialist transport for you. This will be 
shown in your support plan. 


•	 If you have been discharged from hospital 
under Section 117 of the Mental Health Act 
and are unable to travel independently, the 
Council will assess your transport needs and 
may provide and pay for transport to meet 
your eligible assessed needs. 
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APPENDIX 1. EXAMPLES


Please note that transport costs for services quoted in these examples are for illustration 
purpose only.


Example One


Stanley is 76 years old and lives on his own. He has asked the Council to manage his Personal 
Budget for him. Stanley’s support plan shows that he wants to buy two days attendance at a day 
care centre per week. It also states that Stanley can walk short distances, but will require a taxi to 
and from the day centre. 


Stanley’s weekly income


State Retirement Pension £113.70


Private pension £25.00


Pension Guarantee Credit (including Severe Disability Premium) £74.35


Pension Savings Credit £7.36


Attendance Allowance £55.10


Total income (a) £275.51
Allowances


Less Disability Related Expenses towards community care services -£10.00


Less Stanley’s assessed contribution to his community care services -£69.15


Less MIG/Threshold (Pension Credit entitlement, plus 25%) which is £151.20 + £37.80 -£189.00


Total allowances (b) £268.15


Stanley’s net disposable income (a) minus (b) (c) £7.36


The cheapest transport that Stanley can use to attend the day centre is a taxi. The 
local rate is £10 for a return trip, so two days attendance costs Stanley £20 per week (d) £20.00


Full cost of Stanley’s transport (d) £20.00


Less Stanley’s contribution (c) (c) -£7.36


Additional transport costs (e) = (d) minus (c) (e) £12.64


The Council is arranging and managing Stanley’s care services for him. He already contributes 
£69.15 towards his community care services. We will reassess his contribution to increase his 
Disability Related Expenses from £10.00 to £22.64 per week, to include the additional transport 
cost of £12.64 per week. We will reduce his weekly contribution to £56.51 (£69.15 minus £12.64) 
to allow Stanley the extra monies to pay for his transport. 
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Example Two


Sarah is 34 years old and has a learning disability. She lives with her parents. She receives a 
Personal Budget of £120 per week via a Direct Payment. She uses her Personal Budget to attend 
a day care centre three days a week. Sarah’s support plan states that she has a Disabled Person’s 
Freedom Pass but cannot travel on her own on public transport. Therefore, Sarah has decided to 
use Council transport to and from the day care centre as this includes an escort for the journey. 


Sarah’s weekly income


Employment Support Allowance (Work related activity)  £102.15


Care component of DLA £55.10


Mobility component of DLA £57.45


Total income (a) £214.70
Allowances


Less rent (non-dependant’s deduction Housing Benefit) -£14.55


Less Disability Related Expenses towards community care services -£14.00


Less contribution towards community care services -£0.00


Less MIG/Threshold (Basic ESA + 25% plus Work related activity plus 25%) which is 
£73.10 + £18.30 = £91.40 + £29.05 + £45.43 = £45.45 round to nearest 0.05p


	
-£127.75


Total allowances (b) £156.30


Sarah’s net disposable income (a) minus (b) (c) £58.40


Council transport costs £5 per journey or £10 per return journey (x3) (d) £30.00


Full cost of Sarah’s transport (d) £30.00


Minus Sarah’s contribution (c) (c) -£58.40


Additional transport costs (e) = (d) minus (c) (e) £0.00


We will not increase Sarah’s Disability Related Expenses allowance as her net disposable income, 
which includes her mobility component, covers her transport costs. 
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Example Three 


Mary is 85 years old and lives with her husband Ted who is 87. Mary receives a State Pension, an 
Occupational Pension and Attendance Allowance. Ted has a State Pension and an Occupational 
Pension. Mary and Ted have joint savings of £32,000. The couple are not entitled to Pension 
Guarantee Credit. Mary has chosen to receive her Personal Budget via a Direct Payment. She uses 
her Direct Payment to purchase one hour of home based care each day and to attend a day centre 
one day per week. Mary has decided she would benefit more by visiting a friend, rather than going 
to the day centre. Mary was entitled to disability benefits before she reached 65 years old so still 
has an entitlement to the mobility component. 


Mary’s weekly income


State Retirement Pension £65.00


Occupational Pension £25.00


Care component of DLA £82.30


Mobility component of DLA £21.80


Tariff Income from 50% of Joint Savings (£32,000 divided by 2 = £16,000 
minus £14,250 = £1,750 divided by 250 = £7.00) £7.00


Total income (a) £201.10
Allowances


Less Disability Related Expenses towards community care services -£15.13


Less contribution paid towards community care services -£0.00


Less night care element of care component of DLA -£27.20


Less 50% Council Tax (after deduction of council tax support) -£2.50


Less MIG/Threshold (Pension Credit entitlement per couple
halved plus 25% which is £114.85 + £28.75 = £143.60
divided by 2 = £71.80. + £116.00 + £29.00 = £145.00
divided by 2 = £72.50


	
	
	


£144.30


Total allowances (b) £189.13


Mary’s net disposable income (c) £11.97


The cheapest form of transport that Mary could use is Dial-a-Ride as Mary meets 
the eligibility criteria this service is a free (d) £0.00


Full cost of Mary’s transport (d) £0.00


Minus Mary’s contribution (c) (c) -£11.97


Additional transport costs (e) = (d) minus (c) (e) £0.00


Mary could have afforded to pay £11.97 towards meeting her transport needs, but as her journey 
is local and she meets the eligibility criteria for Dial a Ride, she can travel for free.
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Example Four


Adam is 26 years old and has learning and physically disabilities. He lives on his own in supported 
accommodation. Adam has been assessed to receive a Personal Budget of £1,015 per week and 
has chosen to receive this through a Direct Payment. He has decided to use his Personal Budget 
to attend a day care centre five days a week, as well as to pay for the 24-hour support he needs 
from his carers. Adam has a Motability vehicle.


Adam’s weekly income


Employment Support Allowance (including Severe Disability Premium) £186.90


Daily Living Component of PIP (included as he receives night care) £82.30


Mobility component of PIP (£57.45) – used to purchase car £0.00


Total income (a) £269.20
Allowances


Less Disability Related Expenses towards community care services -£32.50


Less contribution paid towards community care services -£80.35


Less MIG/Threshold (18-65 ESA Single Personal Allowance + 25% + Support 
Component + 25% + Enhanced Disability Premium + 25%) = £73.10 + £18.30 = 
£91.40 + £36.20 + £9.05 = £45.25 + 15.75 + £3.95 = £19.70 


	
	


-£156.35


Total allowances (b) £269.20


Adam’s net disposable income (c) £0.00


We expect Adam’s Motability vehicle to be used for all his transport. There is no 
additional funding for his transport to and from the day centre (d) £0.00


Full cost of Adam’s transport (d) £0.00


Minus Adam’s contribution (c) (c) £0.00


Additional transport costs (e) = (d) minus (c) (e) £0.00


As Adam receives 24-hour care and support within his Personal Budget, we would expect his care 
worker to be insured on the Motability vehicle and be responsible for driving and escorting him to 
the day centre. 
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Example Five


Geetha is 26 years old and has learning and physically disabilities. She lives on her own in 
supported accommodation. Geetha receives a Personal Budget of £575.00 per week and has 
chosen to receive this through a Direct Payment. She has decided to use her Personal Budget to 
attend a day care centre five days a week plus three hours of personal care per day. Geetha has a 
Motability vehicle which a family member drives on her behalf, but they work part time and can only 
drive her to the day centre three days per week. She uses Council transport on the other two days. 


Geetha’s weekly income


Employment Support Allowance (including Severe Disability Premium) £186.90


Daily Living Component of PIP (all included as he receives night care) £55.10


Mobility component of PIP (£57.45) – used to purchase car £0.00


Total income (a) £242.00
Allowances


Less Disability Related Expenses towards community care services -£13.13


Less contribution towards community care services -£72.52


Less MIG/Threshold (18-65 ESA Single Personal Allowance + 25% + Support 
Component + 25% + Enhanced Disability Premium + 25%) =£73.10 + £18.30 = 
£91.40 + £36.20 + £9.05 = £45.25 + 15.75 + £3.95 = £19.70 


	
	


-£156.35


Total allowances (b) £242.00


Geetha’s net disposable income (c) £0.00


As Geetha has a Motability vehicle we expect this to be used to take her to and 
from the day centre for the three days the family member is available. She has 
decided to use Council transport (which Includes an escort), for the other two days. 
This cost £5.00 per journey or £10 per attendance (x 2)


	
	
	


(d) £20.00


Full cost of Geetha’s transport (d) £20.00


Minus Geetha’s contribution (c) (c) £0.00


Additional transport costs (e) = (d) minus (c) (e) £20.00


Because Geetha’s receives her Personal Budget as a Direct Payment and she already contributes 
£72.52 towards her community care services, we will reassess her contribution to increase her 
Disability Related Expenses allowance from £13.13 to £33.13 per week, which includes the 
additional transport cost of £20.00 per week. This allows Geetha the extra monies so she can pay 
for her transport by reducing her community care contribution from £72.52 to £52.52 per week. 
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Example Six


Roman is a 45 years old and has a physically disability. He lives on his own in rented 
accommodation. Roman has been assessed to receive a Personal Budget of £200.00 per week 
and has chosen to receive this through a Direct Payment. He has decided to use his Personal 
Budget to receive ten hours of personal care (someone to accompany him to watch his football 
team one day per week) rather than attend the day centre. Roman has a Motablity vehicle which 
he drives himself, so transport costs are not included in his Personal Budget.


Roman’s weekly income


Employment Support Allowance (including Severe Disability Premium) £167.00


Daily Living Component of PIP (included as he receives night care) £55.10


Mobility component of PIP (£57.45) – used to purchase car £0.00


Total income (a) £222.10
Allowances


Less rent (after deduction Housing Benefit) -£14.55


Less Council Tax (after deduction of Council Tax Support) -£3.55


Less Disability Related Expenses towards community care services -£8.74


Less contribution paid towards community care services -£67.51


Less MIG/Threshold (18-65 ESA Single Personal Allowance + 25% + Work Related 
Activity + 25%) = £73.10 + £18.30 = £91.40 + £29.05 + £7.30 = £36.35 


	
-£127.75


Total allowances (b) £222.10


Roman’s net disposable income (c) £0.00


As Roman has a Motability vehicle which he drives himself, there is no additional 
funding for his transport


	
(d) £0.00


Full cost of Roman’s transport (d) £0.00


Minus Roman’s contribution (c) (c) £0.00


Additional transport costs (e) = (d) minus (c) (e) £0.00


As Roman has a Motablity vehicle that has been adapted for him to drive we would expect him to 
use this to meet all his transport needs. This will be shown in his Support Plan. 
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APPENDIX 2. TRANSPORT OPTIONS FOR PEOPLE 
SUPPORTED BY ADULT SOCIAL CARE


Public transport – 
buses 


All public transport buses are now wheelchair accessible. Most buses can 
accommodate two wheelchairs. 


Most routes have visual and audible announcements for passengers. 


Travel is free anytime in Greater London for residents with a Freedom Pass. 
Public transport 
– tube, London 
Overground, TfL 
rail and DLR


There is limited step free access at stations in Enfield and, indeed, in 
London as a whole. Transport for London has a programme to install step 
free access in all stations across the capital. However, at the present time, 
most stations do not have step free access and few have lifts. Step free 
access means an alternative to stairs, i.e. an escalator, lift or both, through 
to street level. 


Travel is free anytime in Greater London for residents with a Freedom Pass. 
Driving and the 
Blue Badge


Disabled drivers and passengers, whether they travel in a private vehicle or 
rent a Motability vehicle, can apply for a Blue Badge. Blue Badge holders 
can park for free on most roads, however, there are exceptions where they 
can only park in designated bays, for example, on red routes. 


Blue badge holders can also claim exemption from the Congestion Charge 
(registration is required and a fee is payable). 


Disabled drivers can also claim exemption from road tax. 


All public car parks in London have designated disabled parking bays. 
Enfield Town has full disabled access to all shops and restaurants.


Motability vehicles Higher rate mobility allowance can be exchanged for a Motability vehicle 
from any participating dealership. Full information can be found at 
http://motability.co.uk


You can have a Motability vehicle and a Blue Badge. Insurance, 
breakdown cover, service, maintenance and repairs are covered by your 
agreement. You will need to pay for your own petrol.


An agreement for a Motability vehicle is for three years, so if you choose 
this option you cannot claim any other transport costs for the period of 
your agreement.


Motability scooters 
and powered 
wheelchairs


People in receipt of mobility allowance can use some of it to rent a 
Motability scooter or powered wheelchair. Full details can be found at 
www.motability.co.uk/scooters-and-powered-wheelchairs/



http://motability.co.uk

www.motability.co.uk/scooters-and-powered-wheelchairs/
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Dial-a-Ride To be eligible for Dial-a-Ride, you must have a permanent or long-term 
disability which means you cannot use public transport some or all of the 
time. 


You are automatically eligible for membership of Dial-a-Ride if you are:


•	 a Taxicard member getting higher rate mobility allowance or War 
Pension mobility supplement


•	 registered blind or partially sighted
•	 aged 85 or over 


If none of the above applies, you may still be able to join Dial-a-Ride, but 
you will have to complete a mobility assessment form to establish eligibility 
for the service.


Dial-a-Ride will not provide travel to and from day care centres.


More information is available from Transport for London at 
www.tfl.gov.uk/modes/dial-a-ride/membership?intcmp=4002 


London Taxicard 
Scheme


The London Taxicard Scheme provides subsidised transport in taxis 
and private hire vehicles for people with mobility problems or a visual 
impairment. The application form can be downloaded from: 
www.enfield.gov.uk/info/1000000833/help_getting_out_and_
about/3265/london_taxicard_scheme 


Full details about the London Taxicard Scheme can be found at: 
www.londoncouncils.gov.uk/services/taxicard 


Voluntary 
transport schemes


There are a number of voluntary schemes locally and some day care 
providers have a transport option.


Personal assistants 
and chaperones


Where a person requires accompaniment to travel and there is no family 
member or friend available to travel with them, there are agencies who can 
provide travel assistants for this purpose. These agencies can be found on 
the Council’s Adult Social Care e-market place.



www.tfl.gov.uk/modes/dial-a-ride/membership?intcmp=4002

www.enfield.gov.uk/info/1000000833/help_getting_out_and_about/3265/london_taxicard_scheme 

www.enfield.gov.uk/info/1000000833/help_getting_out_and_about/3265/london_taxicard_scheme 

www.londoncouncils.gov.uk/services/taxicard 
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APPENDIX 3. ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST


KEY QUESTIONS JUSTIFICATION


1. How far is the service or facility 
from where you live?


Clients are expected to access services nearest to where 
they live, as long as they meet their assessed eligible need(s).


2. Can you use your own 
transport or do you have a 
Motability vehicle?


Clients with their own transport, including a Motability 
vehicle (which they drive themselves), are expected to use 
their vehicle for all their transport needs. 


Where you are not the driver of the vehicle, consideration 
will be given as to whether it is reasonable for this to be 
used to meet some or all of transport needs. 


Most clients will be eligible for a Blue Badge. Blue badge 
holders are exempt from congestion charge and most 
parking charges. 


3. Can you use public transport 
(with or without assistance?)


Clients who are able to use public transport, with or 
without the assistance of someone else (e.g. carer, 
personal assistant, friend or relative) are expected to use 
public transport to access local facilities. Most clients will 
be eligible for a Freedom Pass. 


4. Do you have a Motability 
Scooter?


Clients with a Motability Scooter are expected to use this 
for travelling to local facilities


5. Do you need a period of 
reassurance support, enablement 
or transport training?


If the client would be able to travel independently following 
support and training, then this will be made available to 
them.


6. Do you live in residential care? It is expected that the cost of the placement, together 
with the person’s personal allowance and any disregarded 
income, will meet their transport costs (unless specialist 
transport is required for medical reasons).


7. Are you eligible for the London 
Taxicard Scheme?


This scheme provides discounted travel in taxis and 
private hire vehicles. 


8. Are you eligible for Dial-a-Ride? Dial-a-Ride provides wheelchair accessible transport to 
local facilities.


9. Do you have a Personal 
Assistant or carer who can escort 
you when you travel?


If there is someone you know you can travel with you, this 
will enable you to travel safely.


10. Does the facility you go to 
provide its own transport for 
customers?


Some independent and voluntary day care centres provide 
transport. Some supermarkets operate courtesy buses for 
shoppers.


11. Should the NHS be providing 
the transport?	


The NHS provides patient transport to and from hospital.
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APPENDIX 4. MINIMUM INCOME GUARANTEE 
LEVELS


(Minimum Income Guarantee + 25% Buffer as per the Care Act 2014)


MIG
With 25% 


Buffer


Income Support (applies to people aged 18-65)


18-24 Single  £57.90  £72.40 


18-24 Single + Disability Premium  £90.15 £112.75 


18-24 Single + Disability Premium + Enhanced Disability Premium £105.90 £132.45 


25-65 Single £73.10 £91.40 


25-62 Single + Disability Premium £105.35 £131.75 


25-62 Single + Disability Premium + Enhanced Disability Premium £121.10 £151.45 


18-65 Partner (Single) £57.43 £71.80 


18-62 Partner + Disability Premium (Single) £80.40 £100.55 


18-62 Partner + Disability Premium + Enhanced Disability Premium 
(Single) £91.70 £114.70 


Partner (Single) = single person or half of a couple
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MIG
With 25% 


Buffer


Employment Support Allowance (applies to people aged 18-65)


13 Weeks Assessment Phase


18-24 Single £57.90 £72.40 


18-24 ESA Single + Enhanced Disability Premium £73.65 £92.10 


25-65 Single £73.10 £91.40 


25-65 ESA Single + Enhanced Disability Premium £88.85 £111.10 


18-65 Partner (Single) £57.43 £71.80 


18-65 ESA Partner (Single) + Enhanced Disability Premium £68.73 £85.95 


14th Week - Work Related Activity (WRA) & Support Component


18-65 ESA Single + Work Related Activity Component £102.15 £127.75 


18-65 ESA Single + Enhanced Disability Premium and Work Related 
Activity Component £117.90 £147.45 


18-65 ESA Single + Support Component (for transfer of ICB cases 
only) £109.30 £136.65 


18-65 ESA Single + Enhanced Disability Premium + Support 
Component £125.05 £156.35 


18-65 ESA Partner (Single) + Work Related Activity Component £71.95 £90.00 


18-65 ESA Partner (Single) + Enhanced Related Activity Component £83.25 £104.15 


18-65 ESA Partner (Single) + Enhanced Related Activity Component 
+ Support Component £86.83 £108.60 


Pension Credit (applies to people aged 63+)


18-150 One Partner over 62 (Single) £115.43 £144.30 


63-150 Single + Pensioner Premium £151.20 £189.00 


63-150 Partner (Single) £115.43 £144.30 


Partner (Single) = single person or half of a couple
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Disability Connect’s response to the LBE Disability Equality Scheme


This is Disability Connect’s response to the Ealing Council Equality Scheme 2007 – 2009, which contains the Disability Equality Scheme that Ealing is required to produce, in accordance with the new Disability Equality Duty, part of the Disability Discrimination Act 2005.  This specifically relates to public authorities, such as schools, hospitals and local councils.  The ‘Disability Equality Duty’ says public authorities must plan how they will treat disabled people who use their services and disabled employees to promote equality of opportunity and to ensure equal chances to use services.


Public authorities must say how they will meet the ‘general duties’ of the Act to ensure disabled people are treated equally, in what is called a ‘Disability Equality Scheme’. This is meant to:


· Make sure everyone has equal chances.


· Eliminate discrimination and harassment.


· Encourage good attitudes towards disabled people. 


· Support disabled people taking part in public life, for example, politics.


· Ensure councils treat disabled people more favourably than non-disabled people, if that is the way to meet their needs.


· This includes services provided by other organisations, on behalf of Ealing Council.


· “Involvement should not be confused with consultation.  This duty requires a much more active engagement of disabled stakeholders, at all stages.”


Action Plan


Each Disability Equality Scheme should contain an Action Plan, combining the following, essential factors:


· the priorities of disabled people.


· the strategic priorities of the authority.


· evidence of where issues and priorities lie.


· specific outcomes which the authority wishes to achieve, set against a realistic timetable.


· measurable indicators of progress towards outcomes.


· lines of accountability and ownership of actions.


· departmental Action Plans, within the generic Disability Equality Scheme for that authority.


Disability Connect Response


Timing


As an umbrella group of stakeholder organisations, we are disappointed that we were not given the opportunity to work with the Council in involving disabled people to draft the Disability Equality Scheme during the timescale set out by the legislation, which required public authorities to publish a Disability Equality Scheme by the 4th December ’06.  The draft scheme, on the LBE website, says that consultation on it will be conducted between June and December 2007.


Single issue


Disability Connect regrets that Ealing has chosen to contain its draft DES, within a single equality scheme, as this decreases the impact that could have been made via a disability specific scheme, particularly as this is the first time public authorities have been required to produce a disability scheme.  However, many authorities are producing single schemes and the key issue for us is whether the disability related content is meaningful and will move disability issues on in the borough.  The position of the Disability Rights Commission on this is that a single scheme can capture the experience of multiple discrimination, as long as the disability elements are clearly identifiable.  However, it would generally be appropriate to publish a Disability Equality scheme separately, so that stakeholders can view its different elements and objectives together.


As well as integrating it into its Single Equality Scheme, we hope that LBE will publish its Disability Equality Scheme as a separate document and, whether it does or does not, the final version should be available in a range of formats, accessible to disabled people.


Involvement


Statutory guidance to implementing the Disability Equality Duty says that councils must involve disabled people at every stage, from the planning, to the writing, to the testing of how well the scheme and the plan work, year after year.  The intention of the duty is that Involvement must lead to actions and demonstrable process.  

In our view, there have been significant failings in the council’s efforts to involve disabled people in the production of the draft scheme, although the Scheme states that a special interest group for disabled employees of LBE has been set up, as a forum for consultation.  The council’s Equality Scheme makes no reference to ‘involvement’ and as this is central to the DED, this is a serious flaw.  We look forward to working with LBE, in planning how the final Scheme/Action Plan should include a clear programme of involvement and indicators of how this will happen/take place and by when.


Disability Connect created an opportunity for disabled people to examine the Disability Equality Duty, allocating its October ’06 quarterly meeting to the topic.  The local authority made a presentation at this meeting.  Disability Connect also organised a major event on the topic, held at the Ramada Jarvis Hotel in January ’07, at which the Chief Executive of LBE was interviewed by one of our members.


A transcript is appended.  This occasion also included a ‘question and answer’ session, with a panel, including Shelly Adams from LBE.  In terms of consultation, the council sent out a questionnaire, in late November ’06, to all Disability Connect member organisations, which received a 10% response.  It should be noted that the questionnaire was not very accessible and had a short response timescale.


Suggested ways of involving disabled people


through:

· OOrganisations controlled by disabled people


· GGroups that discuss one particular issue


· Groups that meet regularly


· Planned events held by the Council


· On-line communication over the internet


· Listening to what people talk about day to day


· Involvement methods that are already in use


Access must always be taken into account including transport, communication and physical access.


Action for Equality in Ealing


Disability Connect produced its own Action Plan, ‘Action for Equality in Ealing’, in January ’07.  Member organisations of Disability Connect made their own contributions.  The full text of the document is available on Ealing Centre for Independent Living’s website.  Below are all the action points directed at Ealing Council from the publication.  It should be noted that these have not been amalgamated into or included in the council’s draft Scheme/Action Plan.


Ealing Contact a Family


Action we would like to see taken by Ealing Council (Department for Children and Families)


a)  on respite care


· Families with disabled children should have their statutory minimum entitlement to short break services, set to reflect the level of the child’s need and that of the family.  We ask Ealing Council to review the eligibility criteria used by Social Services for access to statutory respite services.  This will benefit the local authority as a proven preventative measure for avoiding further costs later.  Direct Payments have proven to be beneficial to many carers.  However, it is vital that parents should always be able to choose to receive services directly provided or commissioned by local agencies.


b)  on housing


· The Council should ensure that the Principal Medical Officer examines each disabled child before deciding which housing band is awarded.  The current system relies on third party, often out-dated, written evidence to ascertain the level of disability.  As a result, severely disabled children, who should be given priority for re-housing, are overlooked.


· Ealing Children’s Commissioning Strategy 2006-2009 which complements the Children and Young People’s Plan 2006-2009 has identified, as have other important Council policy and strategy documents, housing as an important element in achieving the five major outcomes of the ‘Every Child Matters’ government programme.  However, there should be more emphasis given to the impact poor housing has on the lives of disabled children and their carers, as this is an important factor, which must always be considered.  Caring issues disproportionately impact on women’s equality of opportunity to work and providers of services must consider both the Disability Equality Duty and the General Equality Duty, in this regard.

DeafPlus


Actions for Ealing Council


The local authority will benefit from having better informed and more active citizens should it take the following actions:

· To provide sign language interpretation for a minimum of one day a week at council customer centres, such as Perceval House, Greenford and Acton Area Offices.


· To improve the application system for the Freedom Pass travel permit for disabled people, such as Deaf awareness training for workers in that area and simplification of the process.


· To train all frontline staff in methods of communication to accommodate individual communication needs.


· To review the Locata bidding system to ensure access for Deaf and Hard of Hearing people.


· To make all departments aware of services provided by DeafPlus, such as interpreting / advice / advocacy.


Ealing Association for the Blind

Action for all public authorities


Visual Impairment awareness training should be part of hospital and council employee basic training, particularly those front line workers in hospitals (eg people serving meals) and in Social Services (eg receptionists at Perceval House).


Action on transport, to be taken by Ealing Council


· We ask that reliability and punctuality is improved across the board and that people are always informed when transport is going to be late, or when a booking will not be honoured at all.


· We ask that action is taken to compensate those who live in areas where taxis will not readily work.  This could be through extra Capital Call provision or provision of a supplementary service, such as the Community Bus, which was cut some time ago.  It is important that, when reviewing local travel provision, the local authority undertakes a full disability equality impact assessment.

Actions on recreation, to be taken by Ealing Council


· We ask for council run gym and fitness facilities to offer support and facilitation to blind and visually impaired people to enable them to use these services.

· We ask for the development of a programme of classes or workshops, aimed primarily at blind and visually impaired people, and incorporating the appropriate facilitation.


Ealing Centre for Independent Living


Actions on Blue Badge parking for Ealing Council


· To cease issuing tickets for minor infringements of Blue Badge rules, such as the badge being on display, but upside down, or when it has fallen off the window.


· Another action on this topic concerns parking for residents of social housing.  Disabled residents need the disabled bays in their car parks to be clearly designated for their use and policed in such a way as to ensure this space will not be abused.


Action on charging for social care to be taken by Ealing Council


We propose Ealing should follow the example of Hammersmith and Fulham Council and cease to charge for domiciliary care.


ECIL Direct Payment Users Group


Actions on Direct Payments for Ealing Council (Social Services)


· To ensure that Direct Payment packages are sufficient to meet the needs of the user and enable them to run their care package legally and effectively.


· To reconsider the rates of Direct Payments in the light of the following:


· It is crucial that Direct Payment users are able to pay their workers at a competitive rate in order to be able to meet their assessed needs, for example by being able to recruit and retain workers with the necessary competencies and qualities including; literacy, language, lifting and handling skills, intelligence/initiative and driving.  The work involved is likely to be demanding and the level of responsibility quite high and clearly needs to be 

remunerated adequately.  The current rate offered for Personal Assistants of £7.14 an hour is not enough as suitable people can command higher pay rates elsewhere.


· The rate should include a pay scale, to encourage and reward long service.  This scale should start at around £9.50 and go up to about £13.00 an hour.


This issue is particularly pressing for those Direct Payment users who need 24 hour cover.  Currently, the rate for physically disabled people paid on a 24 hour basis is £135.36 per 24 hour shift.  This works out to £5.43 per hour, i.e. merely 8p more than the National Minimum Wage.


· Direct Payment users using agencies should be allowed a Direct Payment at the rate charged by the agency.


These measures not only fall within the scope of the Disability Equality Duty, but are also consistent with the Department of Health’s statutory guidance to the Community Care (Direct Payments) Act.

Ealing Mencap


Actions for all statutory services


· To implement an employment policy specifically designed to help disabled people, including people with learning difficulties, get work and to sustain them in that work.  The PCT did some excellent work in this area, but this needs developing across the statutory sector as a whole.


· To recognise there is an increasing group of people with severe learning and physical disabilities, whose life in many cases was made possible by improvements in medical science.


· To provide these people as adults with the same level of service they were provided with by the education, health and social care systems prior to them reaching majority.  Caring issues disproportionately impact on older parents’, who are maybe caring at a high level and experiencing ill health and limited opportunities.  This has implications for compliance around the General Equality Duty.  

· To provide, in key areas of the borough proper changing and toileting facilities for multiply disabled people who need help with personal care – see ‘Changing places, Changing lives’ website www.changing-places.org.  This website gives detailed information about what is needed.


Action for Ealing Council


· To review their use of Government’s ‘Fair Access to Care’ criteria and recognize this currently leaves many people previously defined as having a learning disability by the Education system, without adequate support potentially for forty plus years of adult life.


· To provide equal access to all sports, youth and leisure services for disabled young people and monitor take up to make sure young people of all levels of disability are enjoying borough services.  The Disability Equality Duty requires evidence gathering and it would be useful to undertake monitoring of the use of services, as without data improvement cannot be measured.

Ealing Transport for All and Ealing Community Transport

Actions for Ealing Council to work in partnership with Transport for London


· To develop a door-to-door transport service which complements existing mainstream transport and other accessible transport provision in Ealing and is flexible, responsive and easy to access. It should be developed through ongoing consultation, review and feedback.  Most importantly it should be, a service which is passenger centred and led. 


· To consult on existing door-to-door provision to research the kind of additional door-to-door services we need.  The consultation should ask disabled people whether services are reliable and suitable for disabled residents (including older, housebound residents) and whether existing supply meets demand.


· To identify where current door-to-door transport service provision is not meeting the needs of local people and identify improvements a new service could provide.


· To identify examples of best practice, both locally and London wide.


· To work in partnership with a variety of disability support organizations to improve existing provision.

· To develop a service, suitable to our needs.

Current Disability Connect work on the DES


Disability Connect hosted a meeting, facilitated by consultant, Nick Danagher, and funded by London Borough of Ealing, to formulate this response.  This meeting took place on 17th July ’07, in the Telfer Room, at Ealing Town Hall.  A list of attendees is appended. 


Suggestions from this meeting, held on 17th July ’07


· The council should consider a range of creative ways of involving disabled people in the production of its Scheme and Plan that succeeds in engaging people with a range of impairments.  The problem of attending meetings was brought up by the representative from the ME Self Help Group and it was suggested that use could be made of telephone conferencing.


· The council could organise an event or Fun Day, involving disabled people, as part of the process of involvement.


· The council could include disabled people in training on Equalities Impact Assessments.


· The council could appoint a designated councillor, as champion for the Disability Equality Duty and production of the Disability Equality Scheme.


· Access to the environment in Ealing – the council could find a way/s of supporting Ealing Centre for Independent Living’s Local Access Ealing project, which aims to increase access to shops, businesses, bars, cafes and restaurants, by provision of information and use of the Disability Discrimination Act.  Part of this project is the Disability Means Business Awards, to which the council could lend meaningful support.


· The representative from Footsteps Arts Group raised the issue of stigma surrounding people with mental health issues and felt the council could help combat this by including positive representation in its publications, such as Around Ealing.  This idea clearly extends to all disabled people.


· Take action on the number of hate crimes against disabled people – currently only classed as racist, homophobic or faith related incidents - committed locally (no disablist hate crime strategy despite GLA report).


Action Plan and targets for coming year


· DES Council Information Officer – create a post at a senior level, who would deal with all questions about disability issues and research and respond in relation to information, with which they personally could not deal.  They would also link with all the disability organisations, represented in Ealing (Disability Connect), and work closely with the PCT and other health services.  The officer would have responsibility for overseeing and monitoring the employment of disabled people, by the Council and its suppliers.

· Designate a Councillor as champion for disabled people, who would run regular surgeries for disabled people and work closely with the Council Information Officer.

· Identification of a senior officer in each Council Directorate. They would have responsibility for moving the DES strategy forward in their department and liaising with the Information Officer and lead Councillor.


· There should be detailed discussions about the nature of involvement and agreement as to what constitutes involvement in Ealing.


· Targets would be agreed annually, for Action Plan points, and they would be monitored by Disability Connect and other relevant bodies. This process would be facilitated by the Information Officer.


· A ‘housing for disabled people’ plan should be agreed, to tie in with the national Affordable Housing Programme.  By the end of year one, we would want targets agreed for the number of housing units for disabled people to be built by 2015.


· A quota of new jobs for disabled people should be agreed for the first year and annually. (The council should find ways of showing commitment to employing disabled people, providing support in work.  It was felt disabled


· people should be treated equally in the workplace and not be subject to positive discrimination.)


· The Council’s Economic Development Unit would provide a service to disabled people, who want to set up their own businesses.


· One disability awareness/equality event, in each school, each year.


· “Around Ealing” should include at least two articles relevant to disability awareness annually.


· Twenty disabled people/service users should undertake training in Equalities Impact Assessment.

· Quantified budgets should be allocated to targets. 

Organisations in attendance at Disability Connect Meeting 17 July 2007


Ealing Mencap


Footsteps Arts


Ealing Transport for All


Asian Disabled People’s Alliance


Network MESH West London


Ealing / Middlesex Association for the Blind


Ealing Social Club for the Blind


Sterlingvision 04, 


Carer’s Action Group for People with Learning Disabilities 

Ealing Centre for Independent Living


Ealing PCT


Ealing Contact a Family


Ealing Council


Apologies


Alzheimer’s Concern


Ealing Community Transport
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Equalities Impact Assessment – Scoping Report 
 
 


Directorate Environment Section: Transport Planning & 
Policy 


Person Responsible 
for the assessment 
(include name of 
author if different) 


Mark Frost 
Primary Plan Author:  
Chris Calvi-Freeman 


Name of the 
policy/decision to be 
assessed: 


Development of new 
Local Implementation 
Plan for Transport 
(LIP) 


Date of Assessment November 2010 
Is this a new or 
existing policy or 
procedure? 


New policy 


1. Briefly describe the aims, objectives, 
purpose and expected outcomes of the 
decision/policy 


The LIP will act as the Borough’s new transport strategy, setting out how the authority will 
implement the new Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) in the borough.  The objectives of this 
strategy are included as Attachment 1. 


2. Who is the policy/decision going to impact 
on and in what way? All those who live, work or travel through the borough. 


3. How will this action be resourced? The LIP is largely funded via our annual grant from Transport for London (TfL), but additional 
funding is also available from s106 contributions, borough funds, EU funding etc. 


4. When will the decision be taken? The strategy must be approved by May/June 2011, following 12 weeks statutory consultation 
commencing in January 2011. 
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5. Are there concerns that the decision  could 
have an impact on the following:- 
 


 


(a) Racial groups Y 
(b) Religious groups Y 
(c) People due to language Y 
(d) People due to age Y 
(e) People due to disability Y 
(f) People due to gender Y 
(g) People due to sexual orientation Y 
(h) community relations/community cohesion Y 
(i) attitudes towards disabled people Y 
(j) participation of disabled people Y 
(k) Human rights Y 


Please explain/attach evidence of your answers to these questions 
 
See Attachment 2. 
 
 
 
 


6. How will the risks be minimised? 


Please see narrative in for each group listed in question 5 included in 
Attachment 2.   
 
With the exceptions of those with visual or mobility related disabilities 
(including those linked to age) it can be concluded that the likely impact 
of the Local Implementation Plan on these different groups is low.   
 
In relation to those with mobility concerns, the LIP includes a number of 
initiatives, in line with the Mayor’s objectives to increase accessibility 
and improve quality of life for all Londoners, which aim to reduce 
barriers to these groups accessing the transport network – recognising 
however that there are sometimes trade-offs between groups of 
different disabilities (e.g. mobility and visually impaired). 







Hounslow Local Implementation Plan for Transport 2011-2031 – Equalities Impact Assessment Scoping Report 3 


7. Are there any relevant groups or stakeholders who you 
can approach to explore their views on the issues? 
          
 
Please list the relevant groups and how the views of these 
groups will be obtained. Or the reason why not approached.


The following groups were contacted and consulted on as part of the 
completion of this EqIA. 
 


 Hounslow Racial Equality 
Council 


 BME Community Help 
and Development Centre 


 Hounslow Somali 
Community Group 


 The Arab Group In 
Hounslow and the 
Suburbs 


 Hounslow Friends of Faith 
 London Buddhist Vihara 
 Gudwara, Sri Guru Singh 


Sabha 
 Hounslow Jamia Masjid & 


Islamic Centre 
 Hounslow Synagogue 
 Ahmadiyya Muslim 


Association 
 Hindu Temple & Cultural 


Trust 
 Churches Together In 


Brentford 
 OutWest 
 Positively Women 
 Women’s Institute 


 


 Hounslow Youth Centre 
 Hounslow Pensioners 


Forum 
 Adult and Education 


Community 
 Brentford Senior Citizens 


Club 
 Speak Out In Hounslow 
 Barnado’s Spectrum 


Project 
 Access Information 


Mental Health Project 
 Carers UK 
 Disability Network 


Hounslow 
 Age UK (Hounslow) 
 West London Disability 


Partnership 
 Sensory Disability Team 
 Hounslow Deaf Network 
 Anti-Race/ Hate Crime 


Co-ordination 
 Hounslow Asian 


Community Advice 
Service 


 
 
Please see an example letter to age related umbrella groups provided in 
Attachment 3. 
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8. Please explain in detail the views of the relevant groups 
who have been consulted on the issues involved and the 
dates when this happened. (please use a separate sheet if 
necessary) 


The Council received very few responses as a result of this 
consultation, however the consultation letter did make clear that the full 
transport strategy will be sent directly to them in January 2011 for 
further comment as part of the statutory consultation. 
 
OutWest, representing the views of the LGBT community in west 
London suggested that care needed to be taken about assuming the 
possible impact transport may have on members represented by them.  
Since this consultation a separate meeting has been held as part of the 
Community Safety Partnership’s ‘Hate Crime’ sub-panel to discuss their 
concerns.  Practically this could involve future funding for initiatives 
which seek to improve personal safety when using the transport 
network. 
 


9. Taking into account the views of these groups, and the 
available evidence, please clearly state the risks associated 
with the decision, weighed against the benefits of the 
decision. Will the impact be high, medium or low?  
 
High – needs very detailed and thorough process with 
significant external challenge 
 
Medium – needs reasonably robust process with some 
degree of external challenge 
 
Low – needs to a degree of rigor to confirm that it is in line 
with statutory duties but external challenge not needed 


Low. 
 
Following the compilation of this EqIA scoping assessment and the 
consultation with thirty umbrella groups representing a broad range of 
population groups it is clear that the LIP strategy does not significantly 
disproportionately impact on any one group.  Indeed, the strategy 
places an emphasis on (and provides funding for) schemes that help 
reduce barriers to all using the transport network and the public realm.   
 
Individual schemes that help achieve the LIP objectives will, in most 
cases, be subject to their own EqIA relevance test to ensure they 
comply with the act. 
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Signed (completing officer)_________________________   Signed (Manager)_____________________________ 


10. What are the main conclusions and key 
recommendations of this equality impact assessment? 


The proposed LIP strategy does not disproportionately impact on any 
one population group and can help to mitigate barriers to certain groups 
using the transport network. 
 
Further consultation will be undertaken in 2011 to ensure this 
conclusion is robust. 


11. As a result of this initial assessment is a more 
comprehensive impact assessment necessary? 
(note if you have answered high to question 9 a full EIA 
should be done) 


NO. 
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Attachment 1 – Mayors Transport Strategy – High Level Outcomes 
 


Goals Challenges Outcomes 
Supporting sustainable population 
and employment growth  


Balancing capacity and demand for travel through increasing public transport capacity and/or 
reducing the need to travel. 


Improving transport connectivity  Improving people’s access to jobs  
Improving access to commercial markets for freight movements and business travel, 
supporting the needs of business to grow.  


Support economic 
development and 
population growth  


Delivering an efficient and effective 
transport system for people and 
goods  


Smoothing traffic flow (managing road congestion and improving journey time reliability).  
Improving public transport reliability and reduce operating costs  
Bringing and maintaining all assets to a state of good repair 
Enhancing use of the Thames for people and goods  


Improving journey experience  Improving public transport customer satisfaction  
Improving road user satisfaction (drivers, pedestrians, cyclists) Reducing public transport 
crowding  


Enhancing the built and natural 
environment  


Enhancing streetscapes, improving the perception of the urban realm and developing ‘better 
streets’ initiatives  
Protecting and enhancing the natural environment  


Improving air quality  Reducing air pollutant emissions from ground-based transport, contributing to EU air quality 
targets  


Improving noise impacts  Improving perceptions and reducing impacts of noise  


Enhance the quality of 
life for all Londoners  


Improving health impacts  Facilitating an increase in walking and cycling  
Reducing crime, fear of crime and 
antisocial behaviour  


Reducing crime rates (and improving perceptions of personal safety and security)  
 


Improving road safety  Reducing the numbers of road traffic casualties  


Improve the safety and 
security of all 
Londoners  


Improving public transport safety  Reducing casualties on public transport networks  
Supporting regeneration and 
tackling deprivation 


Improving the physical accessibility of the transport system  
Improving access to services  


Improve transport 
opportunities for all 
Londoners  Improving accessibility Supporting wider regeneration  


Reducing CO2 emissions  Reducing CO2 emissions from ground-based transport, contributing to a London-wide 60 
percent reduction by 2025  


Reduce transport’s 
contribution to climate 
change/ improve its 
resilience  


Adapting to climate change  Maintaining the reliability of transport networks  
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Attachment 2 – Impact of the LIP on Different Groups. 
 
Background 
 
The LIP sets out the policy framework which will guide the investment the Council makes to improving the transport network. It must be 
developed in line with the Mayor of London’s transport strategy (MTS). As noted in Attachment 1 the objectives of the Mayor’s Transport 
Strategy stress the need to ensure that we improve the quality of life for all Londoners. 
 
The objectives of the LIP are to develop a transport network that is: 
 


1. Safe: To reduce the number of people killed or seriously injured in road traffic collisions, and increase the perception of personal safety 
in the public realm 


2. Environmentally Sustainable: To reduce transport related CO2 emissions and other air pollutants, and maximise the system’s resilience 
to the effects of a changing climate 


3. Attractive: To improve residents’ and visitors’ satisfaction in the quality of the street environment and maximise the amenity value of 
public spaces wherever possible 


4. Accessible:  To ensure the transport system facilitates access to jobs, services and leisure opportunities, regardless of its users’ 
disability or social circumstance 


5. Healthy:  To maximise the opportunity for the transport system to improve health outcomes by removing real and perceived barriers to 
the uptake of active travel 


6. Efficient: To ensure that the transport system is managed appropriately to reduce traffic congestion and to maximise the current 
capacity of the network – in particular unlocking regeneration opportunities. 


 
The impact of these objectives on the different groups has been assessed and is summarised below. 
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(a) Racial Groups 
 
In general it was not considered that people from different racial backgrounds were particularly disproportionately impacted by changes to the 
transport network.   
 
However, members of black and minority ethnic (BME) communities are frequently dependent on public transport, but can be concerned about 
racist attacks and all aspects of personal safety on the transport network, including when walking through the public realm or waiting at bus 
stops or in stations especially at night.  
 
This fear can be a barrier to using the transport network to access key facilities and employment opportunities.  The importance of this is 
increased by the fact that nationally bus travel is the most common mode of public transport for Asian, and other BME communities, particularly 
women - with 55 percent using buses most days compared to 47 percent for white respondents.  
 
Some of these issues may be alleviated, for instance, by better lighting, improved sightlines; the removal of blind spots; better signage, CCTV 
installations and increased staffing and a visible police presence. Similar issues can relate to people walking generally through public spaces, 
particularly at night. 
 
Reducing the higher than average percentage of people from minority ethnic groups involved in road traffic collisions through targeted school 
and other road safety awareness campaigns is also a priority. In some areas there can also be cultural barriers to the uptake of cycling which 
can be addressed through targeted cycle training initiatives and promotions. 
 


How will the LIP address these issues? 
 


 Targeted road safety education schemes and road safety engineering  
 Better Streets programmes to improve streetscapes, including lighting 
 Consideration of funding for schemes which improve personal safety on the public transport network and bespoke marketing campaigns 


promoting walking, cycling and public transport (as part of the Sustainable Travel Promotion programme). 
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(b) Religious Groups 
 
In general it was not considered that people from different faiths were particularly disproportionately impacted by changes to the transport 
network.  However, as part of a faith group within the community it is possible there may local problems of accessibility to places of worship 
which could be addressed by local safety schemes; improved public transport or walking or cycling facilities.  
 
Members of different faith groups might also experience feelings of insecurity while using certain routes or at night time when travelling to and 
from faith-related activities. In some situations these fears may be exacerbated by the wearing of faith-related or cultural dress. Some of these 
issues may be addressed, for instance, by better lighting; the removal of blind spots; better signage and CCTV installations. 
 


How will the LIP address these issues? 
 


 Consideration of funding for schemes which improve personal safety on the public transport network and bespoke marketing campaigns 
promoting walking, cycling and public transport (as part of the Sustainable Travel Promotion programme) 


 Better Streets programmes to improve streetscapes, including lighting 
 Developing travel plans with major faith sites to increase accessibility (as part of the Sustainable Travel Promotion programme). 


 
(c) Foreign Language Communities 
 
It is not immediately evident that the improvements set out above would have a disproportionate impact on people whose first language is not 
English.  The exception to this may be in the marketing and information provision for public transport services etc.  Promotional material, where 
it comes under the Borough’s control, will be developed in reference to current guidance from central government on the use of languages 
other than English in publications. 
 


How will the LIP address these issues? 
 


 Where necessary investing in bespoke marketing materials in different languages, subject to need. 
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(d) Older People 
 
People’s ability to use the transport network can be reduced as a result of age related health conditions.  Older people may suffer from reduced 
walking ranges which limit their ability to cover shorter distances on foot, or use public transport. Walking, whether as a means of transport in 
its own right or as walk to bus and train stops, can be made easier for older people by the good design and maintenance of roads and 
footways. This, for instance, includes the intelligent use of dropped curbs, ramps and tactile paving. Controlled pedestrian crossings should be 
timed to allow slower walkers to use them; traffic calming and 20mph zones can also help create an increased feeling of safety whilst walking. 
 


Public transport use for older people may be made difficult by long walking times to bus and train stations and the physical challenges of 
boarding and alighting trains and buses.  The design of bus stops can be improved to allow older people to board and alight more easily. The 
new LIP sets a target for 80 percent of bus stops to be fully accessible by 2020. 
 
Information about transport needs to be communicated to older people effectively. Large print leaflets and timetables; audio visual 
announcements on buses and real time passenger information can all be of particular benefit. 
 
As a result of mobility issues, older people may ultimately rely more heavily on private motor cars for their transport needs, often used in 
tandem with a blue badge parking permit.  Proposals which limit or reduce provision for cars without improvements to public transport could 
have a negative impact on this group. However, affordability of public transport has been addressed in recent years by the provision of 
Freedom Passes for all over sixty year-olds. These provide them with cost free travel at all times on buses, tubes and (off peak) trains in the 
London area.  Improvements to public transport which maximise the use of this valuable concession can therefore potentially disproportionately 
benefit older people. 
 
The need of older people to use facilities such as hospitals and GPs surgeries is taken into account in accessibility planning carried out by the 
Borough which stresses the need for these services to be served by good public and private transport facilities. Shopmobility schemes, such as 
the existing one in the Blenheim Centre (Asda) will also make shopping an easier option for mobility scooter and wheelchair users. 
 


How will the LIP address these issues? 
 


 Where necessary investing in bespoke marketing materials in larger font sizes/audio formats, subject to need 
 A Better, More Accessible Streets programme to develop more accessible streets e.g. drop/kerbs and junction treatments which assist 


wheelchair users) and particularly ensuring more bus stops are considered fully accessible 
 Promotion of public transport more generally including service improvements to buses where possible 
 Retention of disabled parking bays and shopmobility services where feasible. 
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(e) Children 
 
Transport choice for younger people is often constrained by parental perceptions of safety – both in terms of risk of being involved in a road 
traffic collision and in terms of personal safety when travelling unsupervised. 
 
Children also require additional amounts of physical activity to ensure their healthy development.  Schemes to install cycle lanes and new 
crossings around schools and colleges can help support physical activity by enabling it to take place as part of a young person’s daily routine. 
Engineering measures such as these can be supported by on-road cycle training delivered as part of the curriculum. 
 
Perceptions of personal safety on the public transport network can often lead to children being restricted from travelling, particularly in the 
evenings.  Increased staffing on public transport networks alongside investment in CCTV and enforcement can help reassure parents and their 
children that these networks are safe to use at all times, thus increasing the freedom of children. 
In common with older residents, all children who are sixteen and under currently benefit from free travel on the bus network, so improvements 
to services can be seen to disproportionately benefit this group. 
 


How will the LIP address these issues? 
 


 Working with schools to promote healthy and environmentally sustainable travel to their sites through the School Travel Planning 
programme 


 Promote road safety, particularly to schools, through the Road Safety Education Training and Publicity programme – this includes 
national standard accredited cycle training in primary phase schools 


 Promotion of public transport more generally including service improvements to buses where possible 
 Consideration of funding for schemes which improve personal safety on the public transport network (as part of the Sustainable Travel 


Promotion programme). 
 
(f) Disabled People 
 
As noted in (d) people’s ability to use the transport network can be reduced as a result of having a disability.  This can mean people have a 
reduced walking range which limits their ability to cover shorter distances on foot, or use public transport. Walking, whether as a means of 
transport in its own right or as a walk to bus and train stops, can be made easier for mobility impaired people by the good design and 
maintenance of roads and footways, avoiding excessive gradients and crossfalls. This, for instance, includes clutter-free and sufficiently broad 
footways; intelligent use of colour contrast signage; dropped curbs; ramps, lifts, handrails, tactile paving and other information surfaces.  The 
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Borough understands the concerns that some visually impaired people have around ‘shared space’ schemes which deliberately blur the 
distinction between road and footway.  Scheme’s employing this technique would be subject to their own EqIA report as required. Pedestrian 
phases at crossings and junctions should be timed to allow slower walkers to use them with audible signals and rotating cones to help those 
with impaired hearing or vision. Traffic calming and 20mph zones can also help create an increased feeling of safety whilst walking 
 


The design of bus stops can be improved to allow disabled people to board and alight more easily. This includes careful design of waiting areas 
to allow wheelchair manoeuvring, seating, good lighting, and special kerbs designed to facilitate boarding and alighting to and from low floor 
buses. The new LIP sets a target for 80 percent of bus stops to be fully accessible by 2020. 
 


Information about transport needs to be communicated to disabled people effectively. Large print leaflets, timetables and signs; Braille and 
audio-visual announcements on buses and real time passenger information can all be of particular benefit. Visually impaired people need a 
good level of lighting in public transport interchanges to assist in reading timetables and signs. This is particularly important around ticket 
offices where induction loops to assist those with hearing aids should be installed. 
 


People with disabilities may ultimately rely more heavily on private motor cars for their transport needs, often used in tandem with blue badge 
parking permits and reserved parking spaces. Proposals which limit or reduce provision for cars without improvements to public transport could 
have a negative impact on this group.  However affordability of public transport has been addressed in recent years by the provision of 
Freedom Passes for people who are registered disabled. These provide cost free travel at all times on buses, tubes and (off peak) trains in the 
London area.  Improvements to public transport which maximise the use of this valuable concession can therefore potentially disproportionately 
benefit disabled people. 
 


The need of disabled people to use facilities such as hospitals and GPs surgeries is taken into account in accessibility planning carried out by 
the borough which stresses the need for these services to be served by good public and private transport facilities. Taxi ranks for accessible 
taxis should be located close to shopping and leisure facilities; rail and bus stations.  Disabled people and people with learning disabilities will 
also benefit from community transport services including Shopmobility and the provision of door-to-door transport services (for example the 
Taxicard scheme).  
 


How will the LIP address these issues? 
 


 Where necessary investing in bespoke marketing materials in larger font sizes/audio formats, subject to need 
 A Better, More Accessible Streets programme to develop more accessible streets e.g. drop/kerbs and junction treatments which assist 


wheelchair users) and particularly ensuring more bus stops are considered fully accessible 
 Promotion of public transport more generally including service improvements to buses where possible 
 Retention of disabled parking bays and shopmobility services where feasible. 
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(g) Gender 
 
Personal safety and security remains a major concern for women. Girls and young women can experience sexual harassment as well as other 
aggressive and threatening behaviour whilst using public transport or navigating the public realm. Fewer women, use the bus for evening 
leisure trips. By the same token, women feel obliged to use taxis or private hire more than men. 
 
These fears can be reduced by the reassurance given by staff presence, CCTV, emergency help points and well lit and prominent bus shelters 
which are sensibly and strategically located. Replacement of subways with surface-level crossings, wherever possible, clearly benefits women 
(and indeed men) in terms of both personal safety and avoiding the need to make the often lengthy detours that subways frequently require.  
 


How will the LIP address these issues? 
 


 Consideration of funding for schemes which improve personal safety on the public transport network and bespoke marketing campaigns 
promoting walking, cycling and public transport (as part of the Sustainable Travel Promotion programme). 


 
(h) Sexual Orientation 
 
In general it was not considered that people with different sexual orientations were particularly disproportionately impacted by changes to the 
transport network.  However, in some areas, members of the LGBT community have reported that they avoided public transport at certain 
places and times (especially at night) because of fear of harassment and attack. Increased staffing on public transport services and a visible 
police presence generally, alongside investment in CCTV and enforcement, can help reassure members of this community.    
 


How will the LIP address these issues? 
 


 Consideration of funding for schemes which improve personal safety on the public transport network and bespoke marketing campaigns 
promoting walking, cycling and public transport (as part of the Sustainable Travel Promotion programme). 
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(i) Community Relations/ Community Cohesion 
 
Public transport services often form the main space in which people from different community backgrounds mix.  As such the promotion of a 
safe and welcoming public transport system and public realm could be seen to be an important tool in promoting community cohesion. 
 
Following on from this, we are also aware that transport issues can become flashpoints between communities (e.g. parking dispute between 
neighbours or residents and a local place of worship; behaviour of a particular community on a public bus etc).  Initiatives and schemes which 
attempt to ameliorate these concerns can have a beneficial impact on community relations. 
 


How will the LIP address these issues? 
 


 Promotion of public transport more generally including service improvements to buses where possible 
 Developing travel plans with major faith sites to increase accessibility (as part of the Sustainable Travel Promotion programme). 


 
(j) Attitudes Towards Disabled People and (k) Participation of Disabled People 
 
As noted in section (e) the transport network can provide a significant barrier to disabled people being able to access jobs, services and leisure 
opportunities.  This may have an impact on the general public’s attitude towards those with a disability.   Ultimately ensuring all those who live, 
work and visit the borough can access the transport network will mitigate any negative attitudes towards disabled peopled. As noted in section 
(e) the transport network can provide a significant barrier to disabled people being able to access jobs, services and leisure opportunities.   
 


How will the LIP address these issues? 
 


 Improvements of accessibility to the transport network ensuring use of public transport (particularly buses) is promoted to disabled 
people, promoting cohesion. 


 
(l) Human Rights 
 


It is not evident that the improvements set out above would have an impact on human rights, except for where generally noted in the sections 
above. 
 


How will the LIP address these issues? 
 


N/a.
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Attachment 3 – Example Consultation Letter to Umbrella Groups 
 
Dear xxxxx, (Age Related Umbrella Group) 
 
The Council is currently in the process of developing a new twenty year Transport Strategy.  The Local Implementation Plan (LIP) is a statutory 
document, (required under the Greater London Authority Act 1999) which sets out how London Boroughs will assist the Mayor of London to 
achieve the objectives set out in his new Transport Strategy (released May 2010).  
 
A report detailing our initial thoughts on the priorities for the strategy was presented to the Council’s local area committees in September 
(access it here: http://tinyurl.com/LIPReports), and was considered by the Executive on the 19th October 2010.   
 
A summary of the proposed objectives, targets and the sort of transport schemes which we see as being a priority for investment over the next 
twenty years is set out in Attachment 1. 
 
Why are we consulting with you? 
 
As part of the new LIP we are statutorily obliged to complete an Equalities Impact Assessment (EqIA) in order to ensure the needs of our whole 
community are being met, and that no one group is unfairly impacted by our proposals.  The need to assess a strategy’s impact on older people 
is required as part of this process, and your organisation has been identified as one that represents this population group. 
 
Consultation has already commenced with a workshop in association with the Council’s Disability Community Forum held on 28th June 2010. 
For a summary of this please see Attachment 2. 
 
The initial scoping study for the EQIA provided the following comments on how the transport network (and its development) may have an 
impact on those people represented by your organisation. 
 







Hounslow Local Implementation Plan for Transport 2011-2031 – Equalities Impact Assessment Scoping Report 16 


EqIA Summary for Older People 
 
People’s ability to use the transport network can be reduced as a result of age related health conditions.  Older people may suffer from reduced 
walking ranges which limit their ability to cover shorter distances on foot, or use public transport. Walking, whether as a means of transport in 
its own right or as walk to bus and train stops, can be made easier for older people by the good design and maintenance of roads and 
footways. This, for instance, includes the intelligent use of dropped curbs ramps and tactile paving. Green men signals at pedestrian crossings 
should be timed to allow slower walkers to use them and traffic calming and 20mph zones can also help create an increased feeling of safety 
whilst walking. 
 


Public transport use for older people may be made difficult by long walking times to bus and train stations and the physical challenges of 
boarding and alighting trains and buses.  The design of bus stops can be improved to allow older people to board and alight more easily. The 
new LIP sets a target for 80 percent of bus stops to be fully accessible by 2020. 
  


Information about transport needs to be communicated to older people effectively. Large print leaflets and timetables; audio visual 
announcements on buses and real time passenger information can all be of particular benefit. 
 


As a result of mobility issues, older people may ultimately rely more heavily on private motor cars for their transport needs, often used in 
tandem with a blue badge parking permits.  Proposals which limit or reduce provision for cars without improvements to public transport could 
have a negative impact on this group. However, affordability of public transport has been addressed in recent years by the provision of 
Freedom Passes for all over sixty year-olds. These provide them with cost free travel at all times on buses, tubes and (off peak) trains in the 
London area.  Improvements to public transport which maximise the use of this valuable concession can therefore potentially disproportionately 
benefit older people. 
 


The need of older people to use facilities such as hospitals and GPs surgeries is taken into account in accessibility planning carried out by the 
borough which stresses the need for these services to be served by good public and private transport facilities. Shopmobility schemes, such as 
the existing one in the Blenheim Centre (Asda) will also make shopping an easier option for mobility scooter and wheelchair users. 
 


How will the LIP address these issues? 
 


 Where necessary investing in bespoke marketing materials in larger font sizes/audio formats, subject to need 
 A Better, More Accessible Streets programme to develop more accessible streets e.g. drop/kerbs and junction treatments which assist 


wheelchair users) and particularly ensuring more bus stops are considered fully accessible 
 Promotion of public transport more generally including service improvements to buses where possible 
 Retention of disabled parking bays and shopmobility services where feasible. 
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Next Steps 
 
If you feel we are incorrect in these assumptions we urge you to highlight your concerns to us.  We are particularly interested in any barriers 
that you feel exist (and that we could help address) that prevent people represented by your organisation using sustainable transport modes 
(public transport, walking and cycling) in Hounslow.  
 
We also welcome the identification of site specific problems (e.g. accessing buses at Hounslow Town Centre, crossing London Road etc) that 
may help us draw up our delivery plan ideas in future years. 
 
You may find it useful to structure your response around the following questions: 
 


1. What are the main problems encountered by those represented by your organisation when travelling around Hounslow? 
2. In your opinion how could a new transport strategy for Hounslow help address these problems? 
3. Are there any specific areas of the borough which require improving in order for us to achieve the proposed objectives of the transport 


strategy (see attachment 1) for those represented by your group? 
 
Please send any written suggestions, or comments to me at: 


 
Mark Frost, Transport & Planning Policy, Civic Centre, Lampton Road, Hounslow,  TW3 4DN 
 
Or alternatively please email me at mark.frost@hounslow.gov.uk or call 020 8583 5037.  In order to incorporate your comments in the 
continuing development of the strategy I would appreciate it if you could send them to me by 8 November 2010.  Please note - you will also 
have an opportunity to comment again when the strategy goes to statutory consultation in January 2011. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 


 
 
Mark Frost (Senior Transport Planner) 
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EqIA Consultation Letter: Attachment 1 – LIP Summary 
 
Our new transport plan is required to have three distinct sections.   
 
Section 1 – Borough Transport Objectives – sets out what we want to achieve through investment in our transport network.  Section 2 sets out 
how we will achieve these objectives – the Delivery Plan – which includes all the specific infrastructure projects we are considering over the 
next three years.  Section 3 – the Performance Monitoring Plan – details how we will monitor whether the Delivery Plan is helping us to achieve 
the objectives. 
 
Section 1:  Borough Transport Objectives 
 
The Council proposes the following ‘vision’ for the transport network in Hounslow: 
 
Hounslow’s transport system will enable all those who live in or visit the area to travel safely and conveniently; whilst supporting 
environmentally sustainable economic growth and improving health.   
 
In particular, it is proposed that the new strategy should seek to facilitate a transport network and street environment that is: 
 


1. Safe: To reduce the number of people killed or seriously injured in road traffic collisions, and increase the perception of personal safety 
in the public realm; 


2. Environmentally Sustainable: To reduce transport related CO2 emissions and other air pollutants, and maximise the system’s resilience 
to the effects of a changing climate; 


3. Attractive: To improve residents’ and visitors’ satisfaction in the quality of the street environment and maximise the amenity value of 
public spaces wherever possible;  


4. Accessible:  To ensure the transport system facilitates access to jobs, services and leisure opportunities, regardless of its users’ 
disability or social circumstance; 


5. Healthy:  To maximise the opportunity for the transport system to improve health outcomes by removing real and perceived barriers to 
the uptake of active travel; 


6. Efficient: To ensure that the transport system is managed appropriately to reduce traffic congestion and to maximise the current 
capacity of the network – in particular unlocking regeneration opportunities. 
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Section 2: Delivery Plan 
 
Our Delivery Plan sets out the programmes that we will invest in to achieve these objectives.  These are: 
 


Programme 
Number 


Programme Detail Proposed 
approx % of 
total funding 
allocated 


1.  Road Safety Engineering - using engineering solutions to improve safety on the streets (e.g. new pedestrian 
crossings, different road layouts etc).   


20%  


2.  Better, More Accessible Streets - improving the look and feel of the streets and ensuring they are accessible for 
mobility impaired people (e.g. with a pushchair or in a wheelchair), particularly at bus stops and public transport 
interchanges.  


20%  


3.  Encouraging Efficient Car Use and Mitigating its Negative Environmental Impact – supporting the development of 
controlled parking zones where approved, encouraging electric vehicles, car clubs and car sharing; monitoring and 
improving air quality and reducing the impact of transport noise  


10% 


4.  Improved On-road Cycle Infrastructure – development of better on-road facilities for cyclists (e.g. cycle lanes, cycle 
crossings), and improving cycle parking.  


12% 


5.  Development of a Greenways Network – improved paths for pedestrians, cyclists and mobility impaired people 
across our parks and open spaces.  


8% 


6.  Bus Priority Measures – development of road network to improve bus journey time and reliability (e.g. through bus 
lanes or changes to traffic signals).   


12% 


7.  School Travel Planning – promotion of safe, healthy and environmentally friendly journeys to schools for pupils, 
parents and staff.  


5% 


8.  Sustainable Travel Promotion – Promotion of walking, cycling, public transport and efficient car use to those who 
live or work in the borough.   


3% 


9.  Efficient Business Transport - promotion of sustainable transport to businesses and reducing the impact from freight 
activity. 


3% 


10.  Road Safety Education, Training and Publicity – reducing dangerous road user behaviour (e.g. drink driving) and 
providing training for all to use the road network safely (e.g. cycle training for children and adults).  


7% 
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It is important to note that the relative proportions of LIP funding provided against each programme are indicative, and only reflect the ‘principal 
client’ for a particular scheme – i.e. a scheme to introduce a new cycle lane to complete a part of the cycle network may also improve 
accessibility and safety.   It is proposed that the proportion of funding allocated against these different programmes is informed by the priority 
placed on them by the Council’s Resident’s Panel, a survey of approximately 1300 local people which informs development of Council strategy.   
 
In addition to this investment (which is provided to the Borough from TfL), the Council will continue to invest in the general maintenance of the 
road network (including bridges and other structures).  The commencement of the Highway Maintenance Private Finance Initiative in 2013 (see 
http://www.hounslow.gov.uk/highways_pfi.htm for more details) will also mean significant improvement in the general condition of roads across 
the borough and represents an opportunity to upgrade the network to promote sustainable travel.  
 
Section 3: Performance Monitoring Plan 
 
To establish whether we achieve these objectives or not we have set, or are developing, a number of targets which we form our performance 
monitoring plan.  These include targets for a number of mandatory indicators set by TfL: 
 


1. Improve Road Safety – reduction in number of people killed and seriously injured and the total number of casualties by 33 percent by 
2020 


2. Improve Bus Reliability – reduction in excess wait time experienced by passengers to west London average by 2020. 
3. Reduce CO2 Emissions – reduction of 54 percent by 2025. 
4. Increase number of people using sustainable modes – 5 percentage point increase in walking and cycling and 3 percentage point 


increase in public transport.  
5. Improve Road Maintenance – Reduction in the percentage of the principal road network that requires maintenance to 0 percent by 2018  


 
In addition, a number of local indicators have also been developed to help monitor performance.  These include: 
 


6. Reduce the number of children injured on the road by 33 percent. 
7. Reduce the number of road traffic collisions occurring on Borough roads by 40 percent 
8. Increase the proportion of children using sustainable modes to travel to school  
9. Improve condition of non-principal roads – reduction in percentage of non-principal roads requiring maintenance to 0 percent by 2018. 
10. Improved public perception of street maintenance – significant improvement as measured by resident panel survey. 
11. Increase percentage of accessible bus stops – 80 percent of all bus stops meeting accessibility criteria by 2020. 
12. Ensure all travel sustainable transport is promoted at new developments, particularly through stringent monitoring of travel plans 
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EqIA Consultation Letter: Attachment 2 – Summary from Disability Community Forum 28th June 2010 
 
Participants were asked to work in groups to identify three key problems with the transport network that they would like the Council to try and 
address.  The most common statements have been listed below: 
 


1. Access to many public transport modes is inadequate - be it lifts at underground stations or height of kerbs when accessing buses using 
the ramps. 


2. More seating is needed at and around bus stops, particularly when they serve infrequent services. 
3. Many suggested that the ramps used by the physically disabled to access buses were often not correctly installed by the bus drivers, or 


that they were broken and so could not be used. This makes access on and off of the bus either difficult or impossible for some 
residents.   


4. Poor paving on some roads meant that walking and using a wheelchair to get around was sometimes difficult. 
5. More regular bus services were needed on some routes (eg. 116, 117, H25 and H26) - the service provided on some bus routes is 


infrequent, and whilst there may be some seats at the bus stop, often people of poor mobility may end up standing for some time whilst 
waiting for their bus. 


6. There is a need for signage that is of a larger typeface, Braille signs and audible announcements could also be looked into.  Signage 
across the borough, especially noted on the bus services but also at leisure centres and underground train services, was often 
inadequate for those who suffer from a visual impairment.   


7. It was thought that the attitude of bus drivers could be seen as insensitive and uncaring towards those with disabilities.  This was often 
mimicked by the general public, particularly if the requirements of a mobility impaired slowed journey times. 


8. Bus drivers require better training in providing a good and consistent service to all travellers, particularly those with an impairment or 
with learning disabilities. 
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Transport connectivity creates economic growth, jobs and 
builds houses. The resurgence of our cities, the places our 
children migrate to get jobs, is in direct proportion to their 
connectivity both to the rest of the world and within the city 
itself. And the bus service, for journeys longer than a walk,  
is the most common way of creating connectivity in them.  
So making buses work better is good for growth and jobs  
and good for the urban areas they serve.  And both  
David Begg and I said so when we chaired the late and  
much-missed Commission for Integrated Transport.


In this study David rightly highlights the crisis which has 
developed in bus service reliability across the UK, and suggests 
a new and urgent need to make our buses quicker and more 
reliable to make our cities work better. The air quality effects 
of congestion are getting much airtime just now - the economic 
effects are as obvious but left unsaid for the most part.  
This study seeks to put that right.


FOREWORD BY SIR PETER HENDY CBE


Of course the bus industry itself must do better - cash  
handling on the bus slows the service down, costs money  
and is unnecessary in the modern age of PDAs and contactless 
bank cards; schedules must be up to date, tailored to time of 
day and produce reliability without too much recovery time. The 
Traffic Commissioners should have more powers and resource 
to prevent poor operators getting licences and to  
stop poor operation on the road.


But in urban areas the best operation in the world will be 
sabotaged if congestion destroys reliability and journey  
speed. David points out eloquently that the effects of 
congestion are doing just that - increasing costs and  
decreasing revenue, which leads inevitably to less service.  
In London, fewer but  faster and reliable buses  will both solve 
an acute financial problem for Sadiq Khan (the combination  
of his fares freeze and the complete removal of subsidy from 
TfL by 2018), and restart bus passenger growth allowing  
his electorate to access work, education, health and  
leisure more easily. 


And outside London, the same proposition would produce  
more and better services, with the same results, too. Not to 
mention the beneficial effects on driver recruitment, retention 
and resultant customer service.


David isn’t advocating anything which as a politician he hasn’t 
done himself with the Greenways in Edinburgh. In London,  
for Boris, we took out significant road space for cycling. Now our 
towns and cities are going to have to make the same sort  
of radical choices for more protected road space and more  and 
cleverer signal priority, for buses across the UK to enable the 
growth, jobs and house building the bus service can support.


This is a critical piece of analysis, which every local politician 
and highway authority in the country should read, absorb,  
and act on. David Begg is to be commended for it
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This report is dedicated to bus drivers and their passengers who suffer from the  
impact of congestion on a daily basis. 


I have been fortunate to have been able to discuss the economic analysis in this  
report with some of the best transport economists in the UK: Professor Peter Mackie,  
Professor Peter White and Professor Stephen Glaister. The final analysis is my  
own and any errors are entirely down to me.


I have become immersed in bus timetables and observed the huge frustration bus 
operators experience trying to run a punctual and reliable service in the face of 
worsening congestion. Special thanks to Martin Dean (MD, Buses, Commercial Director, 
Go-Ahead), Les Warneford (former MD, UK Bus, Stagecoach), Mark Yexley (Former 
Operations and Commercial Director Arriva UK Bus), Neil Barker (First Group), Nigel 
Serafini (Head of Commercial & Business Development, Lothian Buses), James Freeman 
(First Group),Peter Shipp( Chairman and Chief Executive, East Yorkshire Motor Services) 
Mike Best (Brighton and Hove Bus Company) and Martin Harris (MD, Brighton  
and Hove Bus Company).


They not only have supplied me with copious amounts of data, but they have  educated 
me further on the sector. Martin has gone out of his way to dig up archived bus timetables 
stored at the Kithead Trust. I am indebted to Philip Kirk, who does a fantastic job looking 
after this archive, which is such a rich source of information (www.kitheadtrust.org.uk).


Roger French, former MD of Brighton and Hove Buses has been an invaluable  
mentor for me in this research. He has left a fantastic legacy in Brighton.


Leon Daniels (MD Surface Transport), Garrett Emerson (CEO, Surface Transport) and Ben 
Plowden (Strategy & Planning Director, Surface Transport) from Transport for London 
have ensured that the major challenge the capital is facing, with rising congestion and 
sharp reductions in bus speed over the last few years, is accurately covered in this  
report. The new mayor would be well advised to listen to their concerns.


Dr Jon Lamonte (Chief Executive, Transport for Greater Manchester) and his colleagues 
Rod Fawcett and Mike Renshaw, have demonstrated to me in some detail the efforts they 
are making to speed up bus journey time in the face of a proliferation in road works and 
a rapid growth in city centre employment and demand for transport. They have been 
resolute in their policy objective of expanding bus priority in the face of stern criticism 
from some local politicians.


Anthony Smith and his colleagues at Transport Focus have guided me and reinforced my 
concern that congestion is the main challenge facing the sector. Joan Aitken has given  
me a Traffic Commissioner’s view on the factors which are slowing up traffic in Edinburgh 
and how it impinges on bus operations.


David Brown (Group Chief Executive, Go-Ahead) and Giles Fearnley (Managing Director, 
First Bus) have provided wise counsel as have David Leeder, Chris Cheek (TAS Partnership) 
and Steven Salmon (CPT).


Vince Stops from London Travel Watch has been a passionate supporter of bus users 
in London and kept me right on the capital and Marshall Poulton (former director of 
transport at the City of Edinburgh Council) and George Mair (CPT Scotland) have  
been my go to men on Scotland’s capital.


Sir Peter Hendy has kindly written an insightful foreword. He may now be Chairman of 
Network Rail but buses will always be in his DNA and he leaves behind him a fantastic 
legacy from the his time 15 years at TfL , both as director of surface transport and 
subsequently Transport Commissioner.


A big thanks to David Fowler and Kirsty Walton at Transport Times for making this  
report read much better than it otherwise would and to Katie Allister for her vital 
contribution on research and the case studies. It has been a pleasure to work with  
her again.


Professor David Begg is a former 
chairman of the Government’s 
Commission for Integrated Transport 
and was the chairman of the Transport 
Committee of the City of Edinburgh 
Council when the radical Greenways bus 
priority measures were introduced in 
the 1990s. He has been a board member 
of First Group, Transport for Greater 
Manchester and Transport for London. 
He is currently owner and proprietor 
of Transport Times, Chairman of EAMS, 
a non-executive director of Heathrow 
Airport and Chairman of the Greener 
Journeys Advisory Board. He is a visiting 
professor at Plymouth University.
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TRAFFIC CONGESTION IS A DISEASE  
WHICH IF LEFT UNCHECKED WILL  
DESTROY THE BUS SECTOR. 
This is a dire and sensational prediction, but the evidence 
uncovered in this research leads to no other conclusion.  
On historical, current and future trends it’s a question of  
when, not if. There is a distinct trend across our most  
congested urban conurbations in the UK of bus journey  
times rising by – on average – almost 1% per annum.  
Over the last 50 years, bus journey times have increased 
by almost 50% in the more congested urban areas. If we  
had protected bus passengers from the growth in congestion 
there would arguably be between 48% and 70% more fare 
paying bus passenger journeys today. If the trend is allowed 
to continue, then our urban buses will no longer represent 
a viable mode of transport for the majority of its customers 
and will be populated largely by people with mobility 
difficulties.  Already in London some buses on some routes  
run at close to walking speed.  


THE NEED FOR THIS STUDY


Everyone in industry, local government and Whitehall 
knows we have a problem. Until now it has not been properly 
quantified. This report makes clear the true extent to which 
congestion has been corrosive to the bus sector. It has been 
caught in the vortex of three vicious downward spirals:


1.	 Slower speeds leading to higher costs, higher fares,  
	 fewer passengers, service decline, fewer passengers.


2.	 Slower speeds leading to increased journey time,  
	 fewer passengers, service decline, fewer passengers.


3. 	 Slower speeds, punctuality and reliability decline,  
	 fewer passengers, service decline, fewer passengers.


Bus operators are forced to respond to congestion in one of  
two ways. First, to try to maintain service frequency. If they 
 do this, then every 10% decrease in operating speeds leads  
to an 8% increase in operating costs . If this is passed on to  
passengers through higher fares it results in a 5.6% fall in 
patronage (DfT fares elasticity of 0.7) . 


The second response is to operate at lower frequency. A 10% 
deterioration in operating speeds would lead to a 10% reduction 
in frequency and 5% fewer passengers (based on a frequency 
elasticity of 0.5). A combination of the two responses is also 
likely. The end result – whether it’s a greater peak vehicle 
requirement (PVR – the number of buses required to operate  
the service) or reduced frequency, or a combination of both  
– is pretty much the same in terms of patronage decline.   


To the above it is necessary to add the response passengers 
have to spending longer on board buses. This would lead to a 
further 5% fall in passengers (because of an in-vehicle elasticity 
of 0.5). The net result is a direct correlation between operating 
speeds and patronage: a 10% decrease in speeds reduces 
patronage by at least 10%.  The figure could yet be higher 
because congestion puts pressure on punctuality and reliability 
which can increase waiting time at bus stops. Passengers place 
a value two to three times as high on waiting at a bus stop  
as they do for in-vehicle time. 


 Chronic traffic congestion is not just a headache for passengers 
it’s also a nightmare for bus drivers. It makes it much harder 
to attract the very best customer-focused bus drivers into the 
industry, it prevents bus drivers giving the best service they 
can to passengers, and those who are committed and loyal 
often find the task so frustrating it encourages them to leave 
the industry - or not join in the first place.  Many bus companies 
are once again struggling to attract enough drivers and have 
significant vacancies (especially in large conurbations). 


LONDON “FALLING”


Despite London Buses being one of the Capital’s transport 
success stories over the past 15 years, more recently bus 
speeds have been declining faster than anywhere in the UK.  
This comes after decades of relative success in protecting 
bus passengers from traffic congestion through effective bus 
priority measures, such as red routes and other initiatives, 
and the central congestion charging zone introduced in 2003. 
If the average bus speed in the UK’s congested urban areas has 
historically been decreasing by almost 1% p.a., then for one-
third of London bus routes the decline been more than  
five times this average over the past year. 







THIS HAS BECOME A CRISIS FOR THE  
CAPITAL AND SOMETHING THE NEW MAYOR,  
SADIQ KHAN, MUST PRIORITISE. 
London, which for more than a decade has been the UK’s 
 bus success story, with passenger numbers doubling since  
the formation of TfL in 2000, is now facing one of the  
fastest declines in bus use anywhere in the UK.


There is a key lesson to be learned from this. You can get all 
the other ingredients right: modern bus fleet, cashless buses 
with the most advanced smartcard and contactless ticketing 
system in the world, a level of integration which is the envy 
of other UK cities, state-of-the-art passenger information 
at the bus stop and on mobile devices. Add to this population 
and employment growth and you should have a recipe for the 
London bus success story continuing. But all these laudable 
ingredients cannot offset the rapid deterioration in bus 
 journey times. 


TfL are facing swinging cuts to their revenue budget.  
London’s public transport system is expected to operate 
without any revenue subsidy by 2018. Hong Kong and  
London will be the only cities in the world expected to  
meet this objective. The new Mayor has committed to a 
fares freeze which raises the question of who is going to 
pay for bus services in London if it’s not coming from the 
taxpayer as passengers will not make up the difference in  
higher fares. The solution is to operate buses more efficiently  
by improving their speed. If London is to eliminate the £461 
million per annum subsidy to its bus network then bus  
speeds would have to improve by 24%. 


Former London Mayor Boris Johnson was right to warn  
that his successor will have to use tougher congestion  
charging measures to tackle London’s growth in congestion. 
It can be argued this legacy was, in part at least, his creation 
through policies including the removal of the western  
extension of the congestion zone and the reduction of road 
capacity in central London by 25% on key routes through  
the introduction of cycle superhighways without taking 
 action to curtail traffic in central London.
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WHY DOES IT MATTER IF BUS JOURNEY TIMES INCREASE?


Slow buses are bad for our city economies. If the trend for bus 
journey times increasing by almost 1% per annum continues 
we can expect to continue to lose access to around 5,000  
jobs per year as a consequence. 3 


Buses are vital to the health of local economies. More people 
commute by bus than all other forms of public transport 
combined and those bus commuters generate £64bn in GDP. 
Around 400,000 people are in better more productive jobs as a 
direct result of the access the bus service provides. Buses are 
also the primary mode of access  
to our city centres, facilitating 29% of city expenditure.


Slow buses are also bad for pollution. Fuel efficiency  
measured in kilometres per litre has declined by 35% since 
2000, and carbon dioxide emissions per bus km in urban 
conditions have risen by 25%. While there are factors other 
than congestion driving this trend, such as larger buses,  
stop-start conditions caused by congestion are a key factor. 
Under heavily congested conditions, tailpipe emissions can  
be increased by a factor of three or four. 4  


WHAT CAN WE DO ABOUT IT?


THE MANTRA FROM TOO MANY POLITICAL  
DECISION-MAKERS AT LOCAL AND NATIONAL  
LEVEL IS TO GIVE THE PUBLIC “CHOICE”.  
THE PROBLEM IS THAT IN URBAN AREAS  
THIS MEANS ALL ROAD USERS HAVE NO 
CHOICE OTHER THAN TO PUT UP WITH 
CHRONIC TRAFFIC CONGESTION WHICH  
WILL CONTINUE TO GROW. 
The way our road system is managed in urban areas could be 
argued resemble the tools used by Communist-era countries 
to control production: traffic volumes are regulated by 
congestion (queuing) in the same way the former Soviet Union 
used to ration bread. It is bad for urban economies and their 
environment. Without road pricing there is no solution to  
urban congestion.


3 Daniel Johnson, Institute for Transport Studies,  
   Leeds University  
4 Environmental Factors in Intelligent Transport  
   Systems, Prof  Margaret Bell. IEE Proceedings:  
   Intelligent Transport Systems, Vol 153 Issue 2, 2006 
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5 A New Deal for Transport: Better for Everyone. White  
   Paper, July 1998  www.persona.uk.com/bexhill/ 
   Core_docs/CD-05/CD-05-16.pdf


There is therefore a need to return to the ethos of the 1998 
White Paper on Transport   which recognised the necessity 
of changing travel behaviour and the importance of demand 
management. It led to the London’s congestion charging 
system and dedicated the revenue raised being used mainly  
to improve bus services.


More cities need to follow the lead of London, with the 
implementation of congestion charging, Nottingham, with  
its workplace parking levy, and Bristol, with essential car 
parking restraint measures. All three cities have been  
prepared to use both the carrot (improved sustainable 
transport) and the stick (car restraint). Public transport 
improvements on their own are not a panacea for urban 
congestion. They have to be accompanied by traffic  
restraint measures.


If london-style cashless buses with contactless payment 
and smart ticketing could be extended to the rest of the uk, 
bus journey times could be improved by up to 10% by halving 
dwell time at bus stops. In urban conditions dwell time makes 
up between 25% and 33% of total journey time. The big five bus 
operators in the UK have set a target to introduce contactless 
bus transactions by 2022. They should do everything possible 
to accelerate this, and it is realistic for them to achieve this  
goal in the large conurbations within three years. 


The Buses Bill should set out guidance encouraging local 
authorities and bus operators to set targets for average bus 
speeds. The minimum requirement should be for bus speeds to 
stop declining. Local authorities need to give priority on roads 
and at junctions to buses.


Edinburgh is one of the few cities in the UK to have  
bucked the trend in falling bus speeds, at least for a  
decade. Between 1986 and 1996, scheduled bus speeds 
increased by 5% as a result of better conventional bus  
priority culminating in the radical Greenways bus priority 
scheme. However, this legacy has been allowed to dissipate 
through weaker enforcement, a trial on removing bus priority 
during off-peak periods, and a failure to paint the lanes green 
and properly maintain them. As a result, in the last 20 years 
Edinburgh has reverted to the UK norm with bus speeds 
declining by 20%. 


SPACE WARS: POLITICAL DECISION-MAKING


Too little focus is placed on the importance of the bus because 
bus passengers carry too little weight with opinion-formers 
and political decision-makers. The socio-economic profile of 
bus passengers is very different from rail users, motorists 
and cyclists, with a much higher percentage of those on lower 
income travelling by bus. It helps to explain why fuel duty has 
been frozen for six consecutive years despite rock bottom oil 
prices. During this time Bus Service Operator Grant (BSOG) has 
been cut by 20% which means bus operators paying more for 
their fuel. The motoring lobby is significantly more powerful  
and influential than the bus lobby. 


MORE BUS CHAMPIONS ARE NEEDED  
IN THE UK IN LOCAL, DEVOLVED AND  
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT.  
 
The bus is the most efficient user of road space, crucial 
for the health of our city economies and a vital part of an 
environmentally-friendly local sustainable transport system.


Bus companies need to get better at communicating with  
their customers to keep them better informed. This would  
also help them to mobilise support from their customers for 
pro-bus measures such as bus priority. At present, it would 
 be a rare event for a bus passenger to lobby politicians for 
improved bus priority; it’s much more common for non-bus 
users to complain about priority measures. Local politicians 
who are making brave decisions to allocate road space for  
bus passengers need as much support as they can get from 
their local bus companies as well as bus passengers. 


A sensible balance needs to be struck between making our 
cities pedestrian-friendly and ensuring that bus passengers  
can get close to their destination. It’s important to remember 
that shopping is the purpose of around one-third of bus 
journeys in the UK, and bus users spend an estimated £27bn  
on shopping and leisure. The more accommodating city centres 
are to pedestrians, the more attractive they become to retail 
and businesses generally. Bus routes radiate from the city 
centre: the more people travel to our city centres, the more 
populated our buses are. City retail faces stern competition 
from out of town shopping centres and a newer threat which is 
growing exponentially, that of online shopping. Bus companies 
are often the first to protest about pedestrianisation, but it 
would serve them well to acknowledge that city retail is facing 
a major battle to hold on to customers. The viability of city 
centre retail and bus companies are inextricably linked.
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There is a good deal of evidence of the impact traffic congestion 
has had on the economy. The Cabinet Office has calculated the 
cost of congestion to the urban economy to be at least £11bn 
per annum, while the costs to society of poor air quality, ill 
health, and road accidents in urban areas are each similar to 
congestion, exceeding £40bn 6. 


However, there has been little research on the impact rising 
congestion has had on the bus sector and consequentially 
on city economies and their environment.


THE BUS SECTOR HAS BEEN  
HIT THE HARDEST BY CONGESTION.
Bus operators often cite congestion as a major factor in their 
failure to hit punctuality targets, but there is little documented 
evidence of the link between congestion, rising operating  
costs, fares and disappointing patronage figures. Motorists  
and freight and delivery drivers are able to view congestion  
hot spots on satnav and take alternative routes. This is not  
an option for bus drivers.


At the start of the research for this report it was clear that 
growing urban congestion was a serious problem facing the  
UK bus sector, but the detailed analysis undertaken revealed 
just how acute and crippling the problem the problem is.  
It is now a disease, and if left unchecked will irreparably 
damage the sector. 


There is a debate to be had about the merits of bus regulation 
versus deregulation. This is not something which this research 
is concerned with. Traffic congestion had an adverse impact on 
bus passengers prior to the 1986 Transport Act and the advent 
of deregulation; it has impacted on them since and will remain 
a major problem in any future franchise regime. It is becoming 
such an acute problem in London that there has been a marked 
reversal in the upward trend in patronage.


This paper analyses one of the most potent headwinds facing 
the bus sector: traffic congestion. It ranks as one of the top 
three most powerful headwinds that have held the bus sector 
back, the other two being rising car ownership (car-owning 
households make 66% fewer bus trips per annum than non car 
owning households) and the migration of retail and business to 
out of town locations built around car access. In more recent 
times these trends have been exacerbated by online shopping 
and the advent of Uber.
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6 An Analysis of Urban Transport, Cabinet 
Office Strategy Unit, November 2009. http://
webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http:/
www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/media/308292/
urbantransportanalysis.pdf 
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URBAN SPEEDS


1966


= 5mph


2016


1x


Bus speeds have been declining faster than any other mode of transport. 
Urban rail, walking and cycling have remained fairly static but urban car 
speeds have been declining, but not as fast as bus.
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7 Number 11 bus speed 
8 Daniel Johnson, Peter Mackie and Jeremy Shires: Buses 
and the Economy II, Institute for Trnsport Studies, 
University of Leeds, July 2014 


http://www.greenerjourneys.com/wp-content/
uploads/2014/07/Buses_and_the_Economy_II_main_
report_july.pdf 


IN LONDON BUS SPEEDS ON SOME 
ROUTES ARE CLOSE TO WALKING PACE  
AND IF THIS TREND IS ALLOWED TO  
CONTINUE IT WILL EVENTUALLY ONLY  
BE THOSE WITH MOBILITY DIFFICULTIES  
WHO TRAVEL BY BUS. 
This report attempts to quantify what the growth in  
patronage would have been if bus journey times had  
remained constant over the last 50 years, using elasticity 
analysis (elasticity is a means of quantifying how demand  
for a service changes in response to changes in fares,  
frequency and in vehicle time) It will estimate the impact  
the growth in journey times has had on our city economies  
and their environment. It will look at what policies we need  
to implement to reverse this debilitating downward spiral 
of rising congestion, higher costs, higher fares, and fewer 
passengers. It will look at what operators can do to improve  
fare transaction times and reduce dwell time at bus stops. 


There are many factors outside the scope of this study  
which can explain why rail patronage has doubled over  
the last 20 years while bus patronage (outside London) 
has been disappointing in comparison. The graph to the  
right shows the trend in average speeds in urban areas 
for the different modes. Urban rail, walking and cycling  
have remained fairly stable over the last 50 years; car  
speeds have declined. But it’s the fall in bus speeds which  
has been most marked, with an average decline of  
almost 50% in the congested urban conurbations.


In the mid 1970s bus speeds became slower than cycling  
and the gap has widened since. On current trends average  
urban bus speeds will slower than walking in 60 years’ time. 
The speed of the number 11 bus in London is already down 
 to 4 mph for part of its route . 7 Urban traffic congestion is 
becoming worse with each passing decade.







UK PASSENGER TRANSPORT 
MODEL SHARE OF PASSENGER  
KILOMETRES (%)


The bar chart below  shows that public transport has made  
a comeback over the last 20 years, but it has been rail rather 
than bus which has been achieving modal shift from the car. 
This is the result of many factors: innovation in the rail  
industry, especially in marketing and ticketing; the advent  
of wi-fi, which makes it more attractive to travel by train; and 
the cost of motoring relative to rail fares to mention just three. 
Congestion is undoubtedly a key reason. Traffic congestion  
is the friend of the railways but the enemy of the bus. 
 This report highlights just how corrosive congestion is to 
bus patronage, and this research has given it a much higher 
weighting in my opinion when ranking the factors which  
explain modal split trends. 


If we are to emulate the success in rail, and achieve  
modal shift from car to bus, then we have to protect bus  
passengers from congestion. 
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Source: Lazarus Partnership: Public Transport – Smartening up: 
Technology’s role in modal shift, September 2014		


01. THE NEED FOR THIS STUDY


The Need For This Study  13


WHY IT MATTERS - THE ECONOMY


Buses are crucial for the wider economy. More people commute 
to work by bus (2.5 million daily plus 1 million as vital back up) 
than all other forms of public transport combined, and they 
generate £64bn in economic output every year. Buses are the 
primary mode of access to our city centres – even more than 
the car – and responsible for facilitating 29% of city centre 
expenditure. 


One in ten bus commuters would be forced to look for another 
job or give up work all together if they could no longer commute 
by bus. Around 400,000 people are in a better, more productive 
job, as a direct result of the access the bus service provides. It 
has been estimated that if bus journey times for commuters 
in England could be improved by 10% it would be associated 
with over 50,000 more people in employment. 8 If this 1% p.a. 
increase in journey times continues we can expect to continue 
to lose around 5,000 jobs annually as a consequence


There is also a direct impact on jobs. Around 90,000 of the 
140,000 or so active holders of passenger-carrying vehicle 
(PCV) licences are engaged in driving local buses. A 50% 
increase in passengers would require 12.5% more drivers, or 
11,250 new jobs (appendix 3). This direct employment impact 
underestimates the true figure as it doesn’t include the extra 
jobs that would be created in the supply chain.  


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF SLOWER SPEEDS


Lower operating speeds are bad for pollution. Fuel efficiency 
measured in kilometres per litre has declined by 35%  
since 2000 9 .


CONGESTION DRAMATICALLY INCREASES 
CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSIONS FROM VEHICLES. 
UNDER HEAVILY CONGESTED CONDITIONS 
TAILPIPE EMISSIONS CAN BE INCREASED  
BY A FACTOR OF THREE OR FOUR TIMES 10 .


9 Prof Peter White, University of Westminster: 
Impact of bus priorities and busways on energy 
efficiency and emissions. Greener Journeys 
[September 2015 ] 


10 Environmental Factors in Intelligent Transport 
Systems, Prof Margaret Bell. IEE Proceedings: 
Intelligent Transport Systems, Vol 153 Issue 2, 
2006
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A. ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS


The assumptions made on elasticities are critical to the 
assessment of what impact declining bus speeds have on 
patronage. This research has been guided by some of the 
 best transport economists in the UK and there has been 
support for the elasticities deployed in this study.   
This study looks at a 50-year period and this very long  
run period results in higher elasticity levels than short  
or medium term studies. 


A 10% decline in bus speeds leads to an 8% increase in  
operating costs: assuming operators try to preserve  
frequency levels by running extra buses. This is accepted  
by academics and bus operators (ref- TAS) 11 . It is then 
necessary to make the assumption that increases in 
operating costs were passed onto the fare box – in reality 
this would vary depending on market conditions. However, 
someone has to pay for higher costs and in the long run  
it is a reasonable assumption to make.
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11 The TAS Partnership:


It operators decide to increase headways( cut frequency)  
in response to falling bus speeds then this also has a negative 
impact on frequency(frequency/supply elasticity of 0.5)


Traffic congestion has three distinct impacts on bus use:


1.	 Higher operating costs and higher fares


2.	 Higher in-vehicle time


3.	 Deteriorating punctuality and reliability 


This research looks at a low and a high scenario on  
elasticities (see Table 1):


LOW HIGH


Speed/operating cost   0.8 0.8


Fares/price elasticity    0.7 1.0


Fares impact  0.8x0.7=0.56 0.8x1=0.8


 In-Vehicle time. 0.4 0.5


Punctuality/reliability.     0 0.1


Total 0.96 1.4
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In the low elasticity scenario this research deploys a DfT  
fares elasticity of 0.7 and the low range of the in-vehicle 
 time (TRL 2004 0.4 to 0.7) 12. Because of the difficulty in 
estimating negative impacts on punctuality and reliability  
this has been given a zero value.


In the high elasticity scenario (another transport economists 
has suggested this should be labelled “medium” but this 
research is prudent and sticks with “high”) a fares elasticity  
of 1.0 has been used. The long run fares elasticity varies 
between 0.7 and 1.2 (TRL, 2004). For the research uses 
a modest estimate of 1.0 to avoid over-exaggeration.  
The research also has a built-in estimate for punctuality/
reliability in the high elasticity scenario of 0.1.  It was  
important to do this as waiting at a bus stop is valued twice  
as high as in-vehicle waiting time (ref: TRL, 2004). For in vehicle 
time the research used 0.5 in the high elasticity scenario,  
well below the high end of the range (0.7).
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12 The demand for public transport: a practical guide. R 
Balcombe (ed), TRL Report TRL 593, 2004


2002/03 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/162003/04 2004/05 2005/06


= 100  Lost miles due to congestion


STAGECOACH WEST


In short, the aggregate high elasticity scenario is 1.4. If the 
research were weighted towards the top end of the range it 
would have been 1.8. On balance, this is judged to be too high.


The above elasticities are an average and would obviously 
vary depending on what alternative modes of transport were 
affordable and available. In London, for example, bus patronage 
has declined by 5% over the last year, partly because for many 
– particularly those travelling on the north side of the Thames 
– there is an extensive Tube network which they can switch to. 
The better the alternatives available, the higher the fares and 
in-vehicle time elasticity.


Concessionary travel accounts for around one-third of bus trips 
in the UK. Concessionary travellers are immune from the fares 
effect of higher operating costs, but they will be affected by 
higher in-vehicle times and poorer punctuality and reliability. 
However, because this is too challenging to calculate it has 
been excluded from the model, which focuses on changes to 
fare-paying journeys only.







02. METHODOLOGY


Methodology  19


13 Cost issues in public transport operation, CfiT, 
January 2008 http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.
uk/20110304132839/http://cfit.independent.gov.uk/
pubs/2008/index.html 


The chart above shows lost miles due to congestion on 
Stagecoach West services between 2002 and 2016. Lost 
mileage is defined as scheduled miles minus operating miles;  
it can be divided into traffic lost miles (for example delays 
caused by congestion) and operating lost miles (for example 
caused by driver shortages and vehicle breakdown).


The chart shows a threefold increase in lost miles due to 
congestion. This results in a much less punctual and reliable 
service. The research has only included the impact of this  
on bus use in the high elasticity scenario with a very low  
0.1 elasticity. 


WHILE IT IS DIFFICULT TO QUANTIFY IN 
THE MODEL, IN REALITY LOST MILES ON  
THIS SCALE CREATE HAVOC WITH THE 
TIMETABLE AND ERODE PASSENGERS’ 
CONFIDENCE IN THE SERVICE. 


HOW BUS OPERATORS REACT TO CONGESTION


Bus operators either try and maintain frequencies, which 
means more buses (a greater peak vehicle requirement),  
or they let frequencies decline. The end result is pretty similar 
in the economic model used to forecast patronage impacts.  
If they deploy more buses then operating costs will rise by  
0.8% for every 1% decline in speed. This reduces patronage  
by 0.56% in the low elasticity scenario (0.8 x 0.7 = 0.56%).


If they decide to reduce frequency then we get a 0.5%  
reduction in patronage using a frequency/supply elasticity  
of 0.5. In reality a bus operator’s response will depend on  
local market conditions and often will be a combination  
of the two reactions mentioned above. 


In areas where there is day-long congestion, operators  
are forced to increase resources to maintain the same level  
of service, or look at widening headways or removing sections 
of route in order to implement an achievable timetable. 


If the operator response to congestion is to operate with  
the same level of resources at lower frequency, in effect  
there is no change to variable driver or vehicle costs. Fewer 
miles are operated with the same number of buses and driver 
hours but using less fuel and tyre costs. This would reduce 
costs by 1.6% for each 10% reduction in miles, but a 10% 
reduction in frequency and miles might result in 5% reduction 
in passengers and revenue (short run supply elasticity 0.5). 


If the operator response to congestion is to operate  
additional buses to maintain the same service frequency 
this would increase driver, fuel, tyre, and vehicle costs 
(depreciation, lease, licences) and maintenance costs  
(labour and materials). Stagecoach has calculated that  
this would increase costs by 7.9% for each 10% increase  
in resources – very similar to the TAS industry average 
calculation of a 0.8% increase in operating cost for each  
1% decline in operating speed 13.  


THE DIFFICULT JUDGEMENT FOR AN 
OPERATOR FACED WITH WORSENING 
PUNCTUALITY IS WHETHER TO REDUCE 
FREQUENCY AND RISK PATRONAGE LOSS,  
OR TO MAINTAIN FREQUENCY WITH 
INCREASED RESOURCES. 


On balance it is unlikely that operating at the same  
frequency, albeit more punctually, will generate sufficient 
additional revenue to offset the additional costs unless 
there are other factors generating patronage growth.







The above table showing the top ten factors  
influencing bus use, the top three on the list are  
affected by congestion: fares, journey time and  
frequency. Source:  An Analysis of Urban Transport, 
Cabinet Office Strategy Unit, November 2009


20  Methodology


02. METHODOLOGY


104


Bus use is influenced by a number of factors—these not only 
relate to the bus service itself, but the supporting infrastructure 
and the attractiveness of other modes


Attribute Evidence of impact1


Fares  Bus fare elasticities average -0.4 in the short-run to -1.0 in the long run (i.e. a 10% rise in fares will lead to a 10% fall in
patronage in the long run) – responsiveness of demand to fare changes is less sensitive in the peak


Journey time  The elasticity of bus demand to in-vehicle time for urban buses has been estimated to be roughly in the range of -0.4 to -0.6


Service levels  The elasticity of bus demand to vehicle kilometres is approximately +0.4 in the short-run and +0.7 in the long run


Ride quality  Studies in London have indicated that a smooth vehicle motion is worth 10.5p per passenger (1996 prices and values) 


Real-time information  Passengers in London valued countdown boards at 9.0p per trip (1996 prices and values)


Safety  Bus users value CCTV at stops and on the bus at 16.6p and 5.8p respectively (2001 prices and values)


Waiting environment  The provision of information at bus stops has been valued at 4-10p per passenger


Interchange  Passengers dislike having to interchange – the ‘penalty’ associated with the need to interchange is equivalent to 5 minute 
journey time even before waiting time and the cost of an additional fare is factored in


Car costs  Bus use is sensitive to changes in the costs of fuel.  A 10% fall in petrol costs for motorists is estimated to reduce bus demand
by 21%


Income  Each 10% increase in income reduces bus use by 5%-10%, this includes the impact of higher car ownership


(1) TRL (2004) The demand for public transport: a practical guide


Policy implication: there are a number of ways to influence the level of bus demand – the list above is not exclusive; and 
these interventions do not just relate to bus service attributes—interventions off the bus, such as an improved waiting 
environment and better information, can have a significant impact on demand


Policy


Modal shift


Buses
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B. CASE STUDIES


THE UK HAS THE MOST CONGESTED ROAD 
NETWORK IN EUROPE 14. 
  
This was the case when the Commission for Integrated 
Transport benchmarked the UK against European best  
practice in 2001, and has been confirmed since by extensive 
data from companies such as TomTom and INRIX through  
the monitoring of live traffic flows. 


The latest TomTom congestion index shows seven UK cities in 
Europe’s top 30 most congested: Belfast, London, Manchester, 
Edinburgh, Brighton, Hull and Bristol. Congestion in the UK’s 
biggest cities is 14% worse than it was just five years ago.


Across the rest of Europe, average congestion is actually  
down 3% over the same period. 


The annual Traffic Index from TomTom shows average UK 
journeys in 2015 took 29% longer than they would in free-
flowing conditions – up from a 25% average delay in 2010. 


The TomTom index measures the difference between  
off-peak and peak traffic speeds. As Belfast has relatively  
good off-peak speeds compared with other cities, this 
exaggerates ITS’ congestion problem. Intuitively, based on 
personal observation and experience, I do not believe Belfast 
has a worse congestion problem than London, or indeed the 
other UK cities. I have therefore used a combination of INRIX  
and TomTom data to determine the cities that I would  
scrutinise in this report.


The INRIX data has Belfast as the third most congested  
city in the UK, behind London and Manchester. The INRIX  
index measures urban motorway traffic delays, so would 
exclude Edinburgh and Brighton, which are mainly devoid  
of urban motorways. 


Balancing the two indexes the following cities have been 
included in the case studies: London, Manchester, Edinburgh, 
Brighton, Hull and Bristol. Due to difficulty in obtaining bus 
journey time data from Belfast it was not included  
in the study


14 European best practice in delivering integrated 
transport. Commission for Integrated Transport, 
November 2001 http://webarchive.nationalarchives.
gov.uk/20110304132839/http://cfit.independent.gov.
uk/pubs/2001/index.html







03.
R


ESEA
R


CH
FIN


D
IN


G
S







A. BUS JOURNEY TIMES ARE INCREASING


The trend in bus journey times is an increase of between 
0.5% and 1.5% per-annum - for city wide services (daily 
average) over the past 30 years, with an average increase  
of 0.98% per annum for the six case studies as shown 
 in as shown in chart below.


(NOTES TO CHART)


Fig 0.98% p.a Increase in average bus journey times.


Data covers 1986-2006 except for:


Brighton: 2008-2016. The south coast town has experienced 
a sharp increase in congestion levels.


London: 2003/4 (from peak levels just after congestion 
charging) to 2015/16. It covers central, inner and outer 
London
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11 The TAS Partnership:


INCREASE IN JOURNEY TIME
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The data in the bar chart above is derived from archived 
timetables for 1966 and compares journey times then, with a 
section of the same route from today’s timetable. Journey time 
on the 25 from Stratford to Oxford Circus in the a.m. peak has 
increased from 40 minutes in 1966 to 78 minutes today. The 
journey time has almost doubled. It must be borne in mind that 
the move to one man operated buses impacts negatively on 
journey times for the longer term data going back to the 1960’s.


DECLINE IN BUS SPEEDS NOT CONFINED  
TO URBAN CONURBATIONS.


While this research has focused on the trend in bus speeds in 
the six most congested urban areas in the UK the problem is 
not confined to them.  If market towns such as Cheltenham 
and Gloucester are representative then the trend is much 
more endemic.
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It doesn’t have to be this way. Bus passengers can be protected 
from traffic congestion if there is the political will. Indeed, the 
examples below shows how we can improve journey times by 
bus if radical action is taken.


In Edinburgh, the introduction of Greenways bus priority in 
1996, following years of good conventional priority measures, 
resulted in a 4% improvement in journey times between 1986 
and 1996. Alas, for reasons you can read about in more depth 
in the case study on Edinburgh in the appendix, this was not 
sustained. This included weaker enforcement, removal of 
priority during off peak and lack of maintenance of bus lanes.


In Brighton, on the Peacehaven to Brighton Station service, 
there has been a 16% improvement in journey time since 1976 
and a 4% improvement per annum, thanks to highly effective 
bus lanes along the A259 coastal corridor. Journey time 
between Brighton Station and Peacehaven is actually seven 
minutes quicker today than it was in 1966. It shows what can be 
done, and that we do not have to accept declining bus speeds as 
being inevitable.
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BUS USE IN LONDON
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B. IMPACT OF INCREASED JOURNEY TIMES ON BUS USE.


If average bus speeds in the most congested urban areas 
decline on average by almost 1% per annum, this means that 
operating costs due to congestion are increasing by around 
0.8%15. Assuming that costs are passed on to the passenger in 
fares, and we apply an elasticity of 0.7, this results in a 0.56% 
decline in passengers every year as a result of the operating 
cost impact. To do this it is necessary to add the decline in 
passenger numbers due to increased in-vehicle waiting time. 
With an in-vehicle elasticity of 0.5, this leads to a 0.5% decline 
in passengers. If the two are added together there is a 10.6% 
decline in passengers every decade from the congestion impact 
on buses on the low elasticity scenario. On the high elasticity 
scenario a 14% decline in bus use every decade as a result of 
congestion can be seen. If bus passengers had been protected 
from rising congestion over the past 50 years, then fare-paying 
patronage in the cities covered in this report would be at least 
50% higher than today’s figure. This time period has been 
chosen as the mid-1960s was when car ownership and  
traffic began to grow exponentially.


LONDON “FALLING”


IN LONDON BUS SPEEDS HAVE BEEN 
DECLINING FASTER THAN ANYWHERE ELSE  
IN THE UK OVER THE LAST FEW YEARS.
 This comes after of decades of relative success in protecting 
bus passengers from traffic congestion through effective bus 
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15 The TAS Partnership, [1] op. cit


priority measures, such as red routes and other initiatives, 
and the central congestion charging zone introduced in 2003. 
If the average urban bus speed in the UK has historically been 
decreasing by almost 1% p.a., then for one-third of London 
bus routes the decline been more than five times this average 
over the past year. This has become a crisis for the capital and 
something the new mayor must prioritise. London, which for 
more than a decade has been the UK’s bus success story, 
with passenger numbers doubling since the formation of TfL 
in 2000, is now facing one of the fastest declines in bus use 
anywhere in the UK. 


There is a key lesson to be learned from this. You can get all 
the other ingredients right: modern bus fleet, cashless buses 
with the most advanced smartcard ticketing system in the 
world, a level of integration which is the envy of other UK cities, 
state-of-the-art passenger information at the bus stop and on 
mobile devices. Add to this population and employment growth 
and you should have a recipe for the London bus success story 
continuing. But all these laudable ingredients cannot offset the 
rapid deterioration in bus journey times. 


Boris Johnson was right to warn that his successor will have to 
use tougher congestion charging measures to tackle London’s 
growth in congestion, but there is insufficient evidence to 
suggest he took enough effective action on his watch. He 
exacerbated the problem by removing the western extension 
of the congestion zone and by reducing road capacity in 
central London by 25% through the introduction of cycle 
superhighways – without taking action to curtail traffic in 
central London
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A. CONGESTION IS GETTING WORSE


The average speed of general traffic on local roads was  
23.4mph in year ending December 2015. In November 2015 
 it was 3% slower than in November the previous year,  
and in December 2015 it was 2.9% slower than the  
previous December.


The average traffic speed in Bristol, Reading, Slough, 
Manchester and London is less than 10mph.


The DfT’s 2015 forecast was that traffic will grow by  
between 19% and 55% between 2010 and 2040


Van traffic has risen faster than that of any other vehicle type, 
with van miles increasing by 6.1% between Dec 2014 and Dec 
2015 to a new peak of 47.7 billion vehicle miles. This represents 
a 24% increase compared with 10 years ago and a 73% increase 
compared with 20 years ago.


The biggest four online shopping markets in the world  
are predicted to double in size over the next three years  
as consumers buy increasing amounts of goods through 
 the internet.


British shoppers already spend almost £1 in every £5  
of their shopping via the internet and the online shopping 
revolution will continue.


Online retail expenditure in the UK is forecast to grow by  
44.9% in the coming five years to reach £62.7bn in 2020. 


It is surprising that more household parcels are not delivered 
in the evening when the roads are quieter and people are more 
likely to be at home. The proliferation in the number of vans 
is becoming such a problem that it is worth investigating the 
impact a charging scheme could have to incentivise deliveries 
off-peak, especially during the evening.


There has been a rapid decline in traffic speed over the last  
five years on A-roads, as shown in Fig zz. The key causes in 
urban areas are: delivery vans, private hire vehicles,  
road works and traffic lights. 


DELIVERY VANS


The rapid growth in delivery vans is a result of the 
proliferation of online shopping. This represents a double 
blow to the bus sector: first, it increases operating costs 
due  
to more congested roads, and second, there is less revenue  
for buses as fewer shopping trips are made (shoppers  
account for one-third of all bus journeys).


CONGESTION ON LOCAL AUTHORITY 
MANAGED A-ROADS, ENGLAND 
AVERAGE VEHICLE SPEEDS (MILES PER HOUR)
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GROWTH IN PRIVATE HIRE VEHICLES 


Private hire vehicle numbers have risen by almost 28% in the 
last ten years, from 120,000 in 2005 to 166,000 in 2015.


•	 In England outside London the number of PHVs rose  
by 4.5% between 2013 and 2015.


PRIVATE HIRE VEHICLES IN LONDON


Between 2013 and 2015, there was a 26% rise in PHVs in 
London. Licensed PHVs increased from 60,000 in 2013 to 
94,000 in 2015; PHV licenses are being issued at a rate of 
 600 every week, and so they could potentially rise from  
94,000 to 124,000 by the end of 2016.


The number of new minicabs has risen by 56% in the last  
two years, largely due to Uber.


The increase in PHV activity in London has lengthened journey 
times by over 10% over the past 12 months. Uber in London  
has gone from having zero to 20,000 PHVs registered with it  
in three years (ref: GLA transport committee) 16


MORE TRAFFIC LIGHTS


A sharp increase in the number of signal-controlled junctions 
means that there is one set of lights for every 5.5 miles of road 
(a figure that will be much higher in urban areas), a rise of  
two-thirds since 2000 17 .


It is important that buses get as much priority as  
possible at junctions.


MORE ROAD WORKS


Congestion, as always, is caused by demand exceeding supply. 
What is interesting about the recent sharp rise in congestion 
in central London – increasing by 12% per annum since 2012 
(Inrix London congestion trends May 2016), is that it is mainly 
a supply side problem. Demand for road space has remained 
relatively flat, with the growth in LGVs and private hire being 
largely offset by a decline in car traffic. 


IT IS THE SUBSTANTIAL REDUCTION IN 
ROAD SPACE, WITH PLANNED ROADWORKS 
INCREASING BY 362% OVER THE LAST 3 
YEARS, WHICH HAS LED TO SIGNIFICANT 
INCREASES IN CONGESTION. 
It is to be hoped that many of the road closures are  
temporary with major capital works such as Crossrail  
and Cycle Superhighways reducing available road space.


TAXIS AND PRIVATE HIRE VEHICLES 
BY TYPE AND AREA: ENGLAND 2015
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16 Addison Lee Data Analytics https://www.addisonlee.
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Ref: Inrix London Congestion trends May 2016. 
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17 We’re Jammin’: A comprehensive nationwide study  
into how traffic management is leading to costly delays for 
the UK taxpayer. Grant Shapps MP. British Infrastructure 
Group, May 2016 http://www.shapps.com/wp-content/
uploads/2016/05/Were-Jammin-FINAL1.pdf
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B. SPACE WARS: POLITICAL DECISION-MAKING 


The mode of transport people choose has a significant  
bearing on the priority they think it should be given.  
The majority still view the transport problem from  
behind the wheel of a car and this all too often in reflected  
in political decision-making. It would be good to be able to  
say that decision-making is more objective and informed 
by investment appraisal and cost-benefit analysis which  
looks at economic, social and environmental factors.  
But transport decision-making is much more subjective  
than that. Our cities deserve better.


The more affluent and generally well-educated the traveller,  
the more vocal and powerful a lobby they form to be able to 
effect change that is advantageous to their choice of mode.  
This helps to explain why, for the sixth year running, fuel  
duty has been frozen (except for buses) despite record low  
oil prices. The motoring lobby is powerful. It also helps to 
explain how rail has been allocated £38bn to maintain and 
improve the network until 2019, despite buses accounting  
for a greater proportion of trips than rail. It is the bus  
passenger who has the least profile and is the furthest  
from the ear of the politician. 


People in the highest-income households travel almost five 
times as far by rail as people in the lowest income households, 
whereas people from lowest income households travel 2.4 
times as far by bus as people with the highest income level. 
People in households of highest income group travel 2.6 times 
as far by car as people in lowest income households. 


What is less well-known is how relatively affluent cyclists  
in London are compared with bus passengers. Transport  
for London describes the London cyclist as “typically white,  
under 40, male with medium to high household income”.  
A report by the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine’s 
Transport & Health Group in 2011 18 describes cycling in  
London as disproportionately an activity of white, affluent  
men. Only 1.5% of those living in households earning under 
 £15,000 cycled compared with 2.2% of those living 
 in households earning over £35,000.


While more sustainable forms of transport should be 
supported, and the critical importance of reducing cycling 
accidents through segregation is clear, care must be taken 
to ensure cycling improvements are not to the detriment of 
bus passengers. Despite the commendable efforts of Greener 
Journeys, Bus Users UK, Transport Focus, the Urban Transport 
Group and Campaign for Better Transport, the voice of bus 
passengers does not seem to be heard by decision-makers.  
This can partly be explained by the lack of coverage and 
exposure the bus receives in the mainstream media whose 
management are far more likely to drive or use the train,  
than they are to catch the bus to work. 


THIS LACK OF PUBLIC PROFILE FOR 
BUSES MEANS THERE IS LESS PRESSURE 
ON POLITICIANS TO LOOK AFTER BUS 
PASSENGERS. 
 Roads are one of the most valuable and scarcest resources  
our city authorities have at their disposal. City authorities are 
still too focused on moving vehicles rather than people. With  
an average occupancy of around 1.2 for commuting trips,  
cars are the most inefficient users of road space. 


One of the most radical reallocations of road space that has 
occurred on UK roads in recent years has been London’s cycle 
superhighways, whereby 25% of road space on key routes has 
been allocated to cyclists in central London. The former Mayor, 
Boris Johnson, made this a personal policy mission because 
he is a London cyclist. However, it is much more common for 
local and national politicians to view transport problems from 
behind the windscreen of a car or through the window of a train. 


18 Steinbach, R; Green, J; Datta, J; Edwards, P; (2011) 
Cycling and the city: a case study of how gendered, 
ethnic and class identities can shape healthy transport 
choices. Social science & medicine, Vol 72 (7), April 2011. 
http://researchonline.lshtm.ac.uk/1179/
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MOVEMENT SPACE VERSUS PEOPLE SPACE


The desire to create more a pedestrian-friendly environment 
has resulted in movement space being squeezed in many 
cities. This has had an impact on traffic flow.


While there is often a conflict between catering for cyclists 
and bus passengers, and the London cycle superhighways  
are a topical case in point, policies favouring pedestrians a 
nd buses are more complementary and have greater  
synergy between them than many think. 


The more accommodating city centres are to pedestrians, 
the more attractive they become to retail and businesses 
generally. Bus routes radiate from the city centre: the more 
people travelling to city centres, the more populated our 
buses are. There is at times a conflict: sometimes buses are 
denied access to parts of the town centre as part of a general 
vehicle ban. Conversely, Oxford Street in London and Princes 
Street in Edinburgh are two good examples of streets where 
pedestrians and buses compete for space. 


City retailing faces severe competition from out of town 
shopping centres and a newer threat which is growing 
exponentially, online shopping. Bus companies are often  
the first to protest about pedestrianisation; it would serve 
them well to acknowledge that city retailers are facing a  
major battle to hold on to customers, and that the viability  
of city centre retail and bus companies are inextricably  
linked. A sensible balance needs to be struck between  
making our cities pedestrian-friendly and ensuring that 
 bus passengers can get close to their destination.  
It is important to remember that shopping represents  
around one-third of bus journeys in the UK.


On a personal note, when I was appointed chair of the 
Transport Committee in Lothian Region (succeeded by City 
of Edinburgh Council) in 1994, I inherited a tram scheme 
which was led by Alistair Darling before he was elected 
to the House of Commons. When I was told by council 
officials that we had minimal resources at our disposal – 
and certainly nothing sufficient enough to build the two 
line scheme that was proposed – I asked what plan B was. 
It was Greenways bus priority. 


Greenways was unique among bus priority schemes in 
the UK in that it was extensive and involved a much higher 
level of enforcement. It was and still is controversial. 


For me, the decision was straightforward. Bus trips 
accounted for 50% of the trips into Edinburgh city centre 
during the peak so it was only fair that we allocated 50% 
of the road space to them. If I had seen local government 
as a stepping stone to Westminster or Holyrood, I 
would not have implemented it. The winners were 
bus passengers; winners are not vociferous and bus 
passengers are not anyway, certainly when compared 
with the perceived losers, motorists, who are very 
vociferous and much more influential. They are more likely 
to be business leaders, newspaper editors and opinion 
formers.


POLITICIANS ARE MUCH MORE LIKELY 
TO FIND MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC 
ATTENDING THEIR LOCAL SURGERIES  
TO COMPLAIN ABOUT BUS PRIORITY  
THAN TO ASK FOR MEASURES TO  
SPEED UP BUS TIMES.
We need more bus champions in the UK in local, devolved 
and central government. The bus is the most efficient user 
of road space, the most environmentally friendly of the 
motorised modes and the one most used by those on the 
lower end of the income scale who are all too often less 
vocal, and less likely to be heard.
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1. SET BUS SPEED TARGETS


The Buses Bill should set guidance encouraging local 
authorities and bus operators to set targets for average bus 
speeds (with a minimum requirement of stopping bus speeds 
declining any further). This should apply in both a regulated 
and deregulated environment. In the latter, it should be a 
requirement for the new Enhanced Quality Partnerships 
proposed in the upcoming Buses Bill. 


Local authorities would deliver their side of the partnership 
by giving priority on roads and at junctions to buses, and bus 
companies would focus on significant improvements to dwell 
times by accelerating the programme for off-bus ticketing, 
smart cards and contactless payment. Paying cash on a bus 
is archaic and should be made a relic of history as quickly as 
possible. 


ITSO smartcards have considerably slower transaction times 
than those in London. It’s imperative that the rest of the UK 
emulates the high bar that London has set in ease of ticketing 
and speedy transaction times. 


2. DEMAND MANAGEMENT


There has been a fundamental change in transport policy over 
the last 20 years, away from changing travel behaviour to 
giving people choice. The consequence of this laissez-faire 
approach is rising congestion, slower traffic speeds and 
gridlock becoming all too often the norm. This is bad for our 
city economies and their environment. 


It is interesting to note the comments below from TomTom 
Traffic Vice President, Ralph-Peter Schaefer. They could have 
been taken straight out of the 1998 White Paper on Transport:


“Transport authorities are managing congestion with well-
engineered policies, but you can’t just build your way out of 
traffic jams. Studies have shown that policies of ‘predict and 
provide’ are unsustainable. Building new motorways and 
ring roads doesn’t eliminate congestion. More must be done 
to better manage existing road space and to spread demand. 


People simply aren’t doing enough to change their travel habits 
– such as working flexible hours, avoiding peak commuting 
times, making use of real–time traffic information and trying 
alternative travel modes. If only 5% of us changed our travel 
plans, we could improve traffic congestion on our main roads by 
up to 30%.”


CHOICE MEANS NO CHOICE BUT TO 
SUFFER WORSENING CONGESTION 
The problem with this policy shift is that it means that all 
users of our city roads, from bus passengers to motorists, from 
delivery and freight vehicles to taxis, all now have no choice 
but to sit in ever-worsening traffic jams. Without some form 
of demand management, from parking restraint to the more 
effective congestion charging, coupled with improved public 
transport, we will regulate traffic volumes in our cities through 
congestion. This explains why peak hour city centre traffic 
volumes have remained fairly static over the last 30 years,  
and why the morning and evening peaks continue to lengthen.  
We reached saturation point and road users responded by 
adjusting the time of day they travelled. While many motoring 
and freight trips have some flexibility in the time of day they  
are made, this does not apply to buses. Nor are bus drivers able  
to take advantage of satellite navigation to negotiate their 
way through traffic jams. They have to stick to their route. 


STICK NEEDED AS WELL AS CARROT


While it is crucial that we do everything we can to provide 
better public transport, this is not a panacea for city traffic 
congestion. If we are successful in shifting car trips to public 
transport, the road space that is vacated will be taken up by 
latent demand – road trips that people did not make because 
congestion proved to be a deterrent, until they were enticed 
back on to the road network as congestion declined.


I was sharply reminded of this when the Commission for 
Integrated Transport studied Munich19.  We chose the Bavarian 
capital because it was one of the best examples of what a 
strong devolved regional and city government could achieve  


19 Commission for Integrated Transport: Study of 
European best practice in the delivery of integrated 
transport: report on stage 2 – case studies: 3, Munich, 


Germany November 2001. http://webarchive.
nationalarchives.gov.uk/20110303161656/http:/cfit.
independent.gov.uk/pubs/2001/ebp/ebp/stage2/03.
htm
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LONDON’S SUCCESSFUL CONGESTION CHARGE


Introduced in 2003, the London congestion charge achieved 
its objective of cutting traffic volumes in the charging zone 
by 20%. (This has since been more than cancelled out as road 
space has shrunk in central London through road works, cycle 
superhighways, growth in delivery vehicles and private hire). 
The congestion charge had the added benefit of providing a 
valuable revenue stream to improve bus services and hold 
down fares. The bus sector benefited most from congestion 
charging, not just from the hypothecated revenue stream but 
from improved journey times and reliability.


In the first year of congestion charging, bus speeds in the 
central zone improved by 7% and excess waiting time was  
cut by 30%. 


THE CONGESTION CHARGE GAVE A BIGGER 
BOOST TO BUS PASSENGERS THAN ANY 
OTHER SINGLE MEASURE. 
Speeds increased by 14.6% (comparing three months before 
with three months after introduction) in the Congestion 
Charging Zone (CCZ) following the introduction of the charge. 
However since 2004 bus speeds in London have been gradually 
decreasing to below pre-congestion-charging levels. This 
trend grew worse from 2014, in line with increased road 
congestion caused by the economic recovery, a proliferation 
of roadworks and the reallocation of road space to Cycle 
Superhighways.


The former Mayor, Boris Johnston, against the advice of 
TfL, rejected demand management as a policy weapon and 
immediately on his election removed the western extension to 
the congestion charging zone. Again he went against the advice 
of TfL by implementing Cycling Superhighways without reducing 
traffic volumes in central London. You can’t take  
25% of road space out on key routes in central London without 
doing anything to compensate by reducing traffic. The result 
has been worsening congestion and slower traffic speeds.  
Bus passengers have been the main losers. 


When his term as London Mayor ended, Boris Johnson  
warned his successor that he will have to take action to cut 
traffic volumes by increasing the congestion charge. However,  
this solution has resulted from the decisions he took during  
his eight years in office.


The other good example of a city adopting a radical demand 
management measure is Nottingham with its workplace 
parking levy. It is well known that if people have a free  
parking place at work it is very difficult to get them to use  
public transport. It is no coincidence that Nottingham is one  
of the few cities in the UK to have experienced a decline in  
traffic volumes and city centre congestion over the past  
decade. The success has been built on carrot and stick. 


The proliferation in the number of delivery vans in London 
is becoming such a problem in many cities that it is worth 
investigating the impact a charging scheme could have to 
incentivise deliveries off-peak, especially during the evening 


BACK TO THE FUTURE 


There is a need to return to the ethos of the 1998 White  
Paper on Transport, which accepted the necessity for demand 
management in our cities and the crucial importance of bus 
priority. It was right then and the passage of time has made  
its conclusions and recommendations even more essential. 


Those cities that have embraced this agenda, such as  
London and Nottingham, have been successful in cutting  
traffic congestion. In the case of London, the early success  


on the public transport front. It had everything we aspired 
to in the UK with public transport provision, and yet traffic 
congestion continued to rise. The city transport officials in 
Munich recognised that they were powerless to prevent this 
without demand management measures to constrain the 
growth in car use. It has long been acknowledged that we  
need the stick as well as the carrot. However, politicians  
find the latter much easier to deliver than the former.
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20 Steven Norris:Minister for Transport. 
 21 A National Statement on Local Bus 
Infrastructure, Greener Journeys, June 2014 
http://www.greenerjourneys.com/wp-content/
uploads/2014/06/12.pdf 


of congestion charging has been eroded by capacity reductions 
on the road network and the failure to build on the very positive 
legacy of the congestion charge when first introduced in 2003. 


The Conservative Government in the 1990s also accepted  
there could not be a free-for-all in our cities and proposed  
a “roads hierarchy” which gave priority to pedestrians,  
cyclists, bus passengers and motorists, in that order 20.   
This was nothing to do with being anti-car, but a logical 
acceptance that cars, with an average occupancy of  
around 1.2 for commuter journeys, are highly inefficient  
users of road space. One of the most precious and scarcest  
of resources that local authorities have at their disposal  
is road space. They can choose how they allocate it.  
The enlightened ones recognise the roads hierarchy  
and are not afraid to make the tough decisions. 


3. BUS PRIORITY


The road network needs to move people and goods efficiently 
if we are to ensure the social and economic wellbeing of our 
communities. Buses have a vital role to play in this, as they can 
make excellent use of limited road space, carrying many more 
passengers than a private car for a given amount of space. 
However, the potential benefit of the bus is stifled by traffic 
congestion. Local authorities and bus operators need to work  
in partnership to make buses a more attractive alternative 
to the car by releasing them from the congestion delays 
experienced by other road users. This in turn will improve 
reliability and help make the bus an attractive choice for  
more car users as well as providing quicker journeys for  
both bus and other road users. 


Experience from schemes around the country shows that  
bus lanes may reduce bus travel times by 7 to 9 minutes  
along a 10km congested route and also improve their r 
eliability. Reliability means buses operate in accordance 
with their timetables on every journey, which is important 
to bus users. Measures to assist buses in one metropolitan 
city have halved the variation in journey times that operators 


experienced in that corridor, enabling them to operate  
their buses more efficiently. 


By introducing bus priority with other improvements,  
services can become more attractive to potential passengers. 
For example, a comprehensive quality corridor initiative in  
a major conurbation delivered a 75% increase in bus  
passengers over 5 years, with 20% being new customers.


IN A 2014 REPORT FOR GREENER JOURNEYS, 
KPMG ESTIMATED THAT BUS PRIORITY 
SCHEMES CAN TYPICALLY GENERATE £3.32 
OF BENEFITS FOR EVERY £1 INVESTED BY 
THE GOVERNMENT AND IN SOME CASES £7 
BENEFIT FOR EVERY £1 INVESTED 21.  
 
This represents excellent value for money, compares well 
with other forms of urban transport investment, and scores 
more highly than many much larger transport infrastructure 
projects. Bus priority schemes are also cheaper to build and 
maintain, and quicker to implement, than many traditional 
transport schemes.


In the words of the Urban Transport Group:


“Bus priority is about more than smoother bus journeys.  
Indeed, it is about more than improving transport. It can  
make a considerable contribution to local economies and 
quality of life. Bus priority schemes are significant projects 
which can provide the catalyst to assess how streets function, 
what people and businesses want from their local area and 
how to resolve longstanding issues effectively. This integrated 
approach delivers many benefits. They range from quicker 
journeys for all road users to greater access to employment, 
better trading conditions, safer streets, and public realm  
that makes for more enjoyable time in our towns and cities.” 22  


22 Bus priority works, Urban Transport Group, July 
2014 www.urbantransportgroup.org/resources/
types/reports/bus-priority-works-business-shops-
communities-and-growth







4. SPEED UP DWELL TIME AT BUS STOPS 


While this report has focused on the impact rising traffic 
congestion has on bus journey times, in urban environments 
between 25% and 33% of journey time is spent picking up and 
dropping off passengers (dwell time). 
London has led the world on cashless buses, which have had 
a dramatic impact on reducing dwell time at bus stops. The 
0.5 seconds per transaction on London buses is unrivalled 
anywhere in the world. Dwell time has been cut by at least half. 
Transport for London believes that the total run time of buses 
has been reduced by between 7 and 10%. 


Most of the operating cost of buses is directly driven by run 
time, so that translates into a straight saving of some £120-
180m annually. This dwarfs the one-off cost of introducing 
Oyster (£50m) and contactless (£68m). 
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If London-style cashless buses and contactless payments 
could be extended to the rest of the UK bus journey times could 
be improved by up to 10% by halving dwell time at bus stops.


The big five bus operators in the UK have set a target to 
introduce contactless bus transactions by 2022. This should 
be the very latest date for this to be introduced UK-wide, and 
everything possible should be done to accelerate it. It is feasible 
for bus operators to achieve contactless payments on buses in 
the major urban conurbations within the next three years.







Five Point Plan  37


05. FIVE POINT PLAN


5. MOBILISING BUS PASSENGERS 


Too little focus is placed on the importance of the bus because 
bus passengers carry too little weight with opinion-formers 
and political decision-makers. The socio-economic profile of 
bus passengers is very different from rail users, motorists 
and cyclists, with a much higher percentage of those on lower 
income travelling by bus. It helps to explain why fuel duty has 
been frozen for six consecutive years despite rock bottom oil 
prices: the motoring lobby is powerful. Cheaper fuel reduces 
the competitive position of the bus versus the car. 


We need more bus champions in the UK in local, devolved and 
central government. The bus is the most efficient user of road 
space, crucial for the health of our city economies and a vital 
part of an environmentally-friendly local sustainable transport 
system. 


SUMMARY OF FIVE POINT  
PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS


Bus companies need to get better at communicating with their 
customers to keep them better informed. This would also help 
them to mobilise support from their customers for pro-bus 
measures such as bus priority. It would be a rare event for a 
bus passenger to lobby politicians for improved bus priority; 
it’s much more common for non-bus users to complain about 
priority measures. Local politicians who are making brave 
decisions to allocate road space for bus passengers need as 
much support as they can get from their local bus companies


1 Bus speed targets


2 Demand management


3 Bus priority


4 Speed up dwell time


5 Mobilise bus passengers       
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BRIGHTON 
 
Brighton and Hove has long been considered to be a beacon 
of best practice on bus policy, resulting in strong bus growth 
and very high per capita bus use. The number of bus journeys 
in Brighton & Hove has doubled in the last twenty years with 
bus journeys rising from 22 million in 1992/93 to 44.8 million 
in 2012/13. This was in marked contrast to the national story 
on bus use where the figures showed a continuous decrease in 
passengers.


•	 This impressive rise in bus use has been facilitated by 
the favorable climate created by an excellent local bus 
company working in partnership with Brighton & 
 Hove City Council, who have implemented a number  
of  pro-bus measures, including:


•	 A network of priority bus lanes on key routes, such as the 
Western Road/North Street corridor, the A259 coast road 
and the A270 Lewes Road


•	 Real Time Information signs at bus stops that let people 
know when buses are due – these have also increasingly 
been installed in buildings so that people can time when 
they leave to avoid waiting for the bus. The system can  
also be accessed from mobile phones and Brighton & Hove 
Bus and Coach Company was the first bus company to 
launch an iphone app to do this


•	 Being the first council to introduce ‘talking bus stops’  
for visually impaired people so they can access the ‘real 
time’ information and be independent travelers


•	 Bus priority at traffic signals which gives buses a head 
start in traffic, delivering pas-sengers to their destinations 
quicker and helping with punctuality


•	 In 2004, Brighton & Hove became the only English city, 
outside London, to have a commercially viable night bus 
service when the bus route N7 was launched. This was 
subsequently joined by other commercially operated  
night buses by the bus compa-ny


•	 A Quality Bus Partnership that has produced a number of 
initiatives, including mak-ing bus stops more accessible 
(providing a level surface from the pavement onto the bus)


•	 Joint work on specific projects with bus companies on 
improving routes, such as the Lewes Road transport 
corridor and the better bus area for Edward Street,  
Eastern Road and Valley Gardens


•	 Support through winning EU funding to enable the bus 
company’s smartcard (known as ‘the key’) to be available 
on local trains and tendered bus routes operated by oth-er 
bus companies enabling people to prepay their journeys on 
a card that can be scanned on the bus. The bus company 
has also introduced extensive use of mobile phone based 
ticketing


•	 Breeze Up to the Downs, a successful partnership service 
that links buses from the centre to some of the most 
popular countryside destinations outside the city


The most critical of these factors behind the impressive  
growth has been the council’s long held commitment to  
bus priority which has allowed for the creation of a virtuous 
circle whereby the bus operators have been able to invest 
in new vehicles, smarter ticketing, more frequent services, 
encouraging more people to use the bus. From the mid-1990s 
to date, a significant length of bus lanes have been introduced: 
through the city centre, the Coast Road as well as the road 
accessing the two universities which allowed buses to  
bypass long, regular traffic queues.


The most dramatic effects have been seen on the Coast  
Road where the reason for the bus lane was to bypass regular 
queueing traffic. On the Peacehaven to Brighton Station service 
(Route 12 and all its variants) since the bus lane was introduced 
not only are bus journey times shorter but they are much more 
predictable.  There has been a 16% improvement in journey time 
since 1976 and a 4% improvement per annum. Journey time is 
actually 7 minutes faster today than it was in 1966. It shows 
what can be done and how we do not have to accept declining 
bus speeds as being inevitable. The number of passengers 
on the main route to use the bus lane has increased by 63% 
between 2007 and 2015, although data is not available 
 on the extent of diversion from other modes.
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BRIGHTON: PEACEHAVEN TO BRIGHTON STATION


In 2012 the operator carried out a simple survey on the  
Coast Road by counting the num-ber of vehicles and the  
number of occupants in each during the morning peak and  
found that buses made up 2% of the number of vehicles  
but carried 45% of the people.


However, the south coast city has experienced a sharp  
increase in congestion levels over the past decade  
culminating in Brighton along with Gloucester coming out  
worst for congestion, with an average increase in journey  
time of 1.5% per annum.  Unsurprisingly, this has had a 
detrimental effect on bus operations and without further 
action, could jeopardise the status of Brighton as a 
shining light in sustainable transport use.
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BUS SERVICE RUNNING TIMES WESTBOUND PM PEAK: 2008 v 2016
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BUS SERVICE RUNNING TIMES WESTBOUND PM PEAK: 2008 v 2016
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A study by one of Brighton’s bus operators of running times 
(the maximum running time for each direction, by am peak, 
daytime, and pm peak) for each route shows that, on average, 
peak running times in the city have increased by about 13% 
since 2008, or put another way, bus speeds have declined by 
this amount.


 


This has led to operators having to increase the PVR just over 
the last few years just to maintain the required service level in 
the face of this congestion. Another report showing worsening 
services (and operational costs increases) demonstrates how 
although the maxi-mum running times appear reasonable, 
the peaks are starting earlier and finishing later.  For example 
instead of using daytime running times until 4pm and then 
longer peak running times until 6pm, the longer peak running 
times are now needed between 3.30pm and 6.30pm. 


BRISTOL


Over the last decade and in particular since the four local 
authorities in the West of England (Bristol, North Somerset, 
South Gloucestershire and Bath & North East Somerset) 
came to-gether to form a partnership to deliver on areas like 
transport, Bristol saw large improve-ments to bus priority, 
principally under the auspices of the Greater Bristol Bus 
Network.


The Greater Bristol Bus Net recognised the vital role that bus 
services had to play as the backbone of cost effective urban 
public transport systems. An effective partnership be-tween 
the commercial bus operator and the local authorities delivered 
a series of bus net-work enhancements which brought 10 key 
routes up to showcase standard, with:


•	 Over 120 new buses


•	 Nearly 1,000 improved bus stops - new shelters, new 
information panels, level ac-cess


•	 More than 300 new real time information displays


•	 New bus priority signals at junctions that turn green when 
buses approach helping them stay on time


•	 Bus priority lanes allowing buses to bypass general traffic


•	 Road widening in key traffic hot spots


In 2017, the long gestation of the Metrobus project  
– high priority and high speed bus services connecting 
several parts of Bristol that will link in with existing bus and 
rail services – is set to become operational in 2017. It will be 
operated with modern, low-emission vehicles that will run  
on segregated bus ways and bus lanes which have right of  
way over traffic on sections of the route. Bus stops will  
provide electronic, real-time information displays with 
fast-boarding and smartcard ticketing.In 2015, the bus 
company carried 54 million passengers in the West of  
England, a 20 per cent increase from two years ago.


Despite active promotion, an increase in use of public and  
active transport in the city, and being selected as the European 
Green Capital for 2015, Bristol has a severe congestion problem 
with regular grid-locks an all-too-familiar feature of local 
life. The Department for Transport’s figures show that Bristol 
is in fact the most congested city in the country and that 
traffic moves slower during peak times than any other city, 
including London.  On A roads in peak times, the average speed 
of vehicles in Bristol is 14.3 mph (compared to London’s average 
of 14.9mph). The city’s latest average represents a drop from 
14.5mph in June 2014 and 15mph the year before.
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Bristol is a busy city and the urban hub of the West of England 
sub-region with half a million car users travelling in to the city 
each day. A historic deficit in transport infrastructure, with 
lower than average public transport for a city of its size, high 
levels of car ownership (during the period 2012-2015 the DVLA 
recorded an additional 18% of vehicles registered in the West of 
England partnership area), a rapidly rising population (+12,000 
a year in the city alone) as well as increasing prosperity has 
seen traffic levels and congestion at breaking point during peak 
times. This has had a seriously adverse impact on bus journey 
times and reliability. 


The reality is that Bristol’s new directly elected Mayor, Marvin 
Rees, will have no choice but to tackle the problem head on 
and follow in the vein of his pro-bus and pro-public transport 
predecessor, George Ferguson.
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EDINBURGH


Edinburgh’s Greenways. 


This year marks the 20th anniversary of Edinburgh’s radical 
Greenways bus priority scheme. It has won plaudits from 
transport professionals and central government: “Edinburgh 
Greenways scheme is successful” (DFT: 2010. “Bus Priority – 
The Way Ahead”) and “Edinburgh’ s Greenways have proved 
to be a high profile and effective form of bus priority which 
substantially insulates the buses using them from the worst 
effects of congestion”(The Scottish Executive Central  
Research Unit 2000).


Look how green the bus lanes are! They look nothing  
like this now as they are not as well maintained.


I need to declare an interest as I was the politician 
responsible for Greenways. While it’s reassuring to 
receive plaudits from fellow transport professionals 
I still, 20 years later, get stick when I return to  
my native city!


You were 15 times more likely to be caught by a traffic  
warden for illegally encroaching on a Greenways bus  
priority, compared with a conventional bus lane.


What is startling about the bus journey time data from 
Edinburgh is that from 1986 to 1996 all day average bus  
speeds – as a result of good conventional bus priority  
followed by Greenways – bucked the UK trend and actually 
improved by over 5%. It’s the only conurbation wide example 
in the UK where bus journey times have actually improved 
over a prolonged period. From 1996 to 2016 journey times in 
Edinburgh revert to the UK wide trend and declined by 20%


The City of Edinburgh Council needs to stand firm  
against those who want to dilute Greenways enforcement  
and point to the fact that bus speeds are now falling by  
10% every decade.


Whilst the Greenways in Edinburgh were a bold and  
strategic way forward for the mass movement of people  
in the 1990’s their effectiveness has declined over the  
last 20 years. There are a number of measures the City  
of Edinburgh Council can take to reverse the upward  
trend in bus journey times:
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•	 Review traffic signal timings. Best practice would indicate 
that this should be done every three years.


•	 Don’t become too reliant on camera enforcement of bus 
priority lanes. With only 9 road side camera’s to enforce 
over 60 km of bus lanes there are too many unauthorised 
vehicles using them.


•	  Properly maintain Greenway’s. They no longer look green 
and the white line segregating the bus lanes from general 
traffic should be clearer. The Council should allocate a 
proportion of the annual dividend they receive from Lothian 
Buses to finance bus lane maintenance and enforcement.  
It would provide the Council with a great financial return 
through increased patronage and higher future dividend 
payments. A 10% improvement in bus speeds would result 
in an increase in passengers of between 10% and 14%.


•	  The 9 month trial they have embarked upon to remove bus 
priority during the off-peak should not be made permanent. 
If it is this will lead to a permanent reduction in off peak  
bus speeds and patronage with a consequential impact  
on dividend payments.   


EDINBURGH: AVERAGE SPEEDS (MPH) OFF PEAK
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The data from Lothian Buses shows that bus speeds have 
declined by 19% over the last 20 years even during the so  
called off-peak! This evidence should persuade the City  
Council that the trial should not be made permanent.


Lothian Buses are one of the best bus companies in the UK  
and the vital backbone of Edinburgh’s public transport system. 
They deserve the very best level of protection from rising  
traffic congestion. 


GREATER MANCHESTER


TfGM is delivering the largest contemporary urban public 
transport investment programme outside London, working 
closely with district authorities in order to create a world  
class public transport network in order to achieve world  
class city status for the city of Manches-ter. The aims of its 
public transport network are to increase sustainable travel  
and reduce car travel, cut congestion, improve the environment 
and allow communities to flourish. Crit-ically, its public 
transport system is designed to provide access to jobs and 
strengthen the Greater Manchester economy – the largest 
regional economy outside London


Data relating to travel demands to the city centre during  
the AM Peak period (0730-0930) show that the number of 
inbound movements that cross the cordon using a car has 
reduced by 22% (-7,123) over the period between 2006 and  
2014 as investments in public transport attracts  
increasingly greater proportions of commuters.


Its impressive investment programme includes the  
expansion of Metrolink, major transport interchange facilities 
and extensive bus priority and busway schemes, investment  
to boost rail travel, significant cycling, town centre and 
highways improvements, and evolving inte-grated travel 
information systems. 


However, traffic congestion on the region’s highways has 
reached such a level that it has begun to seriously affect 
ridership on non-congesting forms of travel, most critically 
the bus. Ironically much of the congestion has been caused 
by disruption from the construction and development of 
public transport infrastructure designed to strengthen bus 
operations (and other public transport), which have  
temporarily reduced or eliminated highway capacity. 
 Coupled with traffic growth of 4% per annum, emergency 
highways repairs and population (the number of city centre 
residents grew 177% between 2001 and 2011) and employment 
growth (district of Manchester has seen a 31% increase in 
residents of working age between 2010 and 2014), congestion 
has increased to unprecedented levels. This has produced 
extremely challenging conditions for bus companies.
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MANCHESTER MAX PEAK SPEED


Percentage increase in max peak journey time 1986-2016
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330 Ashton - Stockport (2)(3)


330 Stockport - Ashton (2)(3)


256 Flixton - Piccadilly (2)


255 Partington - Piccadilly (2)


219 Ashton - Piccadilly (2)


216 Ashton - Piccadilly (2)


203 Stockport - Piccadilly (2)


201 (211) Hattersley - Piccadilly (2)


192 Hazel Grove - Piccadilly (1)


101 Wythenshawe - Piccadilly (2)


50 Parrs Wood - Albert Square (2)


43 Northenden - Piccadilly (1)


According to bus operators, this has resulted in average bus 
service punctuality over the last two years being reduced by  
10 per cent. On the poorest performing days, this can reach  
50 or 60 per cent below the regulatory target. 


Bus operator data shows that this reduction in punctuality  
has led to longer journey times (up to 100% longer in the evening 
peak on cross-city routes and also longer in the mid and late 
evenings); gaps in service as controllers attempt to re-schedule 
and re-allocate resources;  increased regulatory risk (3 DVSA 
investigations over reduced punctuality ongoing); doubling 
of lost mileage; a 10% increase in customer complaints;  
an increase in staff overtime payments (up 400% in the 
last quarter of 2015); and, critically, plans for permanent 
reductions in peak period service levels.  


The same data shows additional vehicles have been deployed 
daily since November 2014, from at least 2 to a peak of 17 
between October and December 2015.  It is currently 5.  
Average journey speed has fallen from 11.2 mph in 1996  
to 10.2 mph in 2014, and then to 9.7 mph in February 2016.
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Several services have observed average peak journey time 
increases of between 40 and 60 per cent and from January 
2016, peak period headways have been widened on several 
services. 89 timetables have been adjusted for headway or 
journey time since May 2015. 


For the services in South Manchester below ,Stagecoach have 
added  42% more PVR’s  since 1986 due to impact of congestion 
on  running time.  Overall 125% more PVR’s due to also 
increasing frequencies.


Average mileage is down by 3% year on year (4.5% after 
allowing for a service enhancement) and critically, passenger 
numbers are down by 2.4% on year (after allowing for service 
enhancements). These figures are despite operating hours  
being up by 0.4% on the year.
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MANCHESTER : OLDHAM MARKET PLACE TO PICCADILLY/OLDHAM
BUS STATION TO PICCADILLY (AM PEAK)
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The long term data shows a decline in bus journey times of 
between 0.6 and 0.7% per annum from 1966, on the two 
sections of route above, that I was able to compare current 
timetables with historic.


This compares favourably with the UK trend which is nearer 
 1% per annum decline. 


However, it is the dramatic increase in journey times over the 
last few years which are much more worrying. Data shows how 
Stagecoach’s average bus speeds decreased by 4.9% between 
2014 and 2016, way above the average trend of 1% per annum 
for the six most congested conurbations.


TfGM publicly recognises that traffic congestion on its highways 
is a real challenge and is undertaking a broad programme of 
activity that recognises the role and further potential that 
buses have in helping meet the challenge of congestion and 
equally, the effect congestion has had on bus operations across 
Greater Manchester.  In particular, it is recognised that there 
is limited resilience on key parts of the highway network, 
and that relatively small increases in demand can cause 
significant levels of congestion.  Hence there is a key role for 
bus, functioning efficiently within a more integrated public 
transport network, to attract as much demand as possible 
thereby helping reduce highway congestion in aggregate.


Based on the success of its £88m Quality Bus Corridors 
implemented between 1998 and 2008, TfGM showed its 
continued commitment to bus priority by implementing its 
£122m Bus Priority Package from 2008 to date. Patronage 
 on its QBC routes had increased by 7.9m journeys (18.6%) 
between March ‘04 and July ’08 and the “gap” between car  
and bus journey times reduced, increasing bus competitiveness. 
Safety also improved in the location of major QBC schemes with 
an average reduction in all accidents of 19%; and average bus 
speed in bus lanes was 25kph, 38% faster than the average 
speed of 15kph where bus lanes were not provided. The study 
also showed marginally improved average journey times for 
general traffic.


These achievements led it to embark on its £122m Bus Priority 
Package which is one of the largest investments in Greater 
Manchester’s bus network for decades, with over 25 miles of 
the network being either created or improved. The investment 
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will allow cross city bus services to run directly through the 
heart of Manchester city centre so passengers won’t need to 
change buses. It will also improve accessibility and connectivity 
between areas in the north and west of Greater Manchester to 
the Regional Centre and Oxford Road. This includes the North 
West’s first guided busway which opened in April 2016.


In the short term, some disruption during construction phases 
is inevitable, but close liaison between TfGM with all agencies 
including bus operators and careful forward planning will 
hopefully help mitigate the effects. And in the longer term, 
investments such as the Cross City bus priority schemes confer 
significant operational and efficiency advantages for bus 
operations.


Looking ahead, as part of the 2040 Greater Manchester 
Transport Strategy, assessment is underway of key locations 
causing bus delays. A long term strategy for bus priority 
investment is in development, an integral part of the Highway 
Strategy for Greater Manchester


HULL


Through a Quality Bus Partnership approach between Hull City 
Council and the two main bus operators, Stagecoach in Hull  
and East Yorkshire Motor Services, bus patronage has grown 
by 30% since 2002/3 with around 26 million bus journeys  
being taken on the city’s combined bus network each year.  
This represents twice the rate of growth achieved throughout 
the country during the same time period. This is also the 
equivalent of cutting more than 3.5m car trips from the city’s 
roads.


Such impressive growth has been the result of improved fares 
structures; Park and Ride schemes; extensive bus priority;  
a major new transport interchange; award winning market-ing 
campaigns and the bus lane enforcement scheme.


Despite such a success story, congestion in Hull is a major issue 
which is impacting signifi-cantly on the city’s radial routes and 
the A63 Trunk Road Corridor. The latest research by ‘Tom Tom’ 
identifies that Hull is the sixth most congested city in the UK. 
There are a number of factors behind the severity of congestion 
levels. Car ownership and car use in Hull is growing. The city’s 
role as a strategic port and a ‘gateway to Europe’ creates 


additional traf-fic which has to pass through the city centre 
to access and depart from the docks on the eastern side of the 
city, making the A63 trunk road the most congested part of the 
local road network. The reduction in Humber Bridge tolls led to 
a 25% increase in traffic with most vehicles going in to Hull on 
the A63. 


According to the Tom Tom study, journey times on Hull’s roads 
are on average 33% slower than they would be in free flowing 
traffic. According to the Department for Transport’s Av-erage 
Delay on Local A Roads 2014, Hull experienced an average 
delay of between 60 to 90 seconds per vehicle mile which it 
categorizes as high levels of delay. DfT statistics show that 
between December 2014 and December 2015, the average 
speed on local roads during the weekday AM peak fell from  
16.7 mph to 16.1 mph. It also shows that during the last  
quarter of 2015 alone, speeds fell by 1.3%.


Inevitably, Hull’s congestion problem has had an adverse 
impact on buses. Additional buses have been added to the 
network simply to increase bus running times to reflect lower 
traffic speeds and the effect of traffic congestion. Bus operator 
data has quantified the effect of increased congestion by 
recreating and comparing the resources that would have 
been re-quired to run today’s service levels using 2002/3 bus 
running times and schedules. Bus speeds have slowed from 
10.8 mph to 9.1mph and the current network could be  
operated with 15% fewer buses in the traffic conditions 
experienced in 2002/3.


The city council and in particular Councillor Martin Mancey, 
has continued to be supportive of pro bus measures and 
public transport in general, which it has voiced as being the 
only solution to reducing some of the congestion in the city, 
and regularly encourages people to switch from using their 
cars to non-congesting modes. However, budget cuts are now 
biting, with the council unable to afford to submit the planning 
application for an additional park and ride. Given the city’s 
strategic role as an international trading route, a continued rise 
in congestion is not only going to continue to negatively impact 
local bus services but on both the local and national economies
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HULL BUS SPEEDS BY ROUTE
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LONDON


In London bus speeds have been declining faster than  
anywhere in the UK over the last few years. This comes after 
decades of relative success in protecting bus passengers from 
traffic congestion through effective bus priority measures, such 
as red routes and other initiatives, and the central congestion 
charging zone introduced in 2003. If the average urban bus 
speed in the UK has historically been decreasing by almost 1% 
p.a., then for one-third of London bus routes the decline been 
more than five times this average over the past year. This has 
become a crisis for the capital and something the new mayor 
must prioritise. London, which for more than a decade has been 
the UK’s bus success story, with passenger numbers doubling 
since the formation of TfL in 2000, is now facing the fastest 
decline in bus use anywhere in the UK. 


There is a key lesson to be learned from this. You can get all 
the other ingredients right: modern bus fleet, cashless buses 
with the most advanced smartcard ticketing system in the 
world, a level of integration which is the envy of other UK cities, 
state-of-the-art passenger information at the bus stop and on 
mobile devices. Add to this population and employment growth 
and you should have a recipe for the London bus success story 
continuing. But all these laudable ingredients cannot offset  
the rapid deterioration in bus journey times. 


Boris Johnson was right to warn that his successor will have to 
use tougher congestion charging measures to tackle London’s 
growth in congestion, but it’s a pity he did not take action on his 
watch. When his term as London Mayor ended, Boris Johnson 
warned his successor that he will have to take action to cut 
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traffic volumes by increasing the congestion charge. However, 
this solution has resulted from the decisions he took during his 
eight years in office. He exacerbated the problem by removing 
the western extension of the congestion zone and by reducing 
road capacity in central London by 25% on key routes through 
the introduction of cycle superhighways – without taking 
action to curtail traffic in central London. Both decisions  
were taken against the advice of TfL.


London Buses have undoubtedly been one of the Capital’s 
success stories, however, recent growth in traffic and 
congestion over the last few years have undermined bus  
speeds and reliability to the degree that buses are now f 
acing a crisis.  


The historic pattern of slowly declining patronage was 
dramatically reversed in the late 1990s to one of strong 
growth. Over the 13 years from 2000/01 to 2013/14, the 
number of bus journey stages in London increased by 59.9  
per cent, and passenger-kilometres grew by 73.8 per cent.  
More than half of all bus journeys taken in England are  
made in London.


However, this upward trend in bus patronage levelled off 
in recent years and over the period between 2014/15 and 
2015/16, patronage actually declined by 71 million journeys 
which represent a decline of 3% year on year


The primary cause of this significant decline in patronage is 
the increased road congestion caused by London’s population 
growth and the construction of major highway and urban 
improvement schemes which has led to severe pressure on  
the road network. This has caused such a deterioration in traffic 
speeds and bus network reliability that frustrated passengers 
have stopped using the bus as much as they would have 
previously. 


While levels of road traffic had been falling for much of the last 
decade, they have increased for the last few years. Car driver 
trips increased by 1.2 per cent in 2014, the first increase since 
2009. During 2014, traffic volumes started to increase in all 
parts of London – by 3.4 per cent in central London, 1.4  
per cent in inner London, and 1.9 per cent in outer London  
(1.8 per cent at the Greater London level), relative to 2013.


Congestion, as always, is caused by demand exceeding supply. 
What is interesting about the recent sharp rise in congestion in 
central London – increasing by 12% per annum since 2012( Inrix 
London congestion trends May 2016) is that it is mainly a supply 
side problem. Demand for road space has remained relatively 
flat, with the growth in LGV’s and private hire being largely 
offset by a decline in car traffic. It is the substantial reduction 
in road space, with planned roadworks increasing by 362% 
over the last 3 years, which has led to significant increases in 
congestion. It is to be hoped that many of the road closures are 
temporary with major capital works such as Crossrail and  
Cycle Superhighways reducing available road space.
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The knock on effect for buses in London is that bus speeds  
have declined faster than anywhere in the UK over the last  
few years. This comes on the back of decades of relative 
success in protecting bus passengers from traffic congestion 
through effective bus priority measures, such as red routes  
and other initiatives, and the introduction of thecentral 
Congestion Charging Zone (CCZ) in 2003. Speeds increased by 
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14.6% (comparing speeds 3 months before to 3 months after)  
in the CCZ following the introduction of the charge, however, 
since 2004 bus speeds in London have been gradually 
decreasing to below pre congestion-charging levels. Bus 
operations have suffered as a result. Bus kms lost for traffic 
reasons rose from 1.8% in 2012/2013 to 2% in 2014/15 and 
average excess waiting time (mins) on high frequency  
services rose from 1.02mins to 1.09mins.
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07. APPENDICES / CASE STUDIES


The greatest decline in speeds was noticed in Tower Hamlets 
and Lewisham with reductions in excess of 3% per annum, with 
the south-east the worst-affected region. Route level data 
reflects this picture, with 474 routes out of 528 considered 
showing a decline in speed in 2015/16, 158 of which declined by 
more than 5% (routes with low levels of service operated were 
discounted). TfL has closely monitored bus speeds in London 
since shortly before the introduction of the congestion charge 
in February 2003.


Bus speeds in Central London have declined by around 7% in 
the last 8 years (see graph below). Working on the basis that 
average urban bus speeds in the UK have historically been 
decreasing by around 1% per annum, then on one-third of 
London bus routes they have been decreasing in speed by more 
than five times higher than this average over the past year.  The 
current speed of the Route 11 bus which is averaging 4mph in 
the peak, epitomises the level of crisis that this has become for 
the capital and something the new London Mayor, Sadiq Khan, 
must prioritise. 


TfL are facing swinging cuts to their revenue budget. Public 
transport is expected to operate without any revenue subsidy 
by the beginning of the 2018/2019 financial year. London and 
Hong Kong will be the only major cities in the world to achieve 
these target. The new Mayor has committed to a fares freeze 
which raises the question who is going to pay for bus services 
in London if it is not coming from the taxpayer and passengers 
will not make up the difference in higher fares.  The solution is 
to operate buses more efficiently by improving their speed. If 
London is to eliminate the £461 million per annum subsidy its 
bus network then bus speeds would have to improve by 24%.


The rise in congestion is reducing TfL’s potential bus revenue 
and is not being fully offset with patronage gained from 
elsewhere on the public transport network. TfL is working 
to reverse the loss of bus revenue and patronage through a 
combination of special route relia-bility measures, improving 
the flow of traffic through new bus priority initiatives and 
through greater incentivisation of performance in outer 
London.


London Buses have already become the butt of media jokes in 
the media with speeds being compared unfavourably with a 
donkey (ref Sun) and a chicken (ref Hackney Advertiser). Some  
of these media comparisons on journey times in London are 
worst case scenarios and made in a jovial manner. While bus 
speeds in London have fallen dramatically in recent years they 
provide an insight into where the trends are taking us in the  
rest of the country unless radical action is taken especially 
given that congestion in inner London is projected to rise by  
25% and in outer London by 15% by 2031.


London has led the world on cashless buses, which have had 
a dramatic impact on reducing dwell time at bus stops. The 
0.5 seconds per transaction on London buses is unrivalled 
anywhere in the world. Dwell time has been cut by at least  
half. Transport for London believes that the total run time of 
buses has been reduced by about 7-10%. 


Most of the operating cost of buses is directly driven by  
run time, so that translates into a straight saving of some  
£120-180m annually. This dwarfs the one-off cost of 
introducing Oyster (£50m) and contactless (£68m). 


If London-style cashless buses and contactless payments 
could be extended to the rest of the UK, bus journey times 
would improve by up to 10% by halving dwell time at  
bus stops.
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Executive Summary 
 
A UNISON alternative to the Special Needs Transport (SNT III) full business case  
 
Introduction  
This report has been produced by Harrow UNISON Local Government Branch in response 
to the Children & Families Directorate Special Needs Transport (SNT) III Full Business 
Case.   
 
SNT III summary  
 
The SNT III business case was commissioned by the Children & Families Directorate to 
achieve the Medium Term Financial Strategy savings target of £540,000 in the 2014/15 
budget year as part of Harrow Council’s approach to cope with central government’s 
continued schedule of cuts to local authority budgets.   
 
The business case proposes to externalise 80% of SNT’s remaining in-house routes to a 
position where the whole service is provided by external suppliers composed from private 
companies, charities and voluntary organisations. This will be achieved through the project’s 
‘Strategic Market Engagement’ strategy where the council will engage with the market in a 
phased manner over 3 years, e-auctioning routes to realise the 30-50% route savings that 
have been projected.  SNT III also proposes to formalise Independent Travel Training and 
Personal Travel Budgets within the draft West London Alliance’s joint ‘Policy for Travel 
Assistance’ document.  This seeks to reduce service demand and costs by changing service 
user’s behaviour towards independent travel.        
 
SNT 1 & SNT II  
 
SNT III follows two previous projects (SNT I & SNT II) in which the Transport Service 
modernised by introducing a new fleet and route schedules, successfully delivering on £1 
million of efficiency savings.   
 
The two previous projects actively involved the recognised trade unions involving them from 
outline business case development to full business case consultation and project 
implementation.  In contrast to the level of engagement the trade unions had previously 
experienced, it is with regret that SNT III has been developed and project managed without 
the same level of engagement and consultation required for a project of this size and 
possible consequence for all stakeholders including our members. In summary, consultation 
was brief, if non-existent, and did not reflect the concept of meaningful engagement.   
 
As was evidenced in the successful UNISON Call-In of the April 2013 Cabinet decision, it 
was accepted by the Call-In Sub-Committee and Cabinet that there had been inadequate 
consultation with staff and services users with little or no evidence to demonstrate that the 
Childrens & Families Directorate had consulted robustly on its proposals with external 
stakeholders, trade unions and the community.   
 
UNISON approach  
 
Following April’s Call-In decision, Harrow Council’s Cabinet authorised a consultation period 
enabling all stakeholders, including trade unions, the opportunity to fully engage and 
consider the business case.  The results of consultation with service users and stakeholders 
will be used in September to inform the re-considered SNT III decision.   
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UNISON have used this short time by fully engaging with the Childrens Directorate to 
produce an alternative option which increases the ratio of mixed provision in SNT but rejects 
full externalisation as proposed in the SNT III business case.  This is a flexible and 
pragmatic approach to a business case that has inherent risks and as a public service trade 
union we believe that services are best provided in-house ensuring value for money, 
accountability and flexibility to respond to changing needs and services.   
 
The views of our members  
 
UNISON is a member led trade union and we have sought the views of our hardworking 
SNT driver and escort members by convening Workshops, feeding their views and 
suggestions directly into the making of this report.  After all, they work day in day out for the 
service and are the real experts here.   
 
Our members are opposed to total externalisation and firmly believe that the borough’s 
vulnerable service user interests are best served by a well-trained, trusted and experienced 
in-house workforce who are familiar with Harrow’s clients and who understand their 
challenging needs.   
 
They do not believe that existing quality and service standards currently experienced by 
service users will remain the same and will be compromised if routes are placed in the 
hands of a variety of unknown bidders in the open market place.  They also reported the 
view of parents who have conveyed to members that many have a feeling of severe unease 
about the proposals and are opposed to the idea that their children could be transported by 
an unknown provider in an e-auctioning process that they have no say or involvement in.    
 
SNT 3- Branch findings  
 
In the time afforded Harrow Branch have attempted to unravel the SNT III business case and 
our analysis has exposed worrying findings which, acting in the capacity as a critical friend to 
the Council, we believe must be uncovered and fully investigated before Cabinet decision in 
September.      
 
Apart from the fact that the business case does not include an in-house alternative (which 
Harrow Branch have attempted to provide within this report), or even a Service Improvement 
Plan/Process, UNISON believe the financial case for privatisation is biased,  based on wildly 
exaggerated claims and unrealistic route savings which, when unpicked, actually increase 
current costs, not reduce them.  The effect of the summary headlines below could escalate 
route costs following transfer thereby compromising the objective to achieve the significant 
savings the service must find in 2014.   
 
Headline findings which have been grossly under reported in the full business case include 
the following;   
 


• Route saving calculations do not include staff transfer (TUPE (2006)) & pension 
costs – composing 64.35% of actual SNT budget  
 


• TUPE/pensions & vehicle exit costs wipe out SNT III savings, increasing costs 
on 16 routes by over 28% 
 


• The 30-50% claimed route savings are unrealizable and mythical   


 
• Route cost savings reduced by 10% on current external routes 6 months after 


being e-auctioned indicating a downward trajectory of envisaged savings 
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• Branch survey finds 52% of London councils transport services favour in-
house or a mixed provision of routes- 100% outsource is not the preferred 
option 


 
UNISON alternative- mixed provision  
 
Given the gravity and significant savings target, UNISON have endeavoured to formulate an 
alternative option which seeks to mitigate the impact upon our members/service users and 
which seeks to protect the local authority from the escalating route costs that are projected 
above.  
 
We believe we have achieved this through our mixed provision approach.  This approach 
recommends the tendering of 53 routes currently provided out of borough through the e-
auctioning process as outlined within the SNT III business case.  Out of borough route costs 
comprise 38% of the SNT Childrens budget and are costly in comparison to Harrow routes.  
Under the UNISON model the SNT service would focus on Harrow routes only and 
benchmark the best practice arrangement of other London in-house services that we have 
researched such as Camden and Tower Hamlets.     
 
Using SNT III projected route savings without the cost of TUPE/pensions and vehicle release 
costs indicate that the savings predicted on these routes could effectively be realisable.  In 
terms of personnel, our analysis has shown that the service has sufficient absorption 
capability to swallow staff in the reallocation of work by releasing agency staff and in using 
the 20-28 service vacancies.  We believe redundancy costs will be lower in comparison to 
SNT III but our proposal allows for possible Severance and or Voluntary Redundancy option.   
 
A streamlined service with the focus on internal borough routes would mean that a reduction 
in operational management FTE’s, agency spend, short hire vehicle releases and consultant 
fees would be included as part of the UNISON alternative.  The anticipated savings over 
deliver on the £540k savings target by £275k.   
 
Risks, benefits & recommendations  
 
A mixed provision approach increasing the number of routes from 20% to 40% of total route 
provision, ward off the significant cost escalation risks associated with 100% externalisation 
to a local market which may never be sufficiently mature enough to meet the council’s 
service demands and achieve the level of cost savings anticipated through SNT III.   
 
The 60-40% ratio favouring in-house provision, retains a well-trained and well trusted 
workforce that delivers services to users with sensitive needs, and aims to ease the well 
founded fears of families and services users that have been reported to our members.  It 
also gives the authority and its elected member’s democratic control of a public service 
which has not been completely fragmented and can respond to an ever changing political 
landscape on a local and national level.    
 
However, the UNISON alternative does rely on SNT III savings to achieve the MTFS target 
and so it would be contradictory to negatively scrutinise the saving projections on one hand, 
and then endorse them as part of our alternative on the other.  Therefore our 
recommendations request that our report findings be noted and that independent scrutiny of 
the route saving claims are obtained before September Cabinet.  This would ultimately 
ensure Cabinet’s decision in September and our alternative is based on detailed, high quality 
cost savings information.  If the savings are deliverable, UNISON recommends the adoption 
of our mixed provision alternative to retain a greater portion of routes in-house and to 
achieve the MTFS savings target.    
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Section 1  
 


Background to SNT III 
 
Special Needs Transport service profile  
 
Harrow Council’s Special Needs Transport service is an extremely valuable in-house 
provider of door-to-door transportation serving the borough’s most vulnerable residents, 
responding on a daily basis to the varying needs of children and adult service users.  Key 
profile characteristics of the service and operating features are as follows;  
 


• 154 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) staff employed on part-time, term time and full time 
contracts transporting 865 (515 children & 350 adult) service users 


 


• The staffing group is reflective of Harrow’s very diverse community with a significant 
proportion of the workforce, female and from black minority ethnic groups  


 


• Approximately 20-28 FTE vacancies  
 


• Approximately 20 agency staff  
 


• Service operated by a management team of 8.4 FTE  
 


• A fleet of 84 mini-buses on a combination of long and short term hire leases provided 
by Fraikin 


 


• SNT operates approximately 126 routes, 53 of which are provided out of borough  
 


• 20% of routes are outsourced but are safely operated using SNT escorts employed 
by Harrow Council  


 
SNT III  
 
SNT III is the Children & Families directorate response to achieve the MTFS saving target of 
£540k in 2014/15.  It follows two previous projects SNT I & SNT II which modernised the 
service and delivered over £1million of savings and trialled Independent Travel Training 
(ITT), a key element of SNT III.   Trade unions were engaged and consulted throughout 
these two previous change programmes that is from initial project inception through to 
implementation.   
 
SNT III seeks to fundamentally transform in-house service provision by externalising all 
routes over 2-3 years via its ‘Strategic Market Engagement’ process using small and large 
scale private companies, various charities and voluntary organisations.  SNT would 
effectively become a commissioning service with in-house staff being transferred to any of 
the preferred transport suppliers with service users being transported by potentially unknown 
contractors using a reverse e-auctioning process.    
 
Inadequate consultation  
 
The Futute Cost-Control element of SNT III has significant implications for service users and 
UNISON members. In contrast to the level of engagement the trade unions had previously 
experienced, it is with regret that SNT III has been developed and project managed without 
the same level of engagement and consultation required for a project of this proportion and 
the far reaching employment implications for our members.    
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UNISON believe there has been an under-estimation of the strength of feeling against this 
project, clearly demonstrated by the weight of over 150 residents who voiced their concern 
through the UNISON Call-In about the inadequacy of consultation prior to Cabinet agreeing 
its implementation.  
 
The Call-In Sub-Committee (convened 29th April 2013) accepted this union’s argument that 
there had been inadequate consultation with staff and services users with little or no 
evidence to demonstrate that the Childrens & Families Directorate had consulted on its 
proposals with external stakeholders, trade unions and the community.   
 
In summary, consultation before SNT III was submitted to Cabinet on the 11 April 2013 was 
brief, if non-existent, and did not reflect the concept of meaningful engagement as required 
within UNISON’s recognition agreement with Harrow Council.  In May’s Cabinet meeting 
Children & Families were asked to go back to unions, service users and other stakeholders 
and consult using the results of consultation to inform the return of SNT III which is 
scheduled for September Cabinet.    
 
Report layout    
 
This report is to be considered as UNISON’s formal response to the SNT III consultation 
period.  Key findings have been gathered using estimated route costing data for 2013-14 
supplied by the Children & Families directorate.  It gathers qualitative data in the form of 
SNT UNISON member views and reports on the findings of a branch survey into special 
needs transport provision across London boroughs.   
 
Section 2 of this report presents key branch findings regarding the feasibility of 50% route 
savings, with the focus on the Future Cost Control element of SNT III.  Section 3 
summarises what our members said about SNT III.  Section 4 sketches this union’s 
alternative mixed provision model followed by Section 5 which outlines the key risks and 
benefits of the UNISON mixed provision approach.  Finally, Section 6 concludes the report 
with a summary and recommendations for immediate Portfolio Holder and Cabinet 
consideration.   
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Section 2 
 
SNT III- Harrow UNISON LG Branch findings  
 
Headline summary of SNT III UNISON findings  


 


• Appraisal bias – no inclusion of in-house option and/or Service Improvement 
Plan/Process  


 


• Demand Management & Independent Travel Training (ITT) require robust 
safeguards 


 


• Exaggerated route savings & lack of cost transparency 
 


• Branch benchmarking survey finds 52% of local authority transport services 
err in favour of in-house & mixed provision of transport services  


 


• Downward cost performance of current external routes  


 
 
1. Appraisal bias – no inclusion of in-house option or Service Improvement Process  


 
The SNT III business case reflects an overly optimistic view of the effect of outsourcing all 
remaining SNT routes, displaying a blatant appraisal bias in favour of the Strategic Market 
Engagement process (or the outsourcing of all in-house routes over a phased 3 year 
process). There is limited information concerning service achievements to date or current 
performance levels in comparison to other local authorities with an absence outlining the 
benefits of retaining transport services in-house.    
 
We believe this is a selective approach and has been carried out with the predetermined 
option to fully privatise SNT.  Our members have conveyed strongly to the Branch that the 
business case is ‘anti-competitive’ because there is no evidence of any Service 
Improvement Process before the two soft market route testing exercises took place.   
 
UNISON believe it is a mistake to make cost comparisons with other external providers on 
current service route costs because the basis of comparison is inherently unfair.  A 
comparison of costs should have taken place after the service had been through a robust 
and engaging Service Improvement Process looking at the various options of service 
provision available.  UNISON can demonstrate countless examples of in-house services 
improving themselves before options appraisal exercises are undertaken with in-house 
provision proving less costly in the long term than full privatisation.   
 
2. Demand Management & Independent Travel Training (ITT) requires safeguards   
 
Demand Management strategies are being utilised by many local authorities across England 
with the aim to enable vulnerable students and young adults who require local authority 
support to travel independently by themselves reducing demand, changing transport 
behaviour and in turn delivering financial savings to local councils.    
 
However, with the assistance of UNISON’s national office and in noting the light-touch risk 
profile approach within the SNT III business case, UNISON believes that the Council should 
be cautious in its approach to fully implementing ITT and Direct Travel Payment 
arrangements.   
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The approach should be implemented slowly and have sufficient safeguards in place to 
accept the varying day-to-day needs and conditions of individuals within different client 
groups.   
 
The approach and roll out should fully involve parents and carers in periodic reviews and 
evaluations to ward of potential risks.  For instance, special needs is a sensitive area and 
Harrow Council must recognise that needs can change, so a person with autism who may be 
able to handle independent travel one day, may not cope the day after following a response 
to stimuli that may not be obvious to everybody else.  UNISON is generally concerned that 
once a person is deemed to be independent, they may find it difficult to re-access Council 
transport provision when their needs change.  This could make it difficult to plan routes and 
services which could increase taxi routes and cost at a time when the service is reducing.   
 
3. Exaggerated route savings & lack of cost transparency 
 
UNISON firmly believe the financial case for a fragmented outsource is based on wildly 
exaggerated claims, miniscule sampling and unrealistic route savings which, when unpicked, 
actually increase current costs not reduce them, compromising the business case objective 
of meeting the MTFS savings target.   
 
The over optimism of route savings should be replaced with explicit, transparent and 
empirically based adjustments of all project costs including TUPE/pensions so that decision 
makers and the SNT III Governance Board/Cabinet have all the information to make an 
informed decision.  
 
Analysis of route costs in comparison to business case savings report the following; 
 


• Route saving calculations have not included staff transfer costs under the 
Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of Employment) Regulations 2006 (TUPE).   
Pay and pensions comprise 64.35% of the actual SNT & Adults budget in 
2012/13 giving an indication of the total costs on routes following transfer 
 


• Analysis of 16 routes (‘Schedule A’ Mon-Fri routes) confirm that even after the 
30% SNT III route savings has been accounted for, TUPE/pension and vehicle 
exit costs increase the overall total route costs by a shocking 28.2% proving 
that routes costs will increase after transfer  


 


•  The  soft market route testing results (shown in the table below) demonstrate  
that route savings dramatically reduce when TUPE costs are included 
evidencing a real risk that the 30-50% claimed route savings are unrealisable 
and mythical 


 


  
 
In addition to the undisclosed route costs, UNISON have established that there is no 
contractual assurance that the vehicle contractor (Fraikin) will sell leased vehicles at low 


Route savings adjusted with TUPE costs on market testing sample 


2013-14 Route 
Estimated route 


cost  
Labour 


cost 
TUPE 
cost  


% Claimed 
reduction 


Reduction after 
TUPE 


  26 43,560.43 23,288.93 53.00% 55.00% 2.00% 


  19 38,252.23 23,288.93 61.00% 53.00% -8.00% 


  46 86,269.39 65,264.13 76.00% 37.00% -39.00% 


  168 12,729.40 3,577.65 28.10% 32.00% 3.90% 


  4 38,252.23 23,288.93 61.00% 39.00% -22.00% 


  174 1,480.51 670.81 45.30% 109.00% 63.20% 
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prices to reduce the Council’s exit vehicle fees therefore having the potential to increase the 
cost of overall project delivery.    
 
4. UNISON branch survey finds 52% of local authority transport services err in favour 
of in-house & mixed provision of transport services  
 
A Branch benchmarking survey analysing the mode of provision used by London’s local 
authority transport services took place during June and July 2013 interviewing UNISON 
branches.  Harrow Branch commissioned this survey to investigate the claim made in the 
SNT III business case that ‘using external suppliers is the preferred option for the majority of 
the authorities in the sample’ (SNT III, Full Business Case, page 9, 2013).   
 
The Branch required a broader view than the 11 local authorities surveyed in the business 
case and contacted all 33 UNISON Local Government Branches in order to receive an 
accurate snapshot.   
 
The full results are found in Appendix 1 but the results summarised in the chart below clearly 
demonstrate that local authorites err in favour in-house and mixed provision rather than full 
route externalisation.  In fact, Camden UNISON branch reported that Camden Council 
reviewed special transport services two years ago and found that the wider market place 
was not mature and could not offer the significant benefits, in terms of customer satisfaction 
and service quality that the in-house service provided.  With no plans to review the matter, 
all of Camden’s transport 60 routes are provided in-house with a management team of 5 
FTE.    
 
 


 
 
 
5. Downward cost performance of current external routes  
 
UNISON have discovered that the 20% of routes currently externalised (and re-tendered in 
January 2013 as part of SNT III) have not delivered on the 20% saving expectations 
projected before tendering via the e-auctioning process.   
 
In fact, and in keeping with the route cost escalation findings above, these routes have seen 
a 10% reduction in the original saving estimates meaning, perversely, that route costs have 
actually increased by 10% in just six months and are indicative of a downward trajectory of 
savings overall.   
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Section 3 


 
What our members said about SNT III 
 
Harrow UNISON conducted two SNT III member workshop meetings in June 2013 to 
discuss the business case proposals.  Members were arranged into groups and asked to 
give their views about the current benefits SNT offers to service users and alternative ideas 
to achieve the savings requirement.   
 
Members were also asked to convey their views about SNT III and any issues that they feel 
may arise if the business case is implemented.  Our members are opposed to the concept of 
further route externalisation and, on the whole, believe that the needs of vulnerable service 
users are best served by a well-trained and experienced in-house workforce who are familiar 
with their clients and who understand their challenging needs.   
 
They expressed a view that quality and service standards will be compromised by unknown 
providers and that parents are feeling uneasy and appear to be generally opposed to the 
idea of having their child transported by unfamiliar suppliers of transport services in a 
process that they will have no say in.    
 
The table below themes their numerous and informed responses; 
 


What does SNT offer to service 
users? 


-Consistent staff, with the same driver & escort, 
very important when transporting autistic 
passengers because it takes time to adjust and 
relate to adults 
 
-High level of trust from parents with good 
relations and we understand client needs 
 
-We are well trained e.g. health & safety, manual 
handling, first aid, drug administration, disability 
awareness, wheelchair trained, fire evacuation etc.  
 
-Constantly liaise with teachers, parents and SNT 
office staff to ensure a good service (“consultants 
don’t know the half of what we do”) 
 
-Special attention to clients when they are unwell 
and we know what to do if their health changes  
 
-We are CRB checked 
 
-Customised vehicles which are of the highest 
quality- all part of the ‘gold service’ we offer  
 
-We are rarely late and keep travel times down 
because long journeys can be uncomfortable for 
passengers   


What are the main concerns with 
SNT III and the outsourcing 
proposal? 


-Staff from external suppliers are usually untrained 
and are not aware of passenger needs 
 
-Drivers and escorts from some companies are 
usually untrained, unchecked and don’t know 
where they are going 
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-The condition of vehicles is poor, they are not 
maintained to the same standard as in-house 
because we have specially adapted buses 
 
-Health and safety is compromised with some 
providers using wooden boxes for steps as 
opposed to fix steps on our buses 
 
-Cab drivers often turn up late, are never the same 
driver and are in such a rush to get to the next job 
pressuring the service user to get out of the 
vehicle  
 
-Cab drivers turn up on the wrong side of the road 
expecting the service user to walk across the road 
 
-Some vehicles are not suited to wheelchair users 
and do not have correct harnesses  
 
-How can you trust and rely on volunteers to 
operate safely and to the same standard as us?  
 
-Providers will cut corners on health and safety 
and standards will drop; I have seen it and have 
worked in private passenger transport  
 


Ideas to achieve savings or any 
alternative suggestions? 


-Cut down operational management team from 10 
to 4 FTE (too many management staff, use 
standby staff to cover office) 
 
-Director and Service Manager position should be 
shared to cut costs as they are doing in many 
other London councils  
 
-Cut consultant fees  
 
-Cut agency staff, we can manage easily 
 
-Switch engines off when stationary to cut fuel 
consumption 
 
-Cut routes outside of borough  
 
-The Mobesoft routing system is not very efficient  
 
-Too many Shaftesbury buses and some are half 
empty, why? 
 
-We can provide Dial-a-Ride during parts of the 
day to generate income as their buses are always 
empty. Council should investigate receiving a 
portion of GLA grant  
 
-We could provide transport to and from Civic 
Centre when parking charges come in for staff   
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-Provide transportation for school trips, private 
hire, day trips, after school clubs in Brent etc  
 
-Charge cancellation fee to service users if they do 
not notify of change in good time  
 
-Minor scratches on buses should be polished out  
 
-Cut down purple paint costs on vehicles and 
return them to white livery – it was cheaper that 
way  
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Section 4 
 
Alternative approach to SNT III 


 
Mutually advantageous option    
 
The UNISON alternative seeks to mitigate the impact of SNT III on our members by retaining 
a greater proportion of routes in-house.  It also protects Harrow Council from the financial 
risk of escalating route cost and achieves the Childrens SNT MTFS savings target.   


 
Headline summary of the mixed provision alternative 
 


§ Externalise all 53 out-of-borough routes using SNT III Strategic Market Engagement  


realising full route savings without costs of TUPE/pensions & vehicle exit fees  


§ Special Needs Transport to be the sole provider of Harrow routes  


§ Promote and focus Direct Travel Payments and/or Independent Travel Training on 


external routes   


§ Drivers & Escorts to be reallocated to remaining Harrow routes in the release of 


agency staff and vacant posts and the opening of a Voluntary Severance/Redundancy 


scheme for those staff who wish to leave  


§ Reduce fleet size by releasing 8 short term hire vehicles utilising long lease vehicles to 


maximum capacity liberated from phased externalisation process    


§ Leaner management team focusing on Service Improvement medium to long term 


 
Using the headlines above, the UNISON alternative will be explained in turn below; 
 
1. Externalise 53 out-of-borough routes using SNT III Strategic Market Engagement 


realising full route savings without costs of TUPE/pensions & vehicle exit fees  


This model adapts SNT III by endorsing the 30-50% route savings projected in the Future 
Cost Control element. The difference between the UNISON model and SNT III is that market 
engagement and development would apply to external routes only and would not include 
TUPE and vehicle exit fee costs achieving the full potential of the savings predicted.  
 
Careful analysis of 2013-14 estimated route cost data has shown a potential annual saving 
across the 53 external routes to be in the region of approximately £353k or a 30% reduction 
on current route cost. For example, 16 routes without TUPE/pensions (driver & escorts) and 
vehicle exit fee costs providing services Mon-Friday would achieve £244k saving alone.   
 
2. Special Needs Transport to the be sole provider of Harrow routes  
 
Branch analysis has shown that the provision of out-of-borough routes are proportionately 
more costly than those routes in borough if the allocation of long lease vehicles and ‘dead-
mileage’ time wasted on unproductive return journeys is taken into account.   
 
According to estimated route cost data for 2013-14, external routes account for 38% of the 
overall SNT Childrens budget.  The UNISON route provision proportion equates to a 58% in-
house and 42% external route provision mix.  SNT would focus on Harrow routes over the 
MTFS budget period, assisting to mitigate the highly unpredictable nature of annual service 







 16


demand and seeking to improve the service so that it can benchmark itself with other 
providers in the borough to be the Council’s preferred Harrow route supplier.  
 
3. Promote and focus Direct Travel Payments and/or Independent Travel Training on 


external routes   


The Direct Travel Payments & Independent Travel Training components of SNT III’s 
‘Demand Management’ element should be focused on users who travel externally on longer 
journeys.  This process would involve parents and carers and be regularly reviewed, 
including the safeguards aforementioned, with the aim of reducing transport costs and taxi 
journeys on these routes.     
 
4. Drivers & Escorts to be reallocated to remaining Harrow routes in the release of 


agency staff and vacant posts and the opening of a Voluntary Severance/Redundancy 


for those staff who wish to leave 


Analysis has shown that the service has sufficient absorption capability to swallow staff in 
the reallocation of work through the release of 15-20 agency staff and in utilising the 28 
vacant posts the service is carrying (NB- 28 FTE vacancy level is based on an estimate- 
there are currently 20 vacant posts at time of writing this report).  Route scheduling takes 
place in August every year and given the demographic demand; new routes are historically 
added to the schedule effectively requiring more personnel to operate them.   
 
Given the amount of change the service has experienced in recent years with SNT I and 
SNT II, several of our members have stated an interest in the application of Voluntary 
Severance or Voluntary Redundancy should the opportunity arise.  UNISON believe its 
redundancy costs will be lower than projected in SNT III but it is prudent to account for a 
potential severance and redundancy budget.  If this cannot be corporately funded, the 
UNISON approach over delivers the MTFS savings target by £275k which should be 
sufficient to cover any potential severance/redundancy costs.   
 
5. Reduce fleet size by releasing 8 short term hire vehicles utilising long lease 


vehicles to maximum capacity liberated from phased externalisation process    


Releasing 53 external routes to the open market will free the 11 long term lease vehicles to 
be utilised by either the Childrens and Adults operating side of SNT.  Having these vehicles 
at service disposal will mean the release of 8 short term hire vehicles saving approximately 
£88k annually.  The leased vehicles can be used to their optimum potential and capacity 
without the contractual obligation to pay Fraikin the vehicle exit costs as costed in SNT III.   
 
6. Leaner management team focusing on Service Improvement medium to long term 


A reduction of routes through outsource requires a leaner management team and would be 
compliant with operation management levels in other local authorities e.g. Camden Council 
provides 60 routes operating on 5 FTE’s as is a similar arrangement in Tower Hamlets.   
 
This proposal releases one MG post and one operations post equating to a saving of £106k.  
This serves to protect frontline services and seeks to comply with the council’s spans of 
control criteria, requiring a reorganisation using the Protocol for Managing Organisational 
Change.  The new operation team configuration would plan for Service Improvement using 
best methods employed by other key, high performing in-house services as mentioned 
above.    
 
A summary of the financial benefits are detailed in the table overleaf.  
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Financial benefit table of UNISON alternative  
 


Saving description  Estimated actual saving  


SNT III (estimated external route (53) 
savings without TUPE & vehicle exit release 
costs)  


£353,042.25 


Operational staff release costs £106,002 


Agency staff release costs £173,625.40 


Release of x8 spot hire vehicles £88,000 


Consultants fees £95,000 


 
Total savings 


 
£815,669.65 


 
MTFS savings target  


 
£540,000 


 
Over delivery total  


 
£275,669.65 
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Section 5 
 


Benefits and identified risks of UNISON mixed provision approach  
 
Benefits 
 
There are numerous financial and non-cashable benefits if a greater proportion of routes 
remain in-house through the UNISON mixed provision alternative.  The first table below 
outlines the benefits of adopting this model with an explanation for each one.   
 
The second table records the risks of this approach and a consideration of mitigating actions 
to address these risks.  
 


Benefit Reason  


Reduces cost of SNT III SNT III makes no attempt to estimate the true 
cost of TUPE.  As demonstrated, the inclusion of 
TUPE/pensions swallow predicted savings and 
could cost the local authority more per route after 
outsource.   
 
In times of austerity, Harrow Council can ill-afford 
the undisclosed costs of a badly envisaged 
privatisation exercise or suffer a 10% drop on 
saving revisions after they have been 
externalised.  
 
Our approach retains a greater proportion of staff 
in-house thereby reducing the cost of external 
routes & vehicle exit costs realising the 30-50% 
savings as market tested in SNT III.  


Reduces contract monitoring costs UNISON believe SNT III grossly underestimates 
the cost of contract monitoring and compliance 
costs. The UNISON alternative increases 
external route provision by 20% which will mean 
less contract monitoring costs in the medium to 
long term.  


Retains an in-house service As conveyed by our members and staff working 
in SNT, there are many non-cashable and 
hidden benefits that are provided by retaining the 
SNT in-house service; 
 


• Continuity in service provision- service 
users have a high level of trust in SNT 
escorts and drivers and are assured by 
their commitment and understanding of 
their needs which are at times complex 
and challenging.  This level of knowledge 
and expertise cannot simply be 
transposed to a group of disparate 
private/charity/volunteer run service 
providers  


• The workforce is trained to a very high 
standard ensuring a duty of care to 
vulnerable children and adults committed 
to the public sector ethos  







 19


• Although unmonitored SNT consistently 
delivers excellent customer satisfaction 
with minimal levels of complaints  


• SNT is highly flexible and adaptable to 
change already meeting the 
Personalisation agenda in Adult services 
and the demands of its customers  


• The service regularly goes the extra mile 
often undertaking extra work to ensure 
the efficient and safe transportation of 
service users and being responsive to 
needs 


Democratic accountability  Harrow’s elected Members will have a similar 
level of democratic control over an in-house 
service, responding to constituent and service 
user concerns without having to jump through 
contractor hoops and the contract 
monitoring/complaint process.   


Political conformity  The mixed model approach (retaining 60% in-
house) achieves the current Cabinet’s objective 
which upholds and maintains the Labour Group’s 
2010 manifesto commitment to protecting in-
house and frontline services.   


 
 


Risks & mitigating actions  
 


Risk Mitigating action/s 


30-50% external route (out of borough) savings 
are not realised and subject to a 10% downward 
revision 6-12 months after being externalised 
(as evidenced by current taxi routes)  


Initiate independent appraisal of the market 
testing, analysis and feasibility of the SNT III 
savings realisation before routes are 
externalised (in accordance with UNISON 
recommendation page 20) 


Routes, agency staff positions and vacancies 
are not proportionate to those escorts and 
drivers displaced by out of borough route 
externalisation. 


Seek confirmation of exact vacancy total 
which should be approximately 28 by 
September 2013.  Voluntary Severance 
scheme (funded corporately) would ease this 
pressure and route scheduling in August will 
give a clearer picture of personnel demand 
(NB- new routes are usually required and 
introduced further mitigating this risk) 


Service users and their families are opposed to 
SNT III externalisation evidenced by public 
consultation. 


Greater communication and engagement to 
convey to the public that this mixed-provision 
approach is the option that retains in-house 
services and the familiarity/consistency users 
expect.  An adjusted proposal in the 
September Cabinet report demonstrates a 
Council that listens to its residents and 
service users as is required in a full Equality 
Impact Assessment.  


Financial savings of mixed approach do not 
meet MTFS savings target. 


The route savings will be independently 
analysed to confirm their validity.  The other 
savings can be confirmed by the Childrens & 
Families Finance Business Partner.  
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Section 6 
 


Conclusion & Recommendations  
 
Summary 
 
UNISON is opposed to full externalisation of the SNT service.  The SNT III business case 
displays an appraisal bias in its recommendation that 100% outsource is the only way in 
which Harrow Council can meet central government’s personalisation agenda and local 
saving targets.   
 
UNISON have demonstrated that the mixed provision approach can achieve the £540k 
MTFS savings target by retaining a greater proportion of routes in-house without losing the 
expertise and significant non-cost benefits services users rightly expect.  The UNISON 
approach reflects the regional picture of other London local authority transport services and 
reduces the financial risk of route escalation costs which we firmly believe will materialise if 
full externalisation over the 2-3 year phased period is implemented.       
 
Recommendations 
 
Below are a series of recommendations to be implemented by the SNT III Project Board, 
relevant Portfolio Holder/s and Cabinet.  These recommendations address the very real 
issues UNISON have highlighted in this report and are as follows; 
 
1. Independent scrutiny 
 
An independent and external scrutiny organisation/individual is required to investigate the 
30-50% route saving claims and existing market testing results, taking into consideration all 
costs identified including those related to the TUPE transfer of staff, pensions and vehicle 
exit fees.  The scrutiny review should present its findings to all stakeholders and be included 
within the SNT III report for September Cabinet to inform Harrow Council’s executive 
decision making body that its decision will be based on detailed and high quality 
cost/savings information.     
 
2. Consultation findings  
 
Full consideration of the results of the public consultation which may require adjustments 
and/or a whole-scale rethink of SNT III in regard to the proportion of routes externalised and 
project implementation.   
 
3. Service Improvement Process (SIP) 
 
Initiate a Service Improvement Process (SIP) of the Special Needs Transport Service before 
routes are outsourced, allowing the service time to adapt and improve to reach the standard 
of similar high performing in-house services  such as Tower Hamlets and Camden council’s 
who benchmark their routes with the private sector and other suppliers.   
 
4. Demand Management & Independent Travel Training (ITT) safeguards 
 
Council should note UNISON’s caution in the expansion of ITT and other personalised travel 
arrangements allowing sufficient safeguards to accept the varying day-to-day needs and 
conditions of individual service users with the option of individuals to re-access SNT services 
should their needs change.  Regular and periodic reviews involving parents and carers are 
required to ward off the potential safeguarding risks.   
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5. Adoption of UNISON mixed-provision approach  
 
On the basis of the findings of independent scrutiny in recommendation 1 above, UNISON 
recommend adoption of our mixed provision approach, recommending that all external out of 
borough routes are outsourced and that staff are retained in-house in accordance with our 
alternative model. 
 
6. Equality impact 
 
Revise the current Equality Impact Assessment to assess the impact of the mixed provision 
approach taking into account the results of the staff and service user consultations.    
 
 
This report has been written without the benefit of any additional trade union facility time and 
given the nature of its findings Harrow UNISON LG Branch request a full and comprehensive 
response, and if accepted, further commitment and engagement to make this alternative a 
reality.   
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Appendix 1 
 


 
 


UNISON branch survey of transport service arrangements across London boroughs   


London Borough In-house  Mixed Provision  Outsourced Comments/Notes 


Barking and 
Dagenham In house       


Barnet   
60% Outsourced & 
40% in-house     


Bexley     Outsourced 


Staff managed by private 
company but still council 
employees.   


Brent   90 routes outsourced      


Bromley     Outsourced   


Camden In house     


Camden Council reviewed 
transport 2 years ago 
finding that there wasn't a 
mature provider to provide 
the quality and level of 
service currently provided 
in-house. Have achieved 
key performance indicators 
for customer service.  


City of London     Outsourced   


Croydon     Outsourced   


Ealing     Outsourced   


Enfield     Outsourced   


Greenwich     Outsourced   


Hackney   
50% in house and 
external     


Hammersmith and 
Fulham 


No 
response       


Haringey     Outsourced   


Harrow In house         


Havering In house       


Hillingdon   90% outsourced     


Hounslow   68% outsourced     


Islington In house       


Kensington and 
Chelsea     Outsourced   


Kingston upon 
Thames     Outsourced   


Lambeth     Outsourced   


Lewisham In house        


Merton In house       


Newham In house        


Redbridge In house       


Richmond upon 
Thames In house       


Southwark     Outsourced   


Sutton     Outsourced   


Tower Hamlets In house       


Waltham Forest     Outsourced   


Wandsworth     Outsourced   


Westminster 
No 
response      


Total 11 5 15   
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Shaping a healthier future Travel Advisory Group Report  


 


1. Introduction 


This report describes the work of the North West London Travel Advisory Group (TAG) from April 
2012 to January 2013. It makes a series of recommendations for health services, local authorities 
and transport providers which have the potential to improve the public, patient and staff experience 
of travelling to health sites in north west London.   


 


2. Background  


Shaping a healthier future aims to improve health services for the residents of north west London 
and its neighbouring boroughs through improving care closer to home and making changes to acute 
hospital services. A public consultation ran from July to October 2012 and there has been 
subsequent engagement with key stakeholders. As the changes include centralising some services 
onto fewer sites there are travel implications for patients, visitors and staff.  


Travel has been an issue that has been considered throughout the programme, in developing 
options for change, during and post-consultation: 


 Pre-consultation: the impact on travel times was a key criterion in assessing the options for 
reconfiguration prior to the consultation.  


 Consultation: issues in relation to travel were raised during the consultation.  


 Equalities Impact Assessment (EqIA): the EqIA included independent analysis of the impact 
of the proposals on the local population including on travel.  


Full details of the travel analysis can be found in the Decision Making Business Case to which this 
report will be appended.  


In order to further explore the issue of travel in relation to reconfiguration of acute services and to 
try and address some of the concerns raised by stakeholders, the Shaping a healthier future team 
established a North West London Travel Advisory Group (TAG). The group brought together 
representatives from local authorities, Transport for London, NHS services with public and patient 
representatives from Local Involvement Networks (LINks). The membership of the group can be 
found at Appendix A.  


 


3. Activities 


The group was set up to provide advice to the programme and consider issues during pre-
consultation, meeting three times before consultation, once during consultation and a further four 
meetings post-consultation and prior to decision-making. 


During this time the group has received presentations on the travel analysis, equalities impact 
assessment, consultation responses and a pilot of from similar work being undertaken in inner NWL 
boroughs. A summary of the pilot presented to the group can be found in Appendix B. Throughout 
the process the group has raised a number of questions, which were captured in an issues list, which 
has been used as a reference to ensure there was clarity on the travel analysis and to identify a 
number of information gaps and concerns.  


In looking to understand more information about current services, all hospital Trusts were asked to 
share current travel plans and patient transport policies. Those received were reviewed by the 
programme team and considered by the TAG during more recent meetings. This work is considered 
later in this report. 
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4. Feedback during consultation 


Full analysis of the responses to the consultation can be found in ’Shaping a healthier future’ 
consultation for NHS North West London – Final Report1.  Ipsos MORIs independent analysis of the 
consultation noted accessing services as one of the main themes arising from responses with 
respondents commenting on journey times, accessing services using public transport and the impact 
of the proposals on ambulance journeys.  


The table in Appendix C summarises the key themes that emerged during consultation. 


At the post-consultation stakeholder event on 28 November, a number of small workshops were 
held following the presentation of the consultation results by Ipsos MORI. At two of these the issue 
of patient transport services was discussed. A summary of this discussion, taken from the event 
report, can be found at Appendix D. 


As part of its work in addressing the impact of proposals on ethnic minorities and other protected 
groups as defined by the Equalities Act, the programme commissioned independent analysis to 
understand the impact on these groups.  The resulting impact assessment identified four key sub-
groups that could potentially be adversely affected by the proposed changes (children, pregnant 
women, black and minority ethnic groups (BME) and disabled people). Additional analysis also 
looked at the impact on the economically deprived.  


The key finding from both the sub-group analysis and deprivation analysis was that, for the 
characteristics reviewed in this assessment, there does not appear to be any fundamental or 
systematic differences in the travel impact on any protected characteristic, as defined in the Equality 
Act 2010, relative to the general population. Further detail can be found in the Decision Making 
Business Case and associated papers. 


Both these reports noted further work already being considered by the programme, which include 
references to the work of this group.  


A number of comments were received about the lack of step-free access at a number of stations, 
and Northwick Park station in particular, which were recognised by some members of the group. 
Discussions have taken place over a number of years, involving North West London Hospitals NHS 
Trust (which runs Northwick Park Hospital), the local authority and Transport for London (TfL) who 
have no current plans to provide step free access at this station. TfL were asked to respond on this 
issue and the potential of looking at step-free options at other stations in north west London 
including Harrow on the Hill as an alternative to Northwick Park. Their response can be found in 
Appendix E. 


 


5. Key priorities 


There were a number of similarities between the concerns identified by the group and those raised 
during consultation. The group reviewed both the issues and those stakeholder responses that 
noted travel or transport concerns and proposed the following list of priority areas for further work: 


 


Information on patient travel patterns 


Members consistent feedback was that the information presented so far only gave an indication of 
the possible numbers of patients affected. While this was adequate to understand the impact of 
each option in the consultation, all organisations – TfL, Trusts and local authorities - required 


                                                           
1
 http://www.healthiernorthwestlondon.nhs.uk/document-downloads  



http://www.healthiernorthwestlondon.nhs.uk/document-downloads
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information about how patients and visitors currently travel to hospital sites (trip rates) and where 
they are travelling from to more clearly understand the potential impact.  


In looking to source this information, Trusts travel plans were reviewed by the programme but most 
did not provide the detailed information on required on patient travel, concentrating on staff travel 
and sustainable travel plans. Northwick Park Hospital’s travel plan however contains patient survey 
information that gives a baseline for that site. TfL hold information about health trips as a proportion 
of all journeys but this included trips to GP practices and all other health facilities and also did not 
provide the detailed information required. 


The group agreed that while the travel patterns for hospital settings should be prioritised, it was 
suggested that the detailed information required should be looked for all healthcare settings, and 
particularly for health centres and community settings, where an increase in activity is expected.  


TfL noted that changes to the bus network, either frequencies or routes, would be dependent on a 
full understanding of changes in passenger demand.  TfL will therefore need to be involved at the 
earliest possible stage of the development of health service provision changes and a full 
understanding of trips rates and times of journeys would be required.   Any changes would need to 
demonstrate best use of limited resources and be subject to consultation prior to 
implementation.  Additional patient transport and similar door-to-door transport services should be 
considered where flow numbers are too low to justify investment on improvements to the network. 


The group agreed the need for some priority work to gather this information and ensure a baseline 
of travel information for all sites. Each provider will carry out a two-week survey of patients and 
visitors but this would be targeted to specific services that will be affected during implementation. 
The survey will take place over the same two weeks during April in each Trust and on every site. The 
services to be surveyed and proposed survey questions can be found in Appendix F.   


The output of this survey is expected to inform ongoing discussions with TfL and local authorities 
and enable Trusts to better understand the impact of travel on patients. However, it will be snapshot 
of data and Trusts must consider how best to capture this information and embedding into other 
methods of data collection (e.g. a question added to patient surveys).  


 


Trust Travel Plans 


Most Trusts have a travel plan, though most were focused on staff travel, some were out of date and 
the level of information they contain is varied. Most address the requirement for ensuring 
sustainable travel, including for example cycling and walking. The group discussed the need to have 
good information to inform any proposed changes and this could include:  


 parking availability and charges 


 blue badge utilisation 


 patient travel patterns (some already show staff travel patterns) 


 travel-related patient experience data 


 signposting – on site and street signage and information available to patients and visitors 


Plans should be developed in discussion with local authorities and patient/local user groups, and the 
suggestion that travel plans should be developed – and regularly reviewed - for primary and 
community care services (e.g. health centres).  TfL has written guidance on travel plans for the NHS 
as well as guidance for business/organisations 
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/businessandpartners/7680.aspx 


In addition, TfL has produced Transport planning for healthier lifestyles: a best practice guide, which 
provides information on projects promoting sustainable travel and healthier lifestyles. This can be 



http://www.tfl.gov.uk/businessandpartners/7680.aspx
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found on the TfL website http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/businessandpartners/tfls-
healthier-lifestyles-best-practice-guide.pdf. This document will be further updated in February 2013. 


It was clear to the group from discussions that consideration of the patient travel experience was as 
important as any potential changes to transport, including patient transport services. This should be 
addressed in travel plans and measures should be developed to ensure any changes improve the 
current patient travel experience.  


 


Patient transport services 


A review of the Trust policies showed a range of information included – both in relation to the 
criteria applied and the questions that staff should cover in assessing eligibility. It was therefore 
difficult to confirm or not if concerns about variations in how the policies are applied were justified. 
The group noted however that the policies reviewed were aimed at staff and describe the process 
rather than providing clarity to patients. The group also discussed the comments from the 
stakeholder event and agreed with concerns about patient experience of current services and 
confusion about haw patients access these services and the standard of service they should expect.  


It was suggested that further work be undertaken, working with Trusts, local authorities and patient 
groups, to share best practice and look at how the services are used, including how this could be 
measured. Commissioners, including CCGs, are crucial to this discussion to ensure the patient 
experiences of patient transport services is improved, and this important before any changes or 
expansion of current transport provision happens. Clinical input to this next phase of work is 
needed, possibly through representation from the Urgent and Emergency Care Clinical 
Implementation Group.  


An example set of criteria from a programme in Wales was reviewed, and these were seen as a good 
basis on which standards for north west London could be developed. These are included in Appendix 
G.  


 


Information available to patients 


Most Trust websites have good information about how to get to their sites, which some send to 
patients coming for appointments. It was noted this information may be difficult to access by some 
groups that could be affected by the proposals. Work is needed to understand how and where 
patients and visitors find this information now. A number of organisations may currently hold 
information, local authorities, TfL as well as GP practice. It will be essential that patients have access 
to a range of accessible information would be needed for any health sites patients may choose to 
access, or are referred to, after implementation.  This information should be available for all sites 
and should be in place before any changes are made. Information developed by local authorities was 
shared with the programme and these should all be available on borough websites. Other good 
examples of information in different forms were also shared by North West London Hospitals NHS 
Trust. 


More accessible information - in a consistent format - about how to access patient transport services 
is needed. There is some good practice in NWL and this should be shared more widely.    


 


6. Recommendations 


The group recognised that, prior to the JCPCT making a decision on any proposed changes, 
recommendations for any specific changes to the transport network would not be possible. However 
a number of the key areas noted above require action that can be put in place before 
implementation of the proposals that would improve the current patient and visitor travel 



http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/businessandpartners/tfls-healthier-lifestyles-best-practice-guide.pdf

http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/businessandpartners/tfls-healthier-lifestyles-best-practice-guide.pdf
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experience.  A series of recommendations for future work have been proposed, which include 
additional data collection and reviewing specific suggestions made during consultation (e.g. 
proposals for bus route changes).  This ongoing work needs to ensure a link to any mitigating actions 
proposed to address the issues raised in the equalities and deprivation reports.  


The group therefore proposed the TAG should carry on, in a similar form, to provide continuity and 
the ongoing review and oversight of any necessary mitigating actions prior to implementation. 
Proposed changes to the purpose and membership for this phase of the programme were discussed 
and draft terms of reference are included in Appendix H. 


This new multi-agency forum will progress the work with a new focus on recommending potential 
improvements in accessing health sites and an emphasis on supporting development and 
implementation of travel plans. Members would support the sharing of best practice and expertise 
between NHS, public, staff and patients, local authorities and transport providers/planners.  


The proposed recommendations for future work or involvement of organisations are set out 
below: 


For commissioners 


1. To support an ongoing forum similar to the TAG to support implementation.  
2. To recognise that travel to and from health facilities is an important part of measuring 


patient experiences and outcomes.  
3. To monitor and seek assurance on  hospital travel plans and patient transport services to 


agreed standards 
4. To support primary and community providers in developing travel plans and addressing 


travel issues in the context of local out of hospital strategies. 


For NHS Trusts 


5. To collect qualitative data on patient travel patterns to create a wider evidence base to 
inform development of specific proposals. 


6. To develop/improve travel plans to best practice standards (e.g. addressing key issues, 
covering staff, patients and visitors) and ensure annual review of plans by Trust Board  


7. To provide good, clear accessible information to patients and public on travel options to 
health facilities 


8. Establish links with local authority public transport planning liaison groups/local authority 
transport planners to review strategic transport requirements/changes.  


For Local Authorities and Transport for London 


9. To consider access to health care sites in reviewing transport routes.  
10. To ensure local NHS organisations are involved in public transport liaison groups.  
11. To work together in assessing and improving access to local hospitals – across borough 


boundaries where required.  
12. To consider together the options for door-to-door transport to health facilities as part of an 


integrated response to people’s travel needs 


 


7. Conclusion 


The TAG has developed a better, shared understanding of the issues facing people travelling to 
health sites and those planning and providing health and transport services.  


The group provided valuable input in shaping how the programme looked at travel, in particular 
presentation of the detailed modelling, and providing expert advice on transport issues already 
being looked at locally. 
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The limitations of the group have been in making progress on the priority areas, however clear 
actions that need to be taken forward have been identified and are described in the 
recommendations. 


The group is proposing a series of recommendations that, over time, could improve people’s 
experience of travelling to health services and recommending that a continued forum is available to 
support further progress in this area.   
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Appendix A 


Travel Advisory Group membership 


Name Title Organisation 


Jean Daintith TAG Chair  
(Independent non-executive 
member) 


Lisa Anderton 
Assistant Director Service 
Reconfiguration 


NHS North West London 


Emma Topham Co-ordinator NHS North West London 


Paul Brown Finance Delivery Lead NHS North West London 


Peter McKenna Assistant Director Operations West London Ambulance Service 


Catherine Jones Principal Transport Planner Transport for London 


Leyla Mustafa 
Principal Equality and 
Sustainability Advisor  


Transport for London 


Cath Attlee 
Assistant Director Joint 
Commissioning Adults 


INWL/tri-borough 


Debbie Green 
Associate Director of Facilities and 
Estates 


WMUH 


Paul Kingsmore Director of Estates and Facilities NWLH/Ealing 


Gerry Devine Travel Plan Advisor NWLH 


Andrew Murray Head of Facilities  Imperial 


Martin Lewis Public Governor  C&W 


Steve Wedgewood Head of Facilities Operations  Hillingdon  


Adrian Bateman* 
 Transport Planner/Project 
Engineer 


K&C/H&F Council 


Fuad Omar Sustainable Transport Officer Harrow Council 


Chris Calvi-Freeman Head of Transport Hounslow Council 


Mark Frost Senior Transport Planner Hounslow Council 


Russell Roberts Principal Transport Planner Ealing Council 


James Lawman Public Transport Officer Brent Council 


Martin Low 
City Commissioner of 
Transportation 


Westminster Council 


Alan Tilly Transport and Aviation Manager Hillingdon Council 


Jane Wilmot Patient Representative  H&F LINk 


Tony Raymond Patient Representative LINk 


Raj Grewal Patient Representative Hillingdon LINk 


Trevor Begg  Patient Representative Hillingdon LINk 


Victoria Williams NHS London representative NHS London 


* Danielle Shadbolt attended initially  
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Appendix B 


Health Link 


Door to Door Transport to planned care for older or disabled patients with limited transport 


options 


Executive Summary/Briefing 


Engagement with local residents and Health Professionals has identified specific issues surrounding 
the use of Patient Transport Service (PTS) and other transport solutions. 


Health Link is a small transport service in Westminster for residents who feel their needs are not met 
by available solutions, including PTS.  Users are referred by a health professional.  Prompt arrival and 
shorter journey times are achieved by limiting passenger numbers per journey.  This is particularly 
suitable for people who become anxious or are unable to remain seated for long without severe 
discomfort or pain.  Piloted for a year in 2008/09 by Public Health, its success has led to its continued 
funding until 31st March 2013, after which it will not be fundable under the conditions attached to 
the local authority public health allocation. 


An independent evaluation of Health Link has shown strong performance against two DH standards 
for ambulance services: 


 Timeliness, including collection from home, time on vehicle, and arrival and collection times  


 Patient satisfaction/ positive user experience 
 
The evaluation has shown this level of service to be essential for many passengers to avoid DNAs or 
non access of services with consequent financial and health and wellbeing implications. 


West London GPs are very supportive of the model - 93% of surveyed respondents believing it would 
impact positively on health and wellbeing. 


The evaluation recommends that the service be re-commissioned and extended across Inner North 
West London at an approximate cost of £350,000 p.a. or targeting deprived wards at a cost of 
£240,000 p.a.  Targeting by deprivation achieves a lower unit cost and greater health inequality 
impact but denies access to some patients in equal need.  Continuation funding of £8,000 per 
quarter is needed for the existing service to avoid disruption until new arrangements are made. 


The proposed service would fit alongside rather than within existing PTS models, which achieve 
efficiency through mass transit and as such needs to be commissioned separately, although PTS 
providers should be invited to bid on the open market.  A higher spend per head is necessary to 
meet these needs and an award should not be made based on cost alone. 


 
More information, including a detailed evaluation, analysis and full operating model is available from 


Cath Attlee, Assistant Director Joint Commissioning Adults: email cath.attlee@inwl.nhs.uk or 


cattlee@westminster.gov.uk 


  



https://mail.westminster.nhs.uk/OWA/redir.aspx?C=82e85db3767e456fb9f3a1fb6c994df9&URL=mailto%3acath.attlee%40inwl.nhs.uk

https://mail.westminster.nhs.uk/OWA/redir.aspx?C=82e85db3767e456fb9f3a1fb6c994df9&URL=mailto%3acattlee%40westminster.gov.uk
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Appendix C 


Key themes 


   


Access to services 


 Concerns about increases in journey 
times – maps now show borough level 
information but better information for 
patients needed 


 Concerns in protected groups including 
cost increases. EqIA looks at this in more 
detail. 


 Step-free access, e.g.  at Northwick Park 
Hospital – disability impact assessment 
of current sites needed 


 Suggestions of specific bus route changes 
that may be needed 


 Joint Health Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee (JHOSC) 


 Ealing Council 


 Kensington & Chelsea 
Health Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee (HOSC) 


 Hounslow HOSC 


 Richmond HOSC 


 H&F Local Involvement 
Network (LINk) 


 Harrow HOSC 


 Brent HOSC 


 Harrow LINK 


 White City Neighbourhood 
Forum 


 Paddington Green Health 
Centre Practice Patient 
Participation Group 


 Ealing Passenger Transport 
Users Group 


Travel plans 


 Increase in activity to major acute sites 
will need more information on potential 
traffic increases 


 Similar concern about increases in 
community services – information about 
access at health centres and other 
facilities needed  


 Potential increase in staff at sites needs 
to be understood and addressed in 
plans, including promotion of cycling and 
walking 


 Concerns about availability of parking 


 More information needed for patients on 
the options for travelling to new sites 


 JHOSC 


 Kensington & Chelsea HOSC 


 Hounslow HOSC 


 Harrow HOSC 


 Brent HOSC 


 Ealing Passenger Transport 
Users Group 


Patient transport 
services / Ambulance 
journeys 


 New arrangements need clear standards 
and protocols for UCC transfers and any 
other new services 


 Concern that Trusts now applying more 
stringent criteria 


 JHOSC 


 Kensington & Chelsea HOSC 


 Richmond HOSC 


 K&C LINk 


 H&F LINk 
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Appendix D 


Workshop Discussion on 28 Nov event: Key issues for patient transport  


The main points arising from the two workshops were: 


 Patient knowledge: Patients need a greater understanding of how the system works and who 


is responsible for what. This is complicated by different GP practices having different 


approaches. 


 Need for clear information to patients: For all patients, particularly the vulnerable, they 


need clear information about when they will be collected and picked up. An ambulance 


arriving early can be a worry if a patient is being cared for and needs help getting ready.    


 Service integration: Social services have transport services. Is there a possibility for greater 


integration? 


 Need for transport: It can be difficult for patients to travel to some sites from where they live 


e.g. getting from Ealing to West Middlesex via public transport. Transport should not only be 


about collecting patients, it should also be there to bring them home again. 


 Uniform standards: There needs to be unified standards for patient transport across the NHS.  


Session one was attended by eight people. The views raised by participants in the workshop were: 


 Patients need greater understanding of how the health system works and who is responsible 
for what. This is complicated by different GP practices having different approaches. 


 Social services have transport services. Is there a possibility that these and NHS patient 
transport services could be integrated? Integration might also help with the sharing of 
patient transport needs.  


 Patient transport is needed because getting around by public transport can be hard e.g. 
getting from Southall to West Middlesex. 


 Services need to be well planned and clear when a patient is in a wheelchair as it can be 
difficult to transport them. Transport providers need to clearly understand their needs. It is 
especially important for vulnerable groups to have access to clear information on transport.   


 Patients often don’t know when ambulances are going to turn up to transport patients. If 
they turn up early this can be a problem for patients who have carers and take time to get 
ready. Patient transport providers should also know when a carer needs to be transported 
with a patient.  


 There should be unified standards and processes for patient transport across the NHS. 


 Patient transport should be patient needs driven not hospital needs driven. 


 There need to be good public transport links to health centres and care in the community: 
“there should be no community care without appropriate transport.” 


The views expressed by participants in the second workshop were: 


 One person recounted their experience of patient transport saying that they had faced long 
delays in being transported from home to Chelsea and Westminster.  


 Another person said that after having had an accident they were taken to hospital by 
ambulance and then discharged and had to make their own way home. 
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 There was a proposal for a “single patient transport vehicle” to get through the traffic or on 
pavements. This could be cheaper than an ambulance. Transport providers need to be more 
creative. There needs to be a better range of transport services.  


 One person asked what happened to the volunteers who used to help with patient transport. 


 One person said that they feel like once a patient is no longer on a hospital’s premises they 
are no longer their responsibility to get them home. 


 Echoing the first session there was a call for better standards for patient transport. 


 A final issue raised was that of parking charges at hospitals.  
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Appendix E 


Step-free access at Tube stations: Transport for London’s response 


“Transport for London recognises the need to improve the accessibility of the transport network and 
are doing so, building on the achievements to date (66 stations now are step-free) – the ‘Your 
Accessible Transport Network document sets out plans to make a further 28 stations step free within 
ten years (Northwick Park not included), mostly through the effects of Crossrail or third-party 
developer funding.  The Mayor published an Accessibility Implementation Plan that makes clear we 
should focus resources for step-free schemes at those areas where there is a geographical lack of 
step-free stations and also at the busiest interchanges.   


Responding  to what further work has been done to look at improvements the issue of step free 
access to Harrow on the Hill was raised. 


The step-free access schemes for the Tube are focused on large central London stations where work 
is already underway such as Bond Street, Tottenham Court Road and Victoria. These have the 
potential to be of most use to the largest number of disabled people and are also integrated with 
more comprehensive station reconstruction or congestion relief works, as it is usually better value for 
money to deliver step-free access schemes where other works are already taking place. We believe 
this is the best approach to maximise the benefits from the limited funds available. 


Work undertaken previously showed that Harrow-on-the-Hill would be a particularly complex and 
costly scheme to implement. 


More generally, TfL is committed to investigating new solutions that may provide step-free access at 
lower cost. 


TfL has been working to increase accessibility across its transport network, and has a programme of 
activity looking at a range of accessibility issues. These include looking at the level access between 
platforms and trains.  During the Games manual boarding ramps proved very popular when they 
were used at 16 Tube stations. TfL has kept these ramps at the 16 stations and is talking with staff 
about plans to introduce them more widely at other stations during 2013. These extra locations 
would be those that maximise the number of step-free journeys. While boarding ramps provide a 
useful solution at some stations, TfL would like to provide level access where it can. This can be 
achieved in a number of ways, including installing more platform humps. By 2016, a third of the Tube 
network will have level access platforms, up from 15% at present.” 
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Appendix F 


Patient Travel Survey  


Approach 


The aim of this survey is to provide a baseline for patient travel patterns. The survey will take place 


over same two week period in a traffic neutral month (April) across all sites, and in the same 


specialties. These are: 


  A&E – need to know in addition whether admitted or non-admitted 


 UCC – need to know in addition whether admitted or non-admitted 


 Maternity – both antenatal clinics and delivery units 


 Outpatient paediatrics 


 One other outpatient clinic for whom travel would be a particular issue (e.g. rheumatology 
or elderly care) 


 Inpatient and daycase  – planned surgery 
 


Survey 


The survey is still to be formatted and will need to include an introduction, to explain the purpose of 


the survey, and will identify which site the data is being collected from. The questions below are 


based on the iTrace survey used at Northwick Park Hospital, with some minor amendments to 


simplify. Advice to inform this has also been sought from WestTrans, who were involved in the 


preparation of the questions and format for iTrace. Some of the options for answers have not been 


included in full but examples have been given for all answers. 


A number of additional questions have been proposed by TAG members, which will be considered 


for including in future surveys.  


Section 1: How You Got Here 


1a. Where did you start your journey today?  


[Home/work/other] 


1b. Please indicate the location where you started your journey to hospital today.  


[Postcode or road] 


2a. Which mode/modes of transport did you use to get here? Tick as many as apply 


[Tick box choices for all modes] 


2b. How long did it take to get here? 


 


Section 2: Other Aspects of Your Journey 


3. Did you receive any information about how to get here today? 


[Yes (letter/email/general guide/‘how to find us’ guide)/no/other] 


4.  Regardless of whether you used it, did you have a vehicle (car or van) available to you today? 
(please answer no if you came on patient transport) 


[Yes/no] 
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If you travelled by car today: 


5a. Where did you park?  


[Tick box choices] 


5b. Could you have used public transport to make your journey? 


[Yes/no/don’t know/maybe] 


6. What could be done to encourage you to travel here by public transport? 


[Including but not limited to cheaper fares/better information/more frequent 
services/nothing] 


7. Do you have a clinical condition or disability that prevents you from travelling by public transport?   


[Yes/no] 


 


Section 3: About You 


8. Why are you here today? 


[Outpatient clinic/accompanying outpatient/staying as a patient/visiting a patient/other] 


9. Which department are you visiting? (Please specify) 


10. Typically, approximately how often do you travel here? 


[From first time to very frequently (i.e. once a week)]   


11. Are you part of the Blue badge scheme?   


[Yes/no] 


12. Are you?  


[Female/Male]  


13. Which age group are you in? 


14. What is your full home postcode? (if not your starting point today)  
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Appendix G 


Extract from THE BEST CONFIGURATION OF HOSPITAL SERVICES FOR WALES: A REVIEW OF 


THE EVIDENCE April 20122 


ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA FOR NON-EMERGENCY PATIENT TRANSPORT 
The following criteria apply only to patients travelling within Wales. 
A non-emergency patient is defined as a patient who, whilst requiring treatment, does not need the 
skills of an ambulance paramedic or technician, but may require trained patient care ambulance 
personnel to undertake a journey to or from a health facility. 
 
Principle 
1. A need for treatment does not automatically imply a need for transport. 
The following criteria should be applied to assist in the decision to provide transport. 
a. The medical condition of the patient is such that they require the skills of ambulance staff or 
appropriately skilled personnel on or for the journey. 
And /or 
b. The medical condition of the patient is such that it would be detrimental to the patient’s condition 
or recovery if they were to travel by any other means. 
 
Eligibility for Non-Emergency Patient Transport 
2. A patient will be entitled to hospital transport if they: 


a. Need a stretcher for the journey 
b. Require oxygen or other medical gases during transit 
c. Need to travel in a wheelchair (providing they do not have a specially adapted vehicle or 
are unable to use the vehicle for that journey). 
d. Are receiving regular dialysis or cancer treatment 
e. Cannot walk without continual support 
f. Cannot use public transport because they: 
g. Have a medical condition that would compromise their dignity or cause public concern 
h. Have severe communication difficulties 
i. Experience side effects as a result of their medical treatment or condition 


 
In applying the above criteria, the following issues should be taken into consideration. 


a. A need for the special facilities provided by a purpose-built ambulance and specially 
trained staff. 
b. An underlying medical and mobility condition which makes the use of other forms of 
transport inappropriate. 
c. The nature of the treatment provided means that the use of alternative transport would 
be detrimental to the patient’s condition or recovery. 
d. Failure to provide transport for a course of treatment would be detrimental to the 
patient’s health or recovery. 
e. Patients who require a carer during their visit to the treatment centre should make 
arrangements to meet them at the treatment centre, unless the presence of the carer is 
essential for the journey. 
f. The address of the patient and the availability of alternative transport in their area is to be 
a consideration as this may impact on 2.c 


 


                                                           
2 http://www.wales.nhs.uk/sitesplus/documents/865/ACCESS%20FINAL.pdf 


 



http://www.wales.nhs.uk/sitesplus/documents/865/ACCESS%20FINAL.pdf
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Appendix H 


Recommendation for continuation of North West London Travel Advisory Group 


Draft Terms of Reference 


Context  


Any changes to the configuration of services in North West London will have an impact upon how 
patients and carers travel to access those services.  In some cases, patients may have to travel 
further for more specialised care. In other cases, the development of improved care outside of 
hospital may result in different and shorter journey patterns to those currently experienced.  


Purpose of the Travel Advisory Group 


The Travel Advisory Group will:  


• Oversight/steering group for travel work during the implementation of Shaping a healthier 
future programme proposals 


• Bring together key stakeholders who can advise on actions needed to improve the 
experience of travel to health services in North West London  


• Link to other groups and organisations that can support this area of work 


• Assure itself that travel implications of any proposals for change have been identified and 
that opportunities for improvements and appropriate mitigations of any issues have been 
considered  


Membership 


The following groups and individuals will be invited to join the Travel Advisory Group:  


• Representation from commissioner-led implementation team 
• CCG representation (suggest 2 representatives from across the eight CCGs) 
• National Commissioning Board (as a link with regional specialised commissioning)  
• Transport for London 
• London Ambulance Service  
• Patient representatives (LINk/Healthwatch) 
• Hospital trusts – travel/patient transport lead 
• Community provider representatives 
• Local authority – transport planners 
• Local authority – adult social care representative 


 
A Chair for the group should be sought, at a senior level, from within the commissioning 
organisations in North West London. 
 
Governance 


In providing advice and assurance during implementation of the Shaping a healthier future 
programme, the group will be accountable to the Implementation Programme Board (further details 
of the proposed governance structure can be found in the decision-making business case).  


Meetings 


This group will meet no more than quarterly, though meetings could be scheduled to tie in with key 
implementation milestones. The group would also act as a wider network for those with specific 
travel interests and, as such, would benefit from having a wider pool of members to be invited as 
necessary for specific discussions, e.g. practice participation groups and members of transport user 
groups.  
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1: Introduction


 WRVS 2013


Going nowhere fast
Impact of inaccessible public transport on wellbeing and 
social connectedness of older people in Great Britain 
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Executive summary


As people age they may no longer feel able to drive, for health or economic reasons. 
Many older people come to rely on public transport, especially buses and, to a lesser 
extent, community transport to access the community and this report focuses on these 
particular modes of transport. Transport is a crucial factor in determining older people’s 
ability to access vital amenities and problems with transport provision and the closure 
of local services reinforces social exclusion. Cuts to key sources of support for both local 
bus services and community transport have put pressure on fares and service provision 
for passengers across Great Britain. This will damage the ability of older people to access 
vital services and live the life they choose.


Concessionary bus travel schemes operate throughout Great Britain. Free bus travel is 
available for those aged over 60 in Wales and Scotland and in England eligibility is for 
residents and is tied to the pensionable age for women, currently around 62. These 
schemes all provide many social, economic and environmental benefits; however, the 
benefits of free bus travel are only applicable where there are buses to use. Where bus 
routes are cut or reduced, many older people find themselves disadvantaged. WRVS 
research has shown 14 per cent of older people in Great Britain have seen a reduction 
in the number of public transport services in their area. This report shows that public 
transport not only connects people to places but also links people to each other, and is 
a key factor in an inclusive society. WRVS research found that lack of suitable transport 
has a devastating effect on wellbeing; six per cent of older people feel lonely because 
they are unable to get out and about. This report reveals that older people face many 
barriers to accessing transport and that considerations of accessibility, safety and 
affordability are paramount.


WRVS recommends that public transport providers take an age-friendly approach when 
designing and delivering services to recognise the needs of older people, including 
training drivers to assist and support older people when they travel and ensuring that 
bus stops are close to destinations where older people would like to travel. WRVS 
recommends consulting with older people over planned changes and designs as part of 
producing an impact assessment.


Access to transport allows older people to remain independent and active in later life 
and helps people stay connected. Community transport can play a crucial role in helping 
older people access essential amenities by providing services where public transport 
cannot or does not, and can provide a vital lifeline for those most vulnerable to isolation 
and loneliness. WRVS encourages more local authorities to allow the use of the use 
of concessionary travel passes on community transport. WRVS provides community 
transport services which can fill the gaps in areas where public transport services are not 
easily accessible to all.
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Methodology


The research was conducted in February 2013 by PCP. PCP conducted the interviews 
with 300 people aged 75 and over in England, 300 in Wales and 300 in Scotland and 
asked them about their experiences of using public and community transport.
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Background


Over 4.8 million people in Great Britain are over 75 years old . The latest projections 
for Great Britain are that there will be 7.8 million people over the age of by 2030, a 
projected increase of over 3 million people . The ageing population means that there 
is a continued need to help older people to age well and attain a better quality of life. 
Longer life must be accompanied by continuing opportunities for health, participation 
and security. The World Health Organization (WHO) has adopted the term ‘active 
ageing’ to describe the process for achieving this vision (WHO, 2002).


Over time, some people may experience changes to their lifestyle. A number of 
factors, including health and impairment issues and a wide range of social, cultural 
and other barriers can impact upon general wellbeing and the ability of older people 
to leave their homes. Being able to get ‘out and about’ enables people to maintain 
their wellbeing through accessing goods and essential services, social networks and 
leisure activities. Social connectedness is considered an important element contributing 
towards successful ageing. There is evidence that involvement with societal activities 
has positive outcomes for people in older age; participation and engagement in society 
is associated with lower mortality, better physical health, fewer depressive symptoms, 
higher cognitive function and improved subjective wellbeing (Banks, Nazroo, Steptoe 
et al, 2012). 


As people age, they become less likely to travel by private transport, and there is a 
particular decline in levels of car driving. Although in the UK, the number of people 
aged 70 and over that hold a licence has risen from 15 per cent in 1975 to nearly 60 
per cent in 2010, just under a quarter of people aged 80 and over do not have access 
to a car (Baster, 2012). Throughout Great Britain many people find public transport 
unaffordable, inaccessible and inappropriate to their needs. Increasingly, as people 
get older they may no longer feel able to drive, for health or economic reasons. 
Travel as a car passenger, by bus and by taxi increases with age (Smith, Beckhelling, 
Ivaldi et al, 2006). In particular, many older people come to rely on public transport, 
especially buses and, to a lesser extent, community transport to access the community 
and so this report shall focus on these particular modes of transport. Recent research 
on wellbeing in older people undertaken as part of ‘Shaping our Age’, a Big Lottery 
funded project and partnership between WRVS, the Centre for Citizen Participation 
at Brunel University and the Centre for Social Action at De Montfort University reveals 
that reliable public and community transport can help overcome barriers to the 
involvement of excluded older people (Hoban, James, Pattrick, Beresford & Fleming, 
2011: 21). 


The role of transport as a means to access services is crucial and the ability to travel is 
a key factor in preventing social exclusion and fostering social connectedness amongst 


1	 ONS 2011 Census


2	 ONS 2011 National population projections, 2010-based statistical bulletin
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Background


older people. Increasingly, the loss of some local services, in particular local shops and 
Post Offices means more older people have to travel to access vital amenities (Sutton & 
Hill, 2010). 


In response to rising costs the funding of bus services in England, Wales and Scotland 
has undergone significant change. In England the rate at which the Bus Service 
Operators Grant (BSOG) is paid has been cut by 20 per cent; 41 per cent of local 
authorities in England made cuts to bus services in 2012 and these cuts come on top 
of the major service reductions made in 2011/12, when one in five council-supported 
bus services were cut or cut back. In Wales a new bus funding regime will be in place 
from 1st April 2013.The new Regional Transport Services Grant (RTSG) is a £25m single 
funding scheme that will replace the former Bus Services’ Operators Grant (BSOG) and 
the Local Transport Services Grant (LTSG), which were sources of support to both local 
bus services and community transport. This is a new allocation which amounts to 25 per 
cent less funding than last year’s equivalent. In Scotland the rate at which Bus Service 
Operators Grant (BSOG) is paid has been cut by 20 per cent. Transport Scotland, which 
administers the National Concessionary Travel Scheme, faced a funding shortfall of 
nearly £13m in the 2012/13 financial year as demand from passengers claiming free 
trips exceeded the £187m funding available. 


Being able to travel is vital to health and wellbeing, and contributes to prolonged 
independence and continued social inclusion. Transport is often a major problem, 
particularly in rural areas, impacting on the lives of older people in many ways. Research 
on older people’s experience and use of public and community transport has therefore 
become an important topic in sociological and demographic research as well as in the 
broader socio-political debate. 


Travel trends and behaviour


Studies of older people’s travel, and trends in travel for older people have shown that 
travel declines with age, although older people are travelling more than they were a 
decade ago (Smith, Beckhelling, Ivaldi et al, 2006). Data from the National Travel Survey 
(2011) taking into account all modes of transport shows that people over the age of 70 
make, in total 215 fewer trips per person per year, than the general population. 


National Travel Survey (2011) data shows that people aged 70 and over make the most 
journeys a year proportionately, using local and non-local buses for 81 trips a year. This 
is in contrast to the total of 64 bus trips a year for all ages. WRVS research shows that 
across the sample, 61 per cent of older people use public transport to get out and 
about; this is the most popular mode of transport selected. This figure is lower for those 
aged over 85 where proportionately fewer people use public transport. 







6


Background


A qualitative survey of the transport needs and requirements of older people in England 
and Wales (DfT, 2007) found that travel serves a number of functions for older people, 
including participation, independence, social interaction (cf. Sutton & Hill, 2010). 
National Travel Survey data from 2011 shows that people over 70 predominately travel 
for shopping, personal business, to visit friends or entertainment. 


Barriers to travel


Many older people find problems with transport are a barrier to becoming engaged 
and involved in society and the world outside their home. Inaccessible transport can 
prevent people from forming social networks, accessing services and taking part in 
leisure opportunities; it can also prevent people from contributing to society through 
volunteering, for example. Barriers may be looked at thematically in terms of accessibility, 
safety and affordability. 


Accessibility


Following bus deregulation in the 1980s public transport quality and efficiency has 
declined. The Transport Act 1985 abolished road service licensing in Great Britain, 
except in London. It replaced the licensing system with a system of registration and 
removed the duties of local authorities to coordinate public passenger transport in their 
area. This resulted in bus companies being able to register any service that it chose to 
operate on a commercial, i.e. unsupported, basis. The local authority could invite tenders 
for additional routes or journeys if it considered social needs were not met by the 
commercial services and on condition that it went out to open tender (Butcher, 2010). 
There is no requirement in the 1985 Act or its consequent regulations for the commercial 
bus operator to consult before making changes to the timetable and the position of bus 
stops. The criteria for registration did not include any reference to public demand or to 
existing services, and objections could no longer be made by other operators or local 
authorities (Butcher, 2010). In a report on integrating transport planning and older user 
needs, the Strategic Promotion of Ageing Research Capacity (SPARC) (2008) states that 
difficulties and barriers older people face with public transport can be overcome through 
better communication and the involvement of older people.


In general the bus has a poor public image and is often seen as a poorer alternative 
to other modes of transport, in particular, the car; slower journey times, unreliability, 
infrequent services and poor quality of service are all often cited as reasons for not using 
a bus (JMP, 2009). A consequence of deregulation is that in certain cases, both urban 
and rural transport services have become fragmented and often services do not link 
up properly. Where bus routes are cut or reduced, many older people find themselves 
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Background


disadvantaged. WRVS research shows over 14 per cent of older people have seen a 
reduction in the number of public transport services in their area. 


In Gabriel and Bowling’s (2004) examination of quality of life from the perspective of 
older people, poor public transport was said to have a negative impact on the quality 
of life of a number of older respondents; some of them said that it was more difficult 
to get out and about because of inadequate transport, and said that after a difficult 
journey they were not relaxed and could not enjoy themselves. The most frequently 
mentioned forgone activities concern family visits and meeting with friends. Transport 
difficulties were mentioned most often as the principle barrier to taking part in these 
activities by older people aged 80 and over. A number of transport difficulties were cited, 
including: transport is unreliable; transport service is not available/infrequent; and having 
to face a difficult journey. These findings demonstrate that many older people are not as 
active as they wish to be and they face restrictions in getting out and about. This can be 
seen to have a negative impact on wellbeing; Bannister and Bowling (2004) argue that 
there is a positive link between quality of life and the number of activities that individuals 
participate in (Su, 2007). WRVS research shows five per cent of those who are unable to 
get out and about as often due to lack of suitable transport feel frustrated and five per 
cent reported feeling isolated. 


Recent years have seen growing recognition that access to transport is an important 
determinant of health. In its review on healthy transport, the British Medical 
Association (BMA) reports that public transport has a role in helping individuals achieve 
recommended levels of daily physical activity, and has health-related benefits. This 
is because ‘public transport typically incorporates physical activity as a component 
of the journey, increasing the likelihood that individuals will meet physical activity 
recommendations for walking’ (BMA, 2012). Transport is needed to ‘access health 
services; the goods necessary for health...and the social networks that foster a healthy 
life’ (Jones, Goodman, Roberts et al, 2012: 1). However, problems arise when people 
have difficulties accessing those services necessary for health and the Audit Commission, 
in its report ‘Going Places’, finds significant numbers of older people face difficulties in 
getting to health centres, dentists and hospitals (Audit Commission, 2001). 


Physical health appears to be a dominant factor that affects transport choice and use. 
The DfT research into the travel needs, behaviour and aspirations of people in later 
life identified the most dominant factor affecting transport use is health status rather 
than age (DfT, 2007). The study revealed a range of conditions that were related to 
ageing and which affected respondents use and experience of transport and travel. A 
key health problem that impacted on people’s use of transport related to conditions 
affecting personal mobility; including arthritis, spinal injuries, knee and hip problems 
and circulatory conditions such as deep vein thrombosis. Increased tiredness and loss 
of stamina were also widely reported. Other health problems such as bowel conditions 
and incontinence were reported to also affect travel, because of the need to have access 
to toilet facilities, which also impacts upon use of public transport (DfT, 2007). Older 
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people with mobility problems may also feel less confident when travelling on public 
transport; particularly on overcrowded buses as they worry they may have to stand. 
Research carried out by Transport for London (TfL, 2009) reveals that a lack of seats 
on over-crowded buses may lead to physical discomfort, exhaustion and anxiety about 
falling and that in some cases older people have had falls which they attribute to ‘jerky 
movements that can cause them to lose balance’. In particular, participants mention 
that bus drivers sometimes start the bus moving before they have a chance to get a seat 
which has caused some to suffer falls. This is of great concern; WRVS research on falls in 
Great Britain has shown that 21 per cent of respondents who had suffered a fall in the 
last five years lost their confidence as a result, with 16 per cent saying nothing can help 
them regain it (WRVS 2012). 


The presence of chronic illness and disability increases significantly with age. In Great 
Britain, 68 per cent of people aged over 75 report a long-standing illness, disability or 
infirmity (General Lifestyle Survey, 2011). For many this will result in a reduced ability to 
complete normal activities of daily living and a limited ability to shop (Jones, Duffy, Coull 
& Wilkinson, 2009). Difficulties arise not only in accessing transport, for example, where 
older people have difficulty or are unable to walk to the nearest bus stop but also in 
carrying heavy shopping bags from supermarket or shop, to the bus stop, onto the bus, 
and back home at the other end.


Safety


The Public Service Vehicle Accessibility Regulations (PSVAR) (2000) focused on ensuring 
that all new bus and coach public transport vehicles must be physically accessible 
to disabled people, including wheelchair users. Specifically these rules related to the 
design and layout of buses to include slip-resistant floors designated disabled spaces 
and handrails. Buses are becoming more accessible, and modern low floor buses with 
ramps enable wheelchair users to board, although not all are wheelchair accessible 
yet. Various companies around the UK are utilising ‘talking bus’ technologies and 
some buses now also have audio visual information systems on board (DPTAC, 2012). 
However, despite these changes, WRVS research finds that public transport is often not 
very accessible to people with impairments or disability and 16 per cent of older people 
said that public transport is not accessible for their disabilities.


Data from the National Travel Survey (2011) shows a significant difference in trips 
between those with and those without mobility difficulties. Passengers with disabilities 
make fewer trips on average and the difference is greater the older one gets. Older 
passengers with mobility difficulties who find it hard to walk often experience 
problems accessing buses. Respondents in the DfT travel needs and behaviour research 
(2007) reported that walking, sometimes even a short distance, to a bus stop was 
extremely difficult and frequently painful. WRVS research shows that over 17 per cent 
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of respondents cannot manage the walk to / from the public transport service they 
want to use and nine per cent report that the nearest public transport service they 
want to use is too far away.


Community transport typically describes the provision of non-profit making transport 
for the many people who may live miles from the nearest bus route, are unable to 
afford taxi fares or are physically unable to use the public transport services provided. 
In England there are at least 2,000 community transport organisations of which 
nearly one-third of them are based in rural areas, which provide 15 million plus 
passenger journeys each year (CTA, 2012). In Wales the community transport sector 
provides over 1.2 million passenger journeys each year (CTA, 2010). In Scotland at 
least 100,000 people use community transport and the sector provides 3.5 million 
passenger journeys each year (CTA, 2012). Community transport operators range 
from small local organisations serving a specific community to larger social enterprises 
delivering commercial contracts such as bus routes, and health and social services 
transport, which help to sustain vital community transport services (CTA, 2010). 
Typically, community transport schemes are set up where communities have limited 
public transport options and people within those communities decided to set up 
services themselves to address local needs. Perhaps as a consequence, services 
vary considerably from area to area and differ according to need. They can include 
community bus schemes, community car schemes, minibuses and door-to-door (dial-a-
ride) schemes. 


The growing role of community transport should be recognised. Community transport 
schemes are of vital importance where the public transport system does not fully 
serve the needs of older people in the area. They not only connect people to essential 
services but they also provide a link to the community and enable people to foster 
social connections. WRVS research shows six per cent of older people use community 
transport as a means to get out and about and a further six per cent said that they 
would like to use community transport services but do not know anything about them.


Community and public transport schemes throughout Great Britain is a devolved issue 
and the schemes are funded in different ways; a brief overview of the key issues facing 
the community transport sector in each country is described below.


England


Throughout England community transport schemes are financed in different ways and 
depend on a number of different funding streams, including BSOG and local authority 
grants and discretionary grants made by parish, town and district councils. Many 
community transport organisations have been affected by the 20 per cent reduction 
in BSOG from April 2012. At the same time as BSOG reductions, community transport 
schemes have also been affected by spending cuts from local authorities and over 
70 per cent of local authorities have moved rapidly to reduce funding for supported 
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bus services (House of Commons Transport Committee Review, 2011). In 2011, the 
DfT set up the Supporting Community Transport Fund; so far this fund has allocated 
£20million to 76 local authorities outside London. This was accompanied by guidance 
to local authorities to help them ‘get the most out of community transport’ (DfT, 
2012). 


Wales


From 2005, The Community Transport Concessionary Fares Initiative enabled the use 
of concessionary fares on 15 community transport schemes in Wales. This initiative was 
piloted to enable severely disabled people who may be unable to access low floor bus 
services, and those who are socially disadvantaged to use specific community transport 
at no personal cost by using their concessionary bus pass. The aim of establishing the 
15 demonstration projects was to test and evaluate the practicability, cost and relative 
value for money of community transport schemes providing limited access to free 
travel for this client group. The information gathered was intended to assist the Welsh 
Government in considering the potential for funding an expansion of such schemes 
on a more widespread basis in future. The Community Transport Concessionary 
Fares Initiative was due to end on 31 March 2012; however in February 2012 Welsh 
Ministers announced that they had agreed to maintain funding for the Community 
Transport Concessionary Fares Initiative to allow officials to carry out an evaluation of 
the 15 projects. The evaluation of the projects has now been completed. A decision 
was made not to roll the scheme out across Wales and funding for the initiative is 
scheduled to end on 12 April 2013. 


Scotland


In 2009, the Scottish Ambulance Service (SAS) published a consultation document on 
their future strategy for the next three to five years. The document highlighted the 
need to develop the Patient Transport Service (PTS) to ensure that it is properly focused 
on meeting the clinical needs of patients as part of an integrated transport strategy 
across Scotland. SAS stated that its primary responsibility is to provide a service for 
patients with a medical care need or with limited mobility. However, while patients 
do not automatically qualify for ambulance transport because they have a hospital 
appointment, a lack of general awareness of available alternatives was seen to result 
in a higher dependency on the SAS. As a consequence of the consultation, SAS made 
the decision to focus on emergency transport, and away from patient transport (NHS 
Scotland, 2009). WRVS believes community transport can assist in various ways with 
maximising flexible and responsive care at home with support for carers, integrating 
health and social care and support for people in need and at risk and improving access 
to care for remote and rural populations.
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Affordability


Concessionary bus travel schemes which provide bus travel for free for older people 
operate in England, Wales and Scotland. In England older people can travel off-peak 
on buses anywhere in England for free; age eligibility is tied to the current pensionable 
age for women and residence in England. The All Wales Concessionary Fare Scheme 
provides free all day local bus travel for older and disabled people aged 60 and over 
who are resident in Wales and similarly, the Scotland-Wide Free Bus Travel Scheme 
provides free all day travel on local registered bus services and scheduled long distance 
bus journeys for people aged 60 and resident in Scotland. Data from the ONS Omnibus 
Opinions Survey (2011) shows that since the introduction of the concessionary pass, 43 
per cent of people aged 75 and over use the bus more often. The National Travel survey 
(2011) reveals that the take-up rate of the concessionary travel pass in Britain has 
increased year on year to 79 per cent in 2011 (82% of females and 76% of males). 


England


The English National Concessionary Bus Travel Scheme is a national scheme by the 
Department for Transport in conjunction with Local Authorities across England. The 
scheme extended the provision of free bus travel within individual local authorities 
to allow travel throughout England from 1 April 2008. Since April 2010, the age of 
eligibility for concessionary travel in England has been tied to the pensionable age for 
women (Butcher, 2013). Older people and eligible disabled people are provided with 
free off-peak bus travel on weekdays and all day at weekends and Bank Holidays. 


Some local authorities offer discretionary concessions over and above the statutory 
minimum. Examples of the types of discretionary concessions local authorities may 
offer include; companion passes for those who are unable to travel alone, free travel 
on other modes of transport where buses are limited or scarce, for example community 
transport, and an extension to the time restriction to allow travel in peak periods (DfT, 
2012). 


In 2011/12, there were around 9.8m older and disabled concessionary bus passes in 
England, with an average of 109 bus journeys per pass per year (DfT, 2012). Around 
9.0m (92 per cent) passes in 2011/12 were for older people, corresponding to 80 
passes per hundred eligible older persons. 


The top objectives of the older and disabled national concessionary fares policy in 
England were to reduce social exclusion in older people and to ‘ensure that bus travel, 
in particular, remains within the means of those on limited incomes and those who 
have mobility difficulties’ (DfT, 2008; cited by Andrews, Parkhurst, Susilo & Shaw, 2012). 
The House of Commons Transport Committee Review report on ‘Bus services after the 
spending review’ (2011) found that the concessionary fares scheme is highly valued by 
users and that it provides a number of social, economic and environmental benefits.
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Wales


The concessionary travel scheme, in operation in Wales since 2002, provides free local 
bus travel for older people aged 65 and over and disabled people resident in Wales. 
The concessionary bus pass can be used at any time of day. Welsh pass holders are 
able to use cross-border services if their bus journey starts or ends in Wales (Welsh 
Government, 2011).


The scheme has proved enormously popular in Wales, with local authorities managing 
in excess of 650,000 passes annually (Older People’s Commissioner for Wales, 2010). In 
a survey of bus pass use in Wales it was found that three quarters of the sample used 
their pass more than once a week. Frequency of use was higher among respondents 
interviewed in urban locations and among respondents who did not own a car. The 
total number of passes in circulation has increased by over 50 per cent between 2002-
03 and 2010-11 (National Assembly for Wales, 2011). 


Research by Sustrans has outlined what could be achieved for older people if priorities 
were readjusted. They have said that the restoration of Welsh transport grants to 
pre-cut levels would cost £9m (equivalent to the cost of building 0.5 miles of road), 
and would be of benefit to 1.5 million people (of which 660,000 are regular users). 
Meanwhile, the estimated cost of enabling elderly and disabled passengers to access 
concessionary fares on community transport (currently provided through the CTCFI) 
is approximately £3.9 million per year (equivalent to 323 metres of road) (Sustrans, 
2012).


The Older People’s Commissioner’s review into the impact of the concessionary bus 
travel scheme on older people in Wales found that without the concessionary bus 
pass many older people would be housebound and denied access to essential facilities 
which enable them to maintain their independence, and that the scheme offers older 
people the opportunity to remain integrated in society (Older People’s Commissioner 
for Wales, 2010).


Scotland 


A national minimum standard of free off-peak local bus travel for men over 65 and 
women over 60 and disabled people in Scotland was introduced on 30th September 
2002 and then extended in April 2003 to include men aged between 60 and 64. The 
Scotland-wide free bus travel scheme for older and disabled people was introduced 
in April 2006 and provides free travel on local registered bus services and scheduled 
long distance bus journeys for people aged 60 or over and eligible disabled people 
who are resident in Scotland. With the National Entitlement Card Scottish residents 
aged 60 and over can travel for free on most local and national bus services in Scotland 
including the morning rush hour. The Scheme also provides two free return ferry 
journeys to the mainland for card holders living on Orkney, Shetland and the Western 
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Isles. Some card holders may also be entitled to free rail travel dependent on local 
authority (Transport Scotland).


The total number of bus journeys made under concessionary fare schemes has increased 
from about 103 million in 2001/02 to over 147 million in 2005/06 and increased further, 
following the introduction of free Scotland-wide bus travel (with no restriction at ‘peak’ 
times) for older and disabled people on 1st April 2006, to around 158 million in 2008-09 
(Scottish Government, 2011). Data from the Scottish Household Survey (SHS) shows that 
86 per cent of people aged 60 and over have a concessionary pass.


The top objectives of the older and disabled national concessionary fares policy in 
Scotland were to allow older and disabled people (especially those on low incomes) 
improved access to services, facilities and social networks by ‘free’ scheduled bus 
services; to promote social inclusion and to improve health by promoting a more 
active lifestyle (Scottish Government, 2009). The Scottish Government’s review of the 
Scotland-wide free bus travel scheme for older and disabled people broadly concluded 
that the scheme was meeting its objectives of social inclusion; in particular it found that 
the highest take-up of the scheme was in the most disadvantaged areas of the country 
and accessibility to services and social networks had increased (Scottish Government, 
2009). 


Discussion


This study has shown that Great Britain will see a dramatic demographic shift within 
the coming decades and there is a real need to examine how current and future older 
people can lead fuller, healthier lives. The ability to get out and about is a central 
component to quality of life, especially in maintaining connections with friends and 
families, and accessing health, shopping and leisure facilities.


In this report we see that older people with mobility problems feel less confident 
travelling on public transport. Issues mentioned include lack of seats on buses, over-
crowding and inconsiderate drivers. Initial steps to make services more ‘age friendly’ 
could include ensuring that drivers are considerate and helpful and that buses are more 
frequent, thus reducing the issues of overcrowding and a shortage of seats and the 
problem of irregular services. Public transport providers and local authorities should 
understand the needs of older passengers, and bus services and design ought to be 
more inclusive by taking the needs of older people into account (Marsden, Cattan, 
Jopson and Woodward, 2008). WRVS recommends that older people be consulted 
and involved with over planned changes and design of public transport services as part 
of producing an impact assessment, as any changes will directly affect them and their 
travel choices. This will allow individuals to be seen as citizens and not just consumers, 
and provides a clear opportunity for older people to exercise choice and control in their 
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lives; this is particularly important as 14 per cent of our sample do not feel able to make 
comments or complaints about local services.


The policy of free concessionary bus fares for older and disabled people has proved to 
be popular and this report finds that since the introduction of the scheme older people 
use the bus more often, and the take-up rate of the concessionary travel pass has 
increased year-on-year. 
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England 


WRVS believes that the national bus concession should remain in place, which is the 
Government policy of this Parliament. However, a policy of means testing the statutory 
concession, so that wealthier older people will not be eligible has been speculated on 
but at the time of the report, no-one has yet committed to such a policy. 


Community transport can play a crucial role in helping older people access essential 
services by providing services where public transport cannot or does not; and can provide 
a vital lifeline for those most vulnerable to isolation and loneliness. At present not all 
older people who use community transport are able to use their concessionary travel 
passes. WRVS welcomes the DfT’s decision to allocate special funding to local authorities 
to encourage the growth of community transport in their area and agrees that it is a 
welcome admission of the need for targeted funding after the department withdrew 
several ring-fenced transport funds on the basis that local authorities should choose their 
own priorities.


•	 There should be a requirement on bus companies to carry out an impact assessment 
into the effect on older people (and their carers) of any changes to bus services. This 
would allow individuals to be seen as citizens and not just consumers and provides a 
clear opportunity for older people to exercise choice and control in their lives. 


•	 Public transport needs to be accessible to older people e.g. number of steps etc – bus 
and public transport operators and local authorities need to work together to achieve 
an ‘age friendly’ integrated transport system which will take into account access and 
safety considerations.


•	 Ensure that bus stops are close to departure points and destinations where older 
people would like to travel from and travel to. 


•	 Public transport providers should be obliged to provide training which takes into 
account older people’s requirement; to ensure drivers are friendly and helpful.


•	 Local authorities should provide additional financial support to community transport 
schemes to allow concessionary card holders to travel at no personal cost.


•	 More awareness and information should be provided by local authorities on 
community transport schemes.


•	 Universal concessionary travel is regarded as important in keeping people socially 
engaged and should be retained. 


Wales 


WRVS believes that the national bus concession should remain in place for all those 
who are currently eligible; a policy of means testing the statutory concession, so that 


Summary and recommendations 
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wealthier older people will not be eligible has been speculated but at the time of the 
report, no-one has yet committed to such a policy. 


WRVS is concerned that the end of the Community Transport Fares Initiative will mean 
the end of vital services for older people and will leave them stranded. The Welsh 
Government should make community transport a priority and we believe that local 
authorities should provide financial support for community transport; this can be 
achieved through the extension to the grant to local authorities (previously the Local 
Transport Services Grant) which has to be spent on community transport. 


•	 The Welsh Government should consider increasing the proportion of transport grants 
which must be spent on community transport schemes.


•	 Currently, the Public Transport Users’ Committee for Wales (PTUC) is one place to 
represent the interest of passengers with disabilities. We would call for the creation of 
an additional place on the Committee for an Older People’s Champion to ensure that 
age-friendly considerations (such as access and safety) are at the heart of transport 
planning. We would also like to see a similar position created at Passenger Focus so 
that older passengers have a UK-wide voice on transport issues.


•	 The Welsh Government should impose a requirement on bus companies in Wales to 
carry out an impact assessment into the effect on older people (and their carers) of 
any changes to bus services. This would allow individuals to be seen as citizens and 
not just consumers and provides a clear opportunity for older people to exercise choice 
and control in their lives.


Scotland


WRVS supports the concessionary bus travel scheme as a way to get older people 
out and about, but believes that it is important that eligibility is extended to include 
community transport services. Community transport can play a crucial role in helping 
older people access essential services by providing services where public transport cannot 
or does not; and can provide a vital lifeline for those most vulnerable to isolation and 
loneliness. The concessionary transport scheme should be further reviewed in light of 
the Scottish Ambulance Service’s move of focus to emergency transport, and away 
from patient transport. Community transport schemes will extend the benefits of 
concessionary transport to those unable to access public buses because of remoteness, 
rurality or restricted mobility. 


•	 The Scottish Government should introduce a duty on transport providers to consult 
with older people when planning and designing services: this will allow individuals to 
be seen as citizens and not just consumers and provides a clear opportunity for older 
people to exercise choice and control in their lives- This should be imposed a pre-
requisite for receipt of payments from the concessionary scheme.
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•	 Scottish Government should introduce a duty on public transport providers to ensure 
that bus stops are close to destinations where older people would like to travel- This 
should be imposed a pre-requisite for receipt of payments from the concessionary 
scheme.


•	 Scottish Government should extend the eligibility for the concessionary travel scheme 
to community transport schemes to allow concessionary card holders to travel at no 
personal cost.


•	 Scottish Government should introduce a strategy to achieve an ‘age friendly’ transport 
system which will take into account access and safety considerations. 


•	 Public transport providers should be obliged to provide training which takes into 
account older people’s requirements and to ensure drivers are friendly and helpful.
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WRVS believes that transport plays a vital role in improving the lives of older people 
throughout Great Britain. This report has found that both public and community 
transport provide a vital service which allow people to remain active and independent as 
they age. We believe that the key to social connectedness and an active life is accessible 
transport to help people get out and about as they grow older.


WRVS provides community transport services where public transport system do not 
fully serve the needs of older people in the area. WRVS also provides services such as 
Good Neighbours and befriending schemes which can transport clients to and from 
their chosen destination, provide help with shopping, collecting prescriptions, going on 
outings or simply provide company at home.


Conclusion
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Date: 30 November 2016 06:52:35
Attachments: Adult_social_care_transport_policy.pdf

Cabinet Report -Fairer Contributions Policy App 5.pdf
DEIA Adult Social Care Draft Transport Policy Appendix D 26 January 2016 2.pdf
door-to-door-transport-consultation-document.pdf
Enfield_Adult_Social_Care_Transport_Policy___Draft.pdf
reports_cabinet member for service improvement_kd02797ra.pdf
sen-travel.pdf
Taxicard Service - response to consultation.doc

Dear Chair,

Attached are various London Councils Impact Assessments found on Door to Door
Transport Services,  Personal Budgets,  this consultation might wish to seek and
ask the City of London and the remaining of the 32 London Authorities for their
impact assessments,  also Health, Cost,  Equality,  Risk IA if completed might be
of interest? 

I raise the point that with Direct Payments/Personal Budgets the local authorities
will complete a financial assessment to access a contribution to the service,  will
this service be excluded? LA do exclude the mobility allowance in full.

Sent from Samsung tablet

-------- Original message --------
From  
Date: 29/11/2016 17:40 (GMT+00:00) 
To transportcommittee@london.gov.uk 
Subject Re: Door to Door Transport Services 

Refer attached.  Revised. Please disregard first email.

Thank you. 

Sent from Samsung tablet

-------- Original message --------
From  
Date: 29/11/2016 17:23 (GMT+00:00) 
To transportcommittee@london.gov.uk 
Subject Door to Door Transport Services 

Dear Chair,
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1. Policy Statement 
 
1.1  This policy should be read in conjunction with the Contributions Policy  


Non-Residential Care Services and the national eligibility criteria set 
out in the Care Act 2014. 


 
1.2  Adult Social Care provides transport through a variety of options to 


people with learning disabilities, mental health problems, physical 
disabilities and older people across Bromley.  This policy outlines how 
the Council will move towards a consistent and equitable way of 
supporting older people, adults with disabilities and/or mental ill health 
in the provision of Bromley Council funded transport. 


 
1.3 This policy is also being introduced because day opportunities are 


expected to undergo fundamental change, with a move away from 
people attending day centres at fixed times, to activities taking place in 
the community, at locations and times chosen by the service user.  
This policy supports those changes.    


 
1.4  The provision of adult social care is aimed at promoting the maximum 


possible independence for the service user.  In extending this principle 
to the provision of transport, this policy sets the criteria that will be used 
to assess whether the service user’s transport need can be best met 
through independent travel arrangements, privately funded transport or 
whether Council arranged and funded transport assistance is 
necessary. 


 
1.5  This policy rests upon a general assumption and expectation that 


wherever possible, service users will meet their own needs for 
transport to access and take advantage of services, or support to 
facilitate them. 


 
1.6  Transport is a means of accessing other services or support.  The 


overriding principle is that the decision to provide transport is based on 
a person’s individual circumstances including: needs, risks, outcomes 
and on promoting independence. 


 
1.7  Funded transport will only be provided if, in the opinion of the assessor, 


there is no alternative and appropriate transport available (be it 
personal, with the assistance of family / friends or public transport) and  
it is the only reasonable means of ensuring that the service user can be 
safely transported to an assessed and eligible service.  


 
2. Scope 
 
2.1  The assessment of need forms the basis on which Adult Social Care 


responds to requests for assistance and is concerned with exploring a 
persons’ presenting needs and determining their eligibility for services. 
The provision of transport will only be considered in relation to meeting 
the needs of adults aged 18 years and over who, have been assessed 
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as eligible for services and/or support from Adult Social Care.  As part 
of the Assessment and Care Planning process, the need to attend a 
community service and/or to pursue other activities away from the 
service user’s home may be identified.  The need for transport to any 
community service or activity service must be part of the assessment of 
a persons’ needs and any subsequent review(s) and can only be 
provided where the person is eligible for a service in accordance with 
the national eligibility criteria set out in the Care Act 2014. 
 
People aged 18 years and over and who require assistance to access 
full-time education are referred to the SEN transport policy. 


 
2.2  Where an individual is provided with a Personal Budget or requests a 


Direct Payment to meet their assessed needs for care, the same 
principles will apply as to those people opting to receive support 
directly from Adult Social Care. The cost of transport will only be 
included in the Personal Budget or Direct Payment where no other 
suitable alternative is available and it is considered that the service 
user is eligible for this support. 


 
2.3  The provision of Council funded transport is not subject to a charge 


under the Council’s ‘Contributions Policy Non-Residential Care 
Services’.  The policy may be reviewed from time to time. 


 
3. Legal Framework 
 


3.1 Adult Social Care has a legal duty to provide transport to service 
users who are eligible for social care support in certain circumstances.  
 
The Care Act 2014 sets out that duty as follows:  
 
‘The national eligibility criteria set a minimum threshold for adult care 
and support needs and carer support needs which local authorities 
must meet. All local authorities must comply with this national 
threshold’. 
 
The Act details that:  
 
‘Local authorities should consider the adult’s ability to get around in the 
community safely and consider their ability to use such facilities as 
public transport, shops or recreational facilities when considering the 
impact on their wellbeing’. 
 
The responsibilities of local authorities are clearly set out with regard to 
carers and their assessment.  
 
 
 


 
 


4 
 







4.  Strategic links to Local and National Priorities and plans 
 
4.1  The policy context is reflected by local and national priorities and plans 


which are set out in a number of key documents: 
 


“Our Health, Our Care, Our Say”(2006) which gives a framework for 
Adult Social Care to achieve a fresh approach in the delivery of all 
community based services and outlines that services need to centre on 
the person, promote increased choice and control, be flexible and 
responsive, promote a healthy lifestyle with an emphasis on 
maintaining a person’s independence.  
 
Putting People First, Transforming Social Care (2007) sets out the 
shared aims and values which will guide the transformation of Adult 
Social Care, which consists of 4 themes: 
 
• Facilitating access to Universal Services – ensuring support and 


services are available to everyone locally including things like    
transport 


• Building Social Capital – building a society where everyone has the 
  opportunity to be part of the community and experience the support 
  that can come from family and friends 
• Prevention and Early Intervention – supporting people to stay 
  independent for longer 
• Choice and Control – developing self- directed support and ensuring 
  that services/support are able to meet people’s needs 
 
Valuing People – A new strategy for Learning Disability sets out the 
Governments commitment to improving peoples’ lives, based on rights, 
social inclusion, choice and independence. 


 
Valuing People Now (2009) sets out the priorities for Learning Disability 
Services. The main priorities are personalisation, so that people have 
choice and control, increased opportunities for day time and evening 
activities and inclusion in their communities. 
 
The policy is also in alignment with the Council’s strategic document 
Building a Better Bromley where there is a focus upon independence 
and wellbeing for Bromley’s residents. 
 


5. Aims of the policy 
 
5.1  The aim of this policy is to reflect national and local priorities whilst 


underpinning the proposed changes to the existing arrangements for 
access to and the provision of Bromley’s Council funded day 
opportunities. 


 
The policy is based upon: 
• Promoting independence 
• Maximising choice and control 
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• Supporting a healthy lifestyle 
• Improved quality of life 
• Maximising dignity and respect 
• The provision of local accessible services and support 


 
6. Principles 
 
6.1  The overarching principle is that as part of the Council’s commitment to 


inclusion and independence, individuals who can travel to a community 
activity, either independently or with assistance from family, friends or 
support providers will do so. Adult Social Care will facilitate the 
signposting towards appropriate transport options. 


 
6.2  People who receive higher rate disability allowance and those who 


qualify for concessionary travel assistance such as: bus passes, Blue 
Badges, Motability Vehicles and Taxi Cards will be expected to apply 
and use this as and when appropriate according to assessed needs. 


 
6.3  Prior to providing transport assistance, a principle of reasonableness 


will be adopted i.e. an exploration will be undertaken in any given 
situation as to whether it is reasonable to expect individuals to make 
their own arrangements, all transport options have been examined and 
the outcomes have been identified and evidenced. 
 


6.4  Following an assessment of need, Council funded transport will only be 
provided to meet an eligible assessed need. The transport provided will 
be appropriate for that need, will provide value for money and be cost 
effective. 


 
 


7.  Eligibility and Guidance in determining the need for transport 
 
7.1  The decision to provide assistance with transport will follow  


consideration of the existing (non-Council funded) transport options 
that are available.  An assessment of the risks associated with using 
non Council funded transport and a person’s mobility will be part of the 
support planning process. The purpose of transport should be clearly 
stated on an individual’s Support Plan. 
 


7.2  In general, this Policy is based on the assumption that service users 
will travel independently except where assessment shows that this is 
not possible. The test used in the assessment should be ‘what will 
happen if Adult Social Care does not provide transport’ i.e. are there 
other ways in which the service user can reasonably be expected to 
attend services and/or support making his/her own arrangements to get 
there. The provision and/or funding for transport should only be 
considered if the service user has needs categorised in accordance 
with the national eligibility criteria set out in the Care Act 2014. 
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7.3 Assessment of eligibility, for the provision of transport assistance, will 
be undertaken in consideration of: 


 
• The Care Act 2014 
• The availability of existing transport 
• The ability of a person to travel independently with regard to their 


physical mobility and other factors that may introduce risk including 
conditions that will lead to the deterioration of a person’s ability to 
travel without assistance     


 
7.3.1 Availability of existing transport: 
 


Council funded transport will not be provided to service users if: 
 
i)  They have their own “Motability” vehicle which they drive 
themselves.  In this instance there will be consideration of whether it is 
reasonable to expect that the service user will use that vehicle in order 
to travel to the location of the day opportunity.   
 
If it is unreasonable, the appropriateness of the provision of a Motability 
vehicle should be questioned and alternative available transport 
provision 7.3.1 (ii – v) considered.   
 
ii)  They have a ‘’Motability’’ vehicle of which they are not normally the 
driver themselves. Similarly, there will be consideration of whether it is 
reasonable to expect that the service user will use that vehicle in order 
to travel to the location of the day opportunity.   
 
If it is unreasonable, the appropriateness of the provision of a Motability 
vehicle should be questioned and alternative available transport 
provision 7.3.1 (iii – v) considered. 
 
iii)  They have carers e.g. neighbours / family / friends who are able to 
transport them.  Please note that where it is identified that a carer will 
provide transport it is important that the assessor is able to 
demonstrate that the impact of this has been appropriately considered 
in an assessment of the carer‘s needs. Where it is concluded that the 
carer cannot provide transport because it would place an unreasonable 
demand on them, alternative available transport provision 7.3.1 (iv – v) 
must be considered.  
 
Where carers or friends have been identified as being able to provide 
transport, alternative arrangements should be detailed in a contingency 
plan to cover periods where they are unable to do so. 
 
iv)  They have a taxi card which they are able to use to attend the day 
opportunity and where its use for attending a day activity does not 
result in an additional unmet need (e.g. shopping can no longer be 
undertaken).  In such cases, or where a service user’s ability to use the 
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taxi card may present an unreasonable level of risk – please refer to 
7.3.2. 
 
v)  They have a bus pass which they are able to use to attend the day 
opportunity.   In cases where a service user’s ability to use the bus 
pass may present an unreasonable level of risk – please refer to 7.3.2. 
 


7.3.2 Assessment of capability to travel independently  
 


Where it has been established that no existing transport provision is 
available, or its use may introduce unreasonable levels of risk to a 
person when travelling independently (‘travelling independently’ means 
being able to travel without Council funded transport), an assessment 
will be undertaken.   
 
The assessment will be undertaken in consideration of the proposed 
method of transport (for instance, a person travelling on a bus will need 
a higher level of communication, understanding and mobility than a 
person travelling ‘door to door’ in a taxi) and will follow the principles 
set out in the Care Act 2014.       
 
The assessment will include:  
 


• Mental capacity 
• Communication difficulties 
• Psychological factors e.g. mental health, dementia, agoraphobia 
• Vulnerability – including impact of past experiences 
• Consideration of degenerative conditions  
• Any other factors that may affect personal safety 


    
and issues regarding mobility such as:  
 


• Ability to walk outside 
• Requirement for wheelchair / other walking aid 
• Ability to enter and leave a property 
• Ability to get in and out of a vehicle 
• History of falls 
• Ability to use stairs 
• Degenerative conditions  


 
The assessor will use this information to determine whether the service 
user:  
 


1. Is capable of travelling independently on the proposed method 
of transport without an unreasonable level of risk 


2. Requires some training, support or assistance that will enable 
them to be capable of travelling independently in the near future 
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3. Is not capable of travelling independently on the proposed 
method of transport and will therefore recommend a method of 
Council funded transport that is appropriate to their needs  


 
7.4  Identification of appropriate transport 
 


Once eligibility has been confirmed via assessment as detailed above, 
it will be the duty of Adult Social Care to facilitate appropriate 
arrangements for transport. Directly provided transport services will be 
provided only once other alternatives have been considered and ruled 
out.  The range of transport assistance may include: 


 
• Assistance with using public transport, e.g. travel buddies 
• Use of a Motability vehicle funded from higher rate mobility 


component of Disability Living Allowance   
• Taxi journey – shared with other clients 
• Taxi  – solely for the use of the client 
• Transport in Council funded vehicles, e.g. minibuses 
 


7.5  Resources from Adult Social Care are unlikely to be allocated 
specifically to meet transport related needs where an individual: 


 
• is in receipt of the higher rate mobility component of the Disability 
  Living Allowance, the purpose of which is to assist those who have 
  mobility problems, with severe difficulty walking or who need help 
  getting around out of doors. Under normal circumstances no-one in 
  receipt of the higher rate mobility allowance would receive funded 
  transport, unless there are factors limiting their ability to fully utilise    
  the benefits of the allowance e.g. geographical location, the nature of    
  the disability, wheelchair type or carer support requirements. The    
  support plan will determine the level of support offered in these  
  circumstances as part of the assessment process. 
 
  NB. The Social Security Contributions and Benefits Act 1992 
  section 73(14) states that while social services authorities are 
  empowered but not obliged to charge for such transport services, in 
  assessing a person’s ability to pay, his/her mobility component of DLA 
  if received must be ignored. 
 
• lives in a registered residential care home as these are subject to the 
  terms and conditions of the contract between the Council and the care 
  home. However, if the individual is assessed as having the ability to 
  travel independently, or with minimal intervention, the care home will 
  make provision to support independent travel if they are responsible 
  for transport arrangements. If the individual is a tenant in extra care  
  housing, supported    accommodation or an adult placement scheme,  
  they will be subject to the same assessment and care planning    
  arrangements as people living in their own homes or with relatives. In 
some circumstances the cost of the placement covers the full range of 
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support needs, including transport, to attend community activities 
including college. 


 
7.6  There is no single definition of what is a reasonable distance/time to 


access day opportunities that meet social care needs. An assessor 
should be able, having information about an individual’s abilities and 
the transport options available, to define “reasonable” for that 
individual. It will be for each person to decide how far they are willing to 
travel in order to extend their choice but if they choose to access a 
service further than one capable of meeting their assessed need, they 
will be required to fund the additional transport cost from their own 
resources. 


 
The time taken to travel to the service destination or the cost of 
alternative means of transport should also be taken into account by the 
assessing officer as these may be prohibitive for the individual. 


 
7.7  Geographical isolation may be a factor in an individual’s ability to 


access day opportunities outside the home. People living in rural or 
outlying areas of the Borough may experience additional barriers in 
terms of the frequency and number of buses they are required to use, 
or the prohibitive cost of taxi fares. The availability of alternative 
accessible and affordable means of transport must be considered 
when assessing an individual’s ability to travel independently. 


 
7.8  Where the individual is reliant on a relative or other carer to drive a 


Motability car, consideration will be given to supporting carers respite 
needs, including enabling them to work. None the less, if an individual 
or carer makes the decision that the Motability vehicle will not be used 
for the intended purpose the onus must be on the individual and/or 
carer to make alternative appropriate arrangements.  
 


8. Implementation 
 
8.1  This policy will be applied from 1 September 2015 to any new adult 


social care service users 
 
8.2  It is not currently intended to retrospectively apply this policy to any 


service users in receipt of transport prior to the policy implementation 
date stipulated in 8.1.  The Council will review people’s transport 
arrangements as day services change and are modernised. 


 
9.  Monitoring, Review and Reassessment 
 
9.1  Travel arrangements and any impacts this policy has had on the ability 


of vulnerable people to access appropriate services to meet their 
eligible social care needs, will be considered by assessing officers at a 
review or reassessment of the individual’s needs. 
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9.2  An individual or their authorised representative can request a review of 
their social care assessment if at any time they consider their needs 
have substantially changed.. 
 


9.3  At any time in this process the individual or their representative can 
make a complaint under the Council’s Complaints Procedure. 


 
10. Appeals 
 
10.1 There may be instances where some applications are declined and the 


service user / their carer may not agree with the Council’s decision.  In 
these cases the Council offers an Appeals Process.  Details of the 
Appeals Process can be obtained from the Care Manager who 
undertook the assessment.  


   
11. Complaints 
 
11.1  Bromley welcomes and responds positively to all comments,  


compliments and complaints as a means of demonstrating its 
commitment to working in partnership with individuals and carers. 
 


11.2  A copy of the Complaints Procedure is available on request. 
 


More information is available from: 


Email: socialcarecomplaints@bromley.gov.uk 


Telephone: 020 8313 4491 


Address:  Civic Centre,  


FREEPOST MB 1658,  


Stockwell Close,  


Bromley,  


BR1 3UH 
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Full Equality Assessment  
 
 
 
Non Residential Fairer Contributions Policy 2011-15  
 
 
This Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) will investigate the proposals for 
changes to non residential charging (Fairer Contributions). It will also include 
the changes to the Home Meal Service, as well as incorporating the proposed 
changes to the Taxicard scheme. The proposals for changes to non 
residential charging are subject to agreement by Members at Cabinet on 12 
July 2011.   
 
Background – Fairer Contributions for Non-residential care 
 
Currently, the London Borough of Barking and Dagenham (LBBD) charge for 
home care, home meals and community equipment but not for all non-
residential social care services. The charging policy for home care was 
introduced in 1999 with a flat rate of £10 regardless of service levels and 
income. In a report to Executive on 11 March 2003 Members approved a new 
banded system for home care. Charges were split into three bands based on 
level of care. However, the banded system has proved, with time, to be unfair 
as costs discriminate against people who receive lower levels of service.  
 
The Department of Health has issued new guidance on developing a 
contributions policy which meets the challenges of personalisation. The key 
themes of the Fairer Contributions guidance are: 
• Charges should not be levied for any one service in isolation but for 


packages of care. 
• Councils have discretion not to charge for services at all or to charge 


for services selectively. This will result in a reduction of the person’s 
personal budget. 


• Non personal budget holders should not be treated less favourably 
than personal budget holders. 


• No one should be expected to contribute any more than the financial 
assessment shows is reasonably practical for them to pay. 


• Consideration for charging is not purely budget based, but takes into 
account service needs. 


 
Proposed changes 
 
The proposed changes to the current system will address: 
• The introduction of a £5 waiver 
• Changes to levels of disability disregard considered in the income 


calculations 
• Building in an additional £10 allowance for people aged 85 and over 
• Not levying a charge on savings between £14,250 and £23,250 
• Introducing transitional protection over three years.  







 


 
The following services will be subjected to a new Fairer Contributions policy: 
• Home care 
• Personal support 
• Personal care 
• Day care 
• Transport 
• Services previously funded under Supporting People where they form 


part of a care package 
 
Background – Home Meal Service 
 
Alongside the proposed changes to the charging policy for the services above, 
the contributions towards the Home Meal Service have also been considered. 
The Home Meal Service is what was previously known as ‘Meals on Wheels’.  
It is a service that delivers meals to individuals at home who are unable to 
purchase or prepare their own meals.  
 
The Adult Commissioning team had a contract with one provider (Fresh 
Community Meals) to provide this service. The process involved, in short:  
• A member of the social services team identified a resident’s need for 


the service ensuring that they meet the eligibility criteria  
• Inform and advise the resident on the service  
• Arrange with the provider to start the service 
 


The contracted service provided a hot lunch time meal seven days a week, 52 
weeks a year between 11.30am and 2.00pm.  This is a very fixed timeframe 
which does not support a choice agenda.  All users of this service contributed 
£3.45 towards the cost of the meal (including preparation and delivery costs).  
The Council subsidised a significant amount of the actual cost of the meal in 
addition to the service user’s contribution. Between 4 April 2011 and 31 May 
2011 the amount service users contribute towards the cost of the meal rose 
by £1.50 from £3.45 to £4.95.  This uplift was agreed by Cabinet in December 
2010.   
 
Proposed changes 
 
• From 1 June 2011 onwards service users will fund the entire cost of meals 


from a provider of their choosing.   
• Service users have an approved list to choose from. This includes 


providers of services that are similar to the current home meals service as 
well as local cafes and food outlets who deliver which the council has 
worked with on the nutritional content of their meals.  


• There are opportunities for local social enterprises and small voluntary 
sector providers as well as supermarket chains in the borough to join the 
list of home meal options for service users 


 
Background – Taxicard 
 







  


Taxicard is a scheme that provides subsidised door to door transport for 
people who have serious mobility impairment and difficultly in using public 
transport.  The scheme was growing in popularity but is unsustainable at the 
current levels of growth and charges (the Taxicard charge for service users 
has previously not increased for 15 years).  
 
The Taxicard scheme had just under 5,000 members. This consists of 
applicants who range in age from two years old to 100+ years old. 
 
Trip limits are given according to mobility needs and are allocated on the 1 
April each year with no roll over: 
• Band A - 120 trips for people who need total door to door service 
• Band B - 60 trips for people who can drive themselves but on some 


occasions need door to door transport because they are unable or unfit 
to drive 


• Band C - 36 trips these are given to people who can on some 
occasions use public transport but other times need door to door 
because of their medical condition 


 
Cost of trips were £1.50 to the customer, so the Council subsidised the trip by 
£10.30. If the journey goes over £11.80 on the meter the customer paid the 
difference or they had the option of double swiping the card and this journey 
comes off their trip allocation. 
 
Changes implemented in April 2011 
 
• An increase in the minimum customer contribution to £2.50  
• A reduction of the maximum trip subsidy by £2.00 per trip  
• To end double swiping* 
• Members currently on a trip limit of 120 per year will receive 104 trips per 


year from 1 April 2011 
• No change to the trip limits of those members currently on 36 or 60 trips 


per year. 
 
*Double swiping allows for a return journey with another subsidy from the 
Council. 
 
Intended outcomes from the proposals 
  
• Develop a new charging policy to enable the continued provision of 


services to the most vulnerable people in the borough. 
• Deliver a fairer, more equitable charging policy in line with current 


Department of Health guidance 
• Take into account level of income and protect the most vulnerable 


residents in the borough 
• Encourage more choice and control for the borough’s service users in line 


with personalisation 
• Deliver year on year savings set out in the budget setting process. 
 







 


Name and job title of people involved in this Equality impact assessment 
 
Karen Ahmed – Divisional Director Adult Commissioning 
Anne Bristow – Corporate Director of Adult and Community Services 
Kevin Jeram – Group Accountant, Adult and Community Services 
Jim Popkin – Performance Manager, Outreach - Elevate 
Paul Hodson – Group Manager, Community Cohesion 
Teresa Coe – System and Policy Manager 
Debbie German - Manager Mobility Services 
Stuart Whitaker- Customer Quality Assurance Advisor 
 
 
Equalities profile of users within the service/ function which is being 
assessed.      
 
The proposed changes for consultation to non-residential charging will have 
an impact on approximately 600 service users.  
The changes to Home Meal Service subsidy impact on 175 service users.  
The changes to the Taxicard scheme affect up to 5,000 current members.  
 
 
Give details of any consultation that has already been done which is 
relevant to this policy/service/function  in relation  to the groups  below  
 
Fairer Contributions 
 
The proposed changes to the Fairer Contributions policy affect approximately 
600 people. It was therefore necessary to consult as widely as possible on the 
new proposals following Cabinet agreement to proceed on 15 March 2011. 
The consultation opened in the beginning of April and closed on 31 May. 
 
Postal questionnaires were sent to 1,900 current service users who may be 
affected. 1,000 members of the Local Involvement Network (LINks) were also 
sent the questionnaire. The questionnaire was available on the Council’s 
website through a special questionnaire portal. An article in ‘The News’ 
referenced the consultation.  
 
The questionnaire was open to service users, carers and residents. The 
breakdown of the 460 respondents is tabulated below: 


 
 
 
 
The Council also 
consulted directly 
with the following 
groups: 


• Disabili
ty Equality Forum 


• Carers Networking Group 


 % Answer Count 
Service user 53.26% 245 
Carer 11.52% 53 
Other 13.04% 60 
No response 22.17% 102 
Total 100.00% 460 







  


• Practitioners Forum 
• Personalisation Customer Reference Group 
• Advisory Partners 
• Carers Coffee Morning 


 
The Forum for the Elderly was also involved in the discussion around social 
care funding.  
 
Appointment sessions were offered so residents could discuss with staff, 
including a member of the Financial Assessment team, how the proposals 
would affect them. This was not popular with only two people taking up this 
option. More popular was an option for a member of Council staff to visit the 
resident’s home to help them fill in the form. This option was taken up by 13 
residents. The Council also responded to resident’s queries over the phone. 
 
Health and Adult Social Care Select Committee considered the proposals on 
20 April 2011. The Select Committee commented that the non-residential 
charging policy had not been updated over many years and the new 
proposals to be overdue but were fair and justified. 
 
The consultation process highlighted a difference in response between the 
consultation meetings with individuals, organisations and representatives of 
carers, service users and local residents, and the questionnaires. When 
people had the opportunity to discuss the proposals, the rationale behind 
them and the impact on their individual circumstances, there was a broader 
acceptance of the proposals. Furthermore, there was support for the various 
protections offered to people on lower incomes and our older residents.  
 
However, this EIA considers the questionnaire responses as well as the 
feedback from meetings, forums and visits. It must also be noted that further 
consultation took place with questionnaire respondents to explore why they 
had commented on some of the proposals in the way that they had. Where 
further explanation was given, over half of respondents who had responded 
negatively the first time, changed their mind. 
 
Home Meal Service 
 
At 1 April 2011, 175 service users were accessing the home meals service.  
When considering making changes to the service in December 2010, the 
Adult Commissioning team conducted a telephone survey with a sample size 
of 40 people. Results showed that:  
• The vast majority of people would prefer their main meal to remain at 


lunch time 
• Nearly all would still buy the meals if the price went up 
• Nearly all would consider paying more from a different provider 
• Around 60% did not feel able to prepare a frozen meal without 


assistance.  
 
Qualitative comments were also noted. An annual survey is sent to all 
customers each year to gain their feedback on the service.  The Review and 







 


Evaluation team have ensured that customers received a review and 
reassessment before the new options were introduced on 1 June. 
 
Taxicard 
 
A letter was sent to all 5,000 users detailing/explaining changes in December 
2010. On 27 January 2011 Debbie German, Manager Mobility Services, and 
Stuart Whitaker, Customer Quality Assurance Advisor, attended the Forum for 
the Elderly held at the Civic Centre, giving a briefing on changes to the 
Taxicard scheme in the borough.  
 
 
 
SECTION 1 - What does the evidence tell us? – to what extent does  the 
policy /service/function affect the promotion of equality and the elimination 
of discrimination in each of the equality groups below 


 
Age 
 
The Fairer Contributions Policy proposals will have an impact on the 
borough’s elderly population. For instance, 78% of home care users are aged 
over 65. 40% are over 85. Of the 460 respondents to the questionnaire, the 
age breakdown is tabulated below, also including the breakdown of those who 
identified themselves as service users: 


The respondents age grouping show a slight under representation of views 
from older service users. The responses suggest, because of the 
disproportionate impact on older people, that measures should be in place to 
protect the elderly. These measures are discussed in Section 2. 
 
The changes to the Taxicard scheme were well received by the members of 
the Forum for the Elderly who generally accepted that changes have to be 


Age 
% Answer 
(Total) 


% Count 
(Total) 


% Answer 
(Service Users) 


% Answer 
(Service Users) 


18-24 1.09% 5 1.22% 3 
25-34 3.26% 15 4.49% 11 
35-44 7.17% 33 8.16% 20 
45-54 10.65% 49 14.29% 35 
55-64 9.13% 42 12.65% 31 
65-74 10% 46 9.39% 23 
75-84 17.83% 82 17.55% 43 
85-94 29.35% 135 22.45% 55 
94+ 3.91% 18 3.67% 9 
No response 7.61% 35 6.12% 15 
Total 100.00% 460 100.00% 245 







  


made as a result of TfL capping spending on the scheme. During the briefing, 
alternative methods of transport that are available to elderly people were 
described and the relevant contact details included, as well as the contact 
details of the Mobility Services Team.   
  
After the briefing an opportunity was given to the audience to ask any 
questions they might have regarding the changes or about the scheme in 
general.  A number of questions were asked which focused on; 
• Qualification requirements for the Taxicard 
• Explanation on how the subsidy works 
• Ways in which to utilise the Taxicard 


  
Since the session, the Mobility Team has not experienced an increase in the 
volume of calls received, the total number remaining constant with previous 
months.  Customers that have contacted the Mobility Team have commented 
positively on the alternative modes of transport/methods of utilising their 
Taxicard which were highlighted during the Forum for the Elderly. Customers 
have been most interested in the Patient Transport Service, an NHS run 
service which transports patients to and from their hospital appointments, and 
Dial-A-Ride, both of which are free services.  
 
The majority of our 175 Home Meal service users are aged over 65 (95%). 
Indeed, over 50% are aged over 85. Therefore, any changes will have a 
disproportionate impact on the borough’s ageing population. The Council has 
ensured that people still receive the meals and other services they require to 
meet their needs. The Council’s Review and Evaluation team has contacted 
the service users affected to inform them of the changes and ensured they 
have signed up to one of the new options.   
 
Disability 
 
Both the changes to the Taxicard scheme and to non-residential charging will 
affect people with disabilities in the borough disproportionately. In particular 
the changes to disability disregard and the inclusion of Severe Disability 
Premium/Allowance will impact on people with disabilities despite the levels of 
protection that will be put in place. We consulted with the Disability Forum, 
Learning Disability Partnership Board, Carers groups and the Advisory 
Partners. The Fairer Contributions consultation document was edited to 
ensure it was in ‘easy read’.  
 
Of those who responded to the Fairer Contributions questionnaire, 402 
(87.39%) had a disability of some description. 
 
No. of Disabilities listed % Answer Count 
One disability 28.26% 130 
Two disabilities 24.57% 113 
Three disabilities 18.7% 86 







 


 
 Of those with four or more disabilities (73): 
• 22 (30.1%) felt charging for all community based services was fair 
• 34 (46.5%) felt charging for all community based services was not fair 
• 14 (19.2%) did not know 
• 3 (4.1%) did not answer 


 
This Impact Assessment has looked specifically at the answers of those who 
stated they had learning disabilities (62 people): 
 
Question 1 - We want to include all of the Severe Disability Premium and 75% 
of disability related benefits in working out how much you can afford to pay. 


 
Question 2 - Government guidance says that we should ask for a contribution 
towards all services. At the moment we only ask for a payment towards home 
care. 


 
The evidence from the questionnaire responses and the forums we consulted 
with tell us that the policy impacts too much on those with high levels of 
disability. Therefore, an extra protection measure should be introduced to 
protect those receiving Disability Living Allowance Higher or Attendance 
Allowance Higher. This measure is introduced in Section 2. 
 


Four disabilities 11.3% 52 
Five disabilities 4.57% 21 
No disability/No response 12.6% 58 
Total 100.00% 460 


Total  Yes No 
Don’t 
Know 


No 
response 


62 9 (14.5%) 29 (36.8%) 18 (29%) 7 (11.3%) 


Total  Yes No 
Don’t 
Know 


No 
response 


62 20 (32.3%) 28 (45.2%) 11 (17.7%) 3 (4.8%%) 


Ethnicity 
 
Below is the ethnicity profile of the 1,100 service users who may be affected 
by the new Fairer Contributions proposals with the ethnicity of the 
questionnaire respondents in brackets : 
 


Asian or Asian British: 3.6% (4.35%) 
Black or Black British: 5.9% (8.04%) 
Chinese or other ethnic group: 0.7% (0.43%) 
White British: 84.6% (78.7%) 
Other White: 3.7% (1.74%) 
Mixed or Mixed British: 1.5% (2.17%) 


 
The figures above show 84.6% of home care users are white British. This 







  


compares with only 56.4% (LBBD Experimental Ethnic Estimates: 
Community Mapping Nov 2010) of all borough residents being white British. 
However, the ethnic profile of the respondents is similar to the overall ethnicity 
of current service users as described above. There is a slight 
underrepresentation of white British respondents as opposed to actual service 
users. Over 15% of service users are from an ethnic minority. Therefore, the 
Council ensured that the consultation was in an accessible format. It is 
important that service users, where English is not their first language, are able 
to understand the implications of the proposals. Help was available to go 
through the proposals through a personal visit, a telephone call or a surgery. 
The proposals and questionnaire were distributed to the BAME Forum on 27 
April. The Council’s BME Support Officer was available to help clarify the 
questions. She also visited the Gurdwara where she helped respondents 
complete the form. 
 
Gender (including transgender) 
 
Below is the gender profile compared with age of the 1,100 service users who 
may be affected by the new Fairer Contributions proposals: 
 
Age Male Female 
18 - 24 0.4% 0.1% 
25 - 39 2.1% 1% 
40 - 64 6.8% 7.8% 
65 - 74 4.6% 6.7% 
75 - 84 6.2% 16.8% 
85 - 94 5.9% 27.8% 
95+ 0.6% 5.5% 
 
The table shows the disproportionate impact on elderly women. Over 50% of 
service users affected are women aged 75 and over. 268 (58.3%) 
respondents stated that they were female and 152 were aged over 75. Of the 
152, 55 (36.2%) thought introducing charging for all non-residential services 
was fair and 53 (34.9%) though that it was not fair. This compares with the 
overall figure from all respondents of 161 (35%) thinking introducing charging 
for all non residential services was fair and 200 (43.5%) believing it is unfair. 
 
While it is important to recognise and monitor the impact on elderly women, 
the policy should be consistent across genders.  
 
Religion or belief 
 
The movement of service users to personal budgets allows the budget holders 
to have greater choice and control. The budget holder can, for instance, 
purchase culturally specific forms of support including those in keeping with 
the individual’s faith. These approaches may not be part of the general offer 
but are necessary to meet individual outcomes. Therefore, the personalised 
approach to social care encourages choice and control which may include 
culturally specific services not delivered by mainstream providers.  
 







 


Regarding home meals, culturally specific and faith appropriate meals are 
provided by most of the new menu of options. More details can be found in 
section 2.  
 
Consultation documents on non-residential charging  include faith monitoring 
which is detailed below: 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


Faith % Answer Count 
Christian 78.26% 360 
Muslim 3.26% 15 
Sikh 1.3% 6 
Hindu 0.65% 3 
Jewish 0.22% 1 
No faith 6.52% 30 
Others 1.74% 8 
No response 8.04% 37 
Total 100.00% 460 


Sexual orientation 
 
No specific implications 
 
Pregnant and Nursing mothers  
 
No specific implications 
 
 
How could this policy /service/ function reduce socio-economic 
disadvantage for all groups?  
 
The proposals will mean more people are contributing towards their care or 
paying higher amounts for their care, Taxicard journeys and Home Meal 
Service. We have consulted widely on the proposals and the levels of 
protection we are offering.  
 
Careful modelling has been completed on the proposals for service users to 
ensure they still have enough money to live on. Extra protection measures 
have been built in to protect the borough’s most vulnerable such as raising the 
minimum payment to £5, only taking up to 75% of disposable income and 
introducing transitional protection.   
 
 
How does the policy/service/function contribute to building Community 
Cohesion?) 







  


 
The Council has worked with local providers to introduce a new way of 
providing community meals. This includes liaising with a social enterprise who 
have agreed to be included in the list of options for service users. A social 
enterprise is a business with primarily social objectives whose surpluses are 
reinvested for that purpose in the business or the community, rather than 
being driven by the need to maximise profit for shareholders and owners. The 
promotion of social enterprises should have positive impacts on the 
community. 
 
The Fairer Contributions proposals, in general however, could have 
implications for community cohesion in the way that the charges will mean 
that there is no financial incentive to use day centres. Service users and 
carers would have more choices because of personal budgets and people 
may choose to engage in more community based activities thereby increasing 
the opportunities for developing local friendships and raising the visibility of 
disabled people within the local community.  
 
 
Given all the information that you have gathered in the previous 
sections how will or how does the Policy/Service /Function meet the 
needs of individuals from different groups?   
 
The impact of the changes in charging policy for home care users has been 
analysed extensively. The impact of the proposed changes has been 
modelled for the 922 home care users financially assessed before 3 
November 2010. The impact has been modelled again following the 
consultation for the 987 home care users financially assessed before 1 June 
2011. This includes current home care users who are not currently charged 
but will be if the proposed changes are implemented following consultation. 
The impact on other service users such day care users and people funded 
through Supporting People was included in the report for Cabinet on 15 March 
and the revised policy for 12 July. It is impossible to predict as accurately the 
impact on these service users and new service users because these people 
have not all been financially assessed. Instead, the trends from the home care 
user analysis has been used to gather indicative numbers affected by the 
proposals: 


• 53% (583) of people will get free services or pay less 
- 575 (52%) service users will still receive free services  
- 15 (1%) will pay less than they pay now 


• 5%  (51) of people will pay the same 
• 41% (451) of people will pay for the first time or pay more. 
 


The number affected by this policy will fluctuate as people enter and leave the 
services affected. New service users (after 1 October) will not be protected by 
transitional protection but will be subject to the other protection measures to 
ensure they have enough disposable income to live on. 
Age   
 
Council Members and Officers are very aware of the impact any proposed 







 


changes have on the ageing population as they are more likely to be receiving 
services that will be charged for. For instance, over one third of home care 
users are aged over 85. As an additional protection measure for this group, it 
was proposed that we increase the Minimum Income Guarantee for all service 
users aged 85 and over by £10. This means over 85s will have a Minimum 
Guaranteed Income of £181.68 giving them higher disposable income. Of the 
111 people who answered the questionnaire aged 85 and over, only 9 (8.1%) 
thought this proposal was not fair. Overall 342 (74.4%) of respondents thought 
this additional protection measure was fair and 53 (11.52%) thought it was not 
fair. It is recommended that this additional protection measure remains in 
place to help assist elderly residents in the borough. 
 
The national guidance ensures that people aged 60 and over have a higher 
minimum income of £171.68. Therefore any income below that amount will not 
be touched by this charging policy. 
 
The increase in charge of the Taxicard scheme will also have an impact on 
88% of Taxicard holders who are aged over 65. The majority of the Taxicard 
users above are also in receipt of non-residential services. The built in 
protection for older people with non-residential care means that all Taxicard 
holders should have enough disposable income to fund these changes. It 
must also be noted that the majority of Taxicard users only use their Taxicard 
in emergencies – just once or twice a year. However, the new proposals will 
be reviewed this summer to monitor the impact of the proposals introduced in 
April. 
 
Disability 
 
In the proposed Fairer Contributions policy, including Severe Disability 
Premium in income calculations, will mean that an estimated additional 177 
service users will have to pay a contribution towards the cost of their personal 
budget or care package (as calculated in November 2010). This is because 
their Net Disposable Income, including Severe Disability Premium would then 
be calculated as being above the income support level + 25%. 
 
The proposal to reduce the level of disability disregard to 25% of disability 
related benefits means an additional 167 people would become eligible to 
make a contribution towards the cost of their care package or personal 
budget. In total 344 people may be affected by changes to the treatment of 
disability benefits.  
 
The consultation has revealed of the 402 people who responded to the 
questionnaire with at least one disability, 118 (29.4%) thought it was fair to 
reduce the levels of disability disregard to 25%. 173 (43%) thought it was 
unfair.  
 
Because of this impact on people with disabilities in the borough and the 
responses received, it is proposed that an extra protection measure is added 
to those who receive the higher rates of DLA and AA. Instead, 65% of DLA 
and AA will be considered in income calculations.  







  


 
Disability 
Related 
Benefit 


Level 2011/12 
benefit 
level 


March 
15 
proposal 


Revised 
proposal 


Income 
not 
chargeable 


Disability 
Living 
Allowance   


Higher  £73.60 £55.20 £47.84 £25.76 
Medium £49.30 £36.98 £36.98 £12.32 
Lower £19.55 £14.66 £14.66 £4.89 


Attendance 
Allowance 


Higher £73.60 £55.20 £47.84 £25.76 
Lower £49.30 £36.98 £36.98 £12.32 


 
This revised proposal will effectively give an extra £7.36 in weekly protection 
to the borough’s most vulnerable service users. 61 people will not be charged 
because of the movement of DLA/AA Higher from 75% disregard to 65%. 
 
It is proposed that the other protection measures remain:  
• Only 75% of net disposable income can be charged  
• People will be protected by large increases in the chargeable amount 


by introducing transitional protection of a maximum £10 weekly 
increase from October 2011 and £20 increase in April 2012.  


 
This will in particular protect new payers who visit day centres and currently 
pay nothing for this service. It is anticipated that 54 current day care users will 
also be expected to start contributing if the proposals are implemented. The 
54 day care users will all be protected by the transitional protection.   
Despite the aforementioned protective measures in place, disabled people in 
the borough are going to be expected to pay more across a range of 
services. The majority of Taxicard users have mobility problems and are 
going to be expected to pay more for their journeys. If they have home 
meals as well it is likely that they will pay more for their meals (though they 
may find cheaper alternatives). The increase in charge for Blue Badge 
holders from £2 to £10 owing to the design changing must also be 
considered. The Blue Badge scheme is for people with severe mobility 
problems. It allows Blue Badge holders to park close to where they need to 
go. Though the Blue Badge lasts for three years, the increases in costs for 
disabled people in the borough add up.  
 
The Council will continue to consult with disabled people and undertake 
regular financial assessments to ensure they have enough disposable income 
despite the increase in charges and costs. In extreme cases of hardship, 
service charges can be waived at the discretion of the Corporate Director. 
 
 
 
Race/Ethnicity 
 
The Council will ensure all service users, including the 15% of ethnic minority 
service users affected by the Fairer Contributions proposals, clearly 
understand the benefits they are entitled to when they are financially 







 


assessed. The numbers of ethnic minority residents is increasing as shown by 
the latest estimates of percentage of people in ethnic groups (LBBD 
Experimental Ethnic Estimates: Community Mapping Nov 2010): 


White: 67.2% 
British/Irish 56.4% 


Other 10.8% 
Asian or Asian British: 14.4% 


Indian 4.1% 
Pakistani 5.4% 
Bangladeshi 3.0% 
Other Asian 1.9% 


Black or Black British: 17.6% 
Caribbean 1.9% 
African 15.4% 
Other black 0.3% 
Chinese or Other Ethnic Group 0.9% 
Chinese 0.4% 
Other 0.5% 


 
This is quite different from the ethnic profile of service users in the ethnicity 
part of section 1. It is likely that the ethnic profile of service users will change 
to move more in line with the borough ethnicity changes. It is essential that the 
financial assessment process is clear so all service users understand what 
benefits they are entitled to and how the Fairer Contributions Policy works.  
 
The Council explored the option of providing culturally sensitive meals to the 
local community. Future service options ensure user’s health and cultural 
meal needs are considered, for example by providing options that include 
Asian, Asian vegetarian and Afro Caribbean.   


 
One of the most popular new options for Home Meal service users, Havering 
Catering Services, are able to cater for all dietary requirements. Only one of 
the home meals options listed on the leaflet, do not offer the full range of 
culturally specific meals. This is a sit down option where users enjoy the 
opportunity to socialise with others as they are eating. 
 
Gender (including transgender) 
 
The impact on elderly women is disproportionate to other genders as 
discussed above. Cases will be reviewed where there are particular cases of 
individual hardship. 
 
Pregnant / Nursing  Mothers  
 
The impact on this group has not been analysed.  
 
Religion or Belief 
 
As stated above the new home meals service options will consider dietary 
requirements owing to religious belief including: 







  


Kosher 
Halal 
Vegetarian 
 


Home Meals options will offer choice and control for service users. 
 
Sexual orientation 
 
The impact on this group has not been analysed.  
 
Socio-economic disadvantage 
 
Service users will be paying more if the proposals for Fairer Contributions are 
implemented. However, all the proposals have attempted to ensure that 
service users are not too economically disadvantaged by the proposals. In 
particular, the following proposals seek to prevent socio-economic 
disadvantage by: 
• Ensuring only 75% of net disposable income can be touched by any 


charging policy. This will mean that 14 people will actually pay less for 
their home care than they currently do under the banded system 


• Introducing a minimum payment of £5 meaning that 34 service users 
on low income do not have to pay towards their home care 


• Introducing transitional protection to protect service users from large 
payment increases 


• Allowing home meal users to find cheaper alternatives rather than 
giving them no choice about their home meal provider 


• Ensuring people are aware of other transport options other than the 
taxicard scheme, including the sharing of transport with other users. 


 
Cases will be reviewed where there are particular cases of individual hardship 
with a possible reduction or waiver resulting. The impact of any proposals 
implemented, and the use of waivers, will be monitored and evaluated 
annually.  
 
What more can be done?     
Challenges and Opportunities 
1) The Revenues and Benefits Team will be conducting a financial 


assessment on up to 1,100 service users. This will mean the most up-to-
date financial information will be gathered on service users to ensure they 
pay the correct amount. This Financial Assessment will be updated 
annually for each service user so any changes in financial circumstances 
are picked up and people are still paying the right amount. The Financial 
Assessment will be accompanied by a welfare benefits check to maximise 
each individual’s income. 
  


2) What practical changes will help reduce any adverse or potential adverse 
impact on particular groups?  
Extra resources may be acquired by Elevate to ensure they can manage 
the extra financial assessments that will be required as more people 







 


become eligible to be charged. Extra resources may be also required to 
ensure people are given welfare benefits checks at the same time as 
financial assessments. This will be confirmed by the Project 
Implementation team. 


 
3) What will be done to improve access to, and take-up of, services and 


understanding the policy? 
Frontline workers will be briefed about the consultation. When a new policy 
is confirmed following decision by Cabinet, they will be briefed again. 
Social workers will therefore be in a position to assist with any queries and 
help with financial assessments if necessary. The new charging policy and 
Taxicard scheme will be explained on the borough’s website. 
 


 
What impact will the policy have on helping different groups of people to 
get on well together to improve community relations 
Because the proposals remove any financial incentive to use day centres, 
people may begin to choose to engage in community based activities with 
personal support. This could raise the visibility of disabled people and enable 
people to develop relationships with people they previously would not have 
met. 
 
Equality Impact Assessment 
 
While these proposals are designed to increase income for the Council to 
sustain the current levels of service, they are also designed to be fair and 
equitable. Provision is to be made to ensure: 
• The results of the consultation should be presented to Members at 


Cabinet in July 2011, including the raw data. 
• Frontline staff to be aware of proposed changes to charges and 


understand the rationale behind it.  
• The new financial systems (SWIFT Financials) need to be set up and 


tested. 







Action plan template 
 


Category Actions Target date Person responsible and their 
Directorate 


Improving Involvement and 
Consultation 
 


Eight week consultation to take place from 
beginning of April 2011 to ask questions around the 
proposals concluding on 31 May 2011. The results 
of this consultation will go to Cabinet in July 2011.  


July 2011 Divisional Director Adult 
Commissioning 


Review of Taxicard 
proposals 


Full review of impact of new proposals since 1 April September 
2011 


Divisional Director Customer 
Strategy  


Improving data collection  
and evidence 


Financial Assessment of all non-residential service 
users will be carried out from April 2011. 


September 
2011 


Project Manager 
Implementation Phase 


 Welfare benefits checks will be offered and take up 
monitored. 


September 
2011 


Project Manager 
Implementation Phase 


Improving assessment and  
analysis of information 
  


Payment system set up on SWIFT Financials September 
2011 


Project Manager 
Implementation Phase 


Developing procurement and 
partnerships arrangements 
to include equality objectives 
and targets within all aspects 
of the process ( including 
monitoring of the contract / 
commission) 


Monitor any drop off in service take-up because of 
the charges and ensure no equality group is 
aversely affected. 


Annually Divisional Director Adult 
Commissioning 


How will you monitor 
evaluate and review  
this EIA  (including 
publishing the results) 


EIA updated following consultation and included in 
appendix for July Cabinet report. This will be 
published on the Council website.   


July 2011 Divisional Director Adult 
Commissioning 


EIA to be reviewed annually, in line with review of 
policy. 


April 2012 Divisional Director Adult 
Commissioning  


 








 


Enfield Council Predictive Equality Impact Assessment/Analysis         Appendix D 


 
 


NB if there is likely to be an impact on different groups of staff as a result of this proposal, please also complete a 
restructuring predictive EQIA form  


 


Department: Health Housing and Social Care Service: Adult Social Care 


Title of 
decision:  


 Date 
completed:                                    


29/10/15 


Author:                              Helen Finnemore Contact 
details: 


Helen.finnemore@enfield.gov.uk 


 


Telephone: 020 8379 3162 


1.  Type of change being proposed:          Adult Social Care Transport Policy 


 
This assessment addresses the equality impact of Enfield Council’s proposal to introduce a policy in relation to Adult Social Care Transport for people 
with an assessed eligible need.    
 


Service delivery 
change/ new 
service/cut in 
service 


     
     


Policy change or new 
policy 


 
 


Grants and 
commissioning             


  Budget change            


2.  Describe the change, why it is needed, what is the objective of the change and what is the possible impact 
of the change: 


      There are 305 individuals using Council Transport to access Council run day services. Of these 135 have a learning disability, 158 are 65 or 
over with a mixture of physical frailty and dementia and 12 adults with a physical disability. There are a further 349 people who access 
transport to externally run day services. Of these 186 have a learning disability and the other 163 have a range of conditions related to 
physical frailty or physical disability. Transport is used to access a range of activities including day opportunities, respite care, leisure 
services and other related activities. There are also other service users who buy their transport using a personal budget. 


 


      Council transport is commissioned and funded by Adult Social Care and is provided by Environment Management Services, in the main  
      through a fleet of leased vehicles (supplemented by taxis as required). 
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       In 2014/15 Adult Social Care spent in excess of £1.3 million on providing transport for 654 adults with eligible social care needs, such as transport 


to day care centres or care homes.    


 
       Under the Care Act 2014 Enfield Council, generally speaking, has a duty to arrange care and support for those with eligible assessed 


needs. This includes an assessed eligible need to enable service users to get around in the community safely to make use of necessary 
services and to use public transport. The Council also has a power to provide support for non-eligible needs. The Council will provide 
support where it is required to enable service users to travel to an assessed and eligible service, work, education or training where you are 
eligible for such support in line with the principles set out below. The Council also has a power to charge for meeting needs. Depending on 
individual circumstances and whether a service user requests the Council's support to meet theirr travel needs they may be required to 
contribute to the cost of that support.  


Enfield Council is proposing  to introduce a Transport Policy within Adult Social Care, which will change the way in which it assesses for and 
provides transport services within Adult Social Care to those with an assessed eligible need. It is important to stress, that the Council is not 
proposing to remove transport for people who need this service. 


Subject to agreement by Council Cabinet, this policy will be implemented from the 1st April 2016. 


Changing the Council’s approach to transport through promoting independence and the usage of community based options, is 
commensurate with the Council’s preventative approach and supports individuals to have more choice and control over care through 
accessing mainstream services wherever possible. The current transport service is a traditional model that provides transport for service 
users from door to door and can, therefore, encourage dependency. The approach being proposed through the Transport Policy recognises 
that the current transport offer does not fit with the Council’s Personalisation agenda;  that for some people the existing model of adapted 
and assisted travel will continue to be appropriate, though at a reduced cost and that for others, alternative and cheaper forms of transport 
will be appropriate. 


Furthermore, reductions in funding received by the Council from central government, means that the Council needs to deliver savings in 
excess of £70m by 2020. This includes a saving of £24m from Adult Social Care. (A key part of delivering the department’s medium term 
financial plan savings will require a significant reduction in the unit cost of any transport service.)  


New legislation introduced by the Government (the Care Act 2014) means that councils now have a duty to provide support to more people. 
In addition, more people are living longer but with fewer years of good health and many with significant disabilities. The Council’s priority 
therefore must be to protect the delivery of front line services for the most vulnerable people in Enfield.         


     The proposed Transport policy (Appendix A) is underpinned by the following high principles: 


SUMMARY OF THIS POLICY 


I.     The overriding principle is that the decision to provide support with travel is based on a person’s individual circumstances including 


their  needs, risks, outcomes and in line with promoting independence. Travel arrangements will be subject to a risk assessment and, 







  


where appropriate, will include independent travel options, assistance to help you travel independently, as well as help from family, 


friends and other support networks. 


II.    This policy rests upon a general assumption and expectation that wherever possible, and in line with promoting independence, you will 


meet your own needs for travel.  


III.     Your assessment or review for care and support will determine whether you have a need for support to enable you to travel to an 


assessed eligible service, work, activity, education or training and whether this is an eligible need or not. 


IV.     At the care and support planning stage the Council will give you information about your transport options and the best value 


appropriate  option for you will be identified and shown in your care and support plan. This will also include any transport needs which 


the Council is not meeting and a contingency plan for arrangements in the event that the transport support you receive fails (for 


example if a carer is unable or unwilling to continue to offer it). 


V.     Where you are able to travel to an assessed eligible service, activity, work, education or training with the help of family or friends 


(unpaid carers) we will ask them, either as part of your assessment/review or a carer assessment, whether they are willing and able to 


continue to do this. 


VI.     If you are able to travel independently to an assessed eligible service, work, education or training, you will be expected to do so. 


VII.     If you have a Motability vehicle which you drive yourself you are expected to use this to travel to an assessed eligible service, work, 


activity, education or training where this is reasonable. 


VIII.     If you have a Motability vehicle and you are not normally the driver, we would expect the vehicle to be available when you need it to 


travel to an assessed eligible service, work, activity, education or training. If the person who drives your vehicle is an unpaid carer, we 


will discuss with them, in conjunction with a carers assessment where appropriate, whether they are able or willing to help meet your 


transport needs in this way. 


IX.     If your assets are below the upper capital limit you may have to contribute towards the costs of the Council’s support for your travel 


needs. The upper capital limit is set by Government and is subject to an annual review. In 2015-16 the upper capital limit is £23,250. If 


you receive services within the community and you own your own home, its value will not be taken into account when we work out 


how much you have to pay. If you live in a residential care setting, the value of any property you own that is regarded as capital will 


count towards the upper capital limit. Please see our adult social care charging policies for full information. 


X.     Where you are in receipt of disability related benefits, you can claim for necessary disability related expenditure to meet any needs 


necessitated by your illness or disability, which are not being met by the Council. Where you are claiming Disability Related 


Expenditure for transport costs necessitated by your illness or disability we will only allow for the costs of the cheapest appropriate 







  


option and for amounts over and above the mobility component of Disability Living Allowance (DLA) or Personal Independence 


Payment (PIP) where you are receiving it. 


XI.     If your assets are above the upper capital limit (£23,250), you will have to pay the full cost of the Council supporting your travel needs 


if you ask the council to provide support. 


XII.     If you live in a residential care setting, in most cases your travel needs will be met within the cost of your placement. 


XIII.     Where you cannot arrange your own transport to meet needs under the Care Act 2014, the Council can arrange transport on your 


behalf   through its brokerage service. There may be a charge for this depending on your financial circumstances. 


The proposed changes, outlined by the core principles (detailed above) apply to those who have been assessed as eligible for support from  
Adult Social Services. This policy proposes that provision of transport is considered as part of the assessment and support planning process,  
where a service users need to attend community services or other activities has been identified as part of their support plan.  
 
Where service users have specific transport needs the Council will ensure that appropriate resources are available. 
 
Monitoring Information 
 
Monitoring information / data has been included and is displayed in the tables below.  
 


Adult Social Care service users with Day Care (External and Internal) 


Summary by Primary Client Type 
 


Service user group   


Learning Disabilities 321 49% 


Mental Health   69 11% 


Physical Disability 243  37% 


Other   21   3% 


Grand Total  654  


 
 
Summary by ethnicity 
 


Ethnicity  


AFRICAN 26 







  


ALBANIAN 2 


ANY OTHER MIXED BACKGROUND 1 


ASIAN AND CHINESE 1 


BANGLADESHI OR BRITISH BANGLADESHI 7 


Belgian 1 


BLACK AND WHITE 1 


BLACK BRITISH 23 


BRITISH ASIAN 13 


British White 21 


CARIBBEAN 52 


CHINESE 6 


CYPRIOT (PART NOT STATED) 2 


EAST AFRICAN ASIAN 4 


ENGLISH 49 


GREEK 9 


GREEK CYPRIOT 40 


INDIAN OR BRITISH INDIAN 18 


IRANIAN 1 


IRISH 12 


ITALIAN 15 


KURDISH 1 


MAURITIAN 1 


NIGERIAN 4 


NOT YET OBTAINED / NOT ESTABLISHED 8 


NOT YET OBTAINED/NOT ESTABLISHED 1 


OTHER ASIAN, ASIAN UNSPECIFIED 6 


OTHER GROUP 20 


OTHER WHITE, WHITE UNSPECIFIED 2 


PAKISTANI OR BRITISH PAKISTANI 3 


PORTUGESE 1 


PUNJABI 1 


REFUSED / DECLINED 1 


SOMALIAN 2 







  


SOUTH AFRICAN 1 


SRI LANKAN 3 


TURKISH 16 


TURKISH CYPRIOT 25 


VIETNAMESE 1 


WELSH 2 


WHITE AND BLACK AFRICAN 1 


WHITE AND BLACK CARIBBEAN 3 


WHITE BRITISH, MIXED BRITISH 236 


WHITE EUROPEAN, EUROPEAN UNSPECIFIED, 
EUROPEAN MXD 11 


Grand Total 654 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







  


 
 
Summary by Ward 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Enfield Council is cognisant of its responsibilities in relation to the changes being proposed, whilst maintaining its Public Sector Equality Duty in 


relation to having due regard to the need to advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and 


Ward  


BOWES 27 


BUSH HILL PARK 42 


CHASE 40 


COCKFOSTERS 20 


EDMONTON GREEN 45 


ENFIELD HIGHWAY 31 


ENFIELD LOCK 29 


GRANGE 9 


HASELBURY 38 


HIGHLANDS 39 


JUBILEE 33 


LOWER EDMONTON 21 


Out of borough 5 


PALMERS GREEN 33 


PONDERS END 28 


SOUTHBURY 17 


SOUTHGATE 29 


SOUTHGATE GREEN 21 


TOWN 36 


TURKEY STREET 42 


UPPER EDMONTON 32 


WINCHMORE HILL 37 


Grand Total 654 







  


persons who do not share it involves having due regard, in particular, the need to— 


(i)remove or minimise disadvantages suffered by persons who share a relevant protected characteristic that are connected to that characteristic; 


(ii)take steps to meet the needs of persons who share a relevant protected characteristic that are different from the needs of persons who do not 


share it; 


(iii)encourage persons who share a relevant protected characteristic to participate in public life or in any other activity in which participation by 


such persons is disproportionately low. 


(iv) take the steps involved in meeting the needs of disabled persons that are different from the needs of persons who are not disabled include, 


in  particular, steps to take account of disabled persons' disabilities. 


3.  Do you carry out equalities monitoring of your service? If No please state why? 


  


Yes 
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1. Does equalities monitoring of your service show people 
from the following groups benefit from your service? 
(recipients of the service, policy or budget, and the 
proposed change) 


 


Y 


 


Y 


 


Y 


 


Y 


 


Y 


 


Y 


 


Y 


 


N 


 


Y 


2. Does the service or policy contribute to eliminating 
discrimination, promote equality of opportunity, and foster 
good relations between different groups in the community? 


Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Not 
Applicable 


Y 


3. Could the proposal discriminate, directly or indirectly these 
groups? 


N N N N N N N N N 


4. Could this proposal affect access to your service by different N N N N N N N N N 







  


groups in the community? 


5. Could this proposal affect access to information about your 
service by different groups in the community? 


N N N N N N N N N 


6. Could the proposal have an adverse impact on relations 
between different groups?  


N N N N N N N N N 


 If Yes answered to questions 3-6 above – please describe the impact of the change (including any positive impact on equalities) and what 
the service will be doing to reduce the negative impact it will have.  


  
Not applicable 


*If you have ticked yes to discrimination, please state how this is justifiable under legislation. 


 


4. Tackling Socio-economic inequality 


Indicate Yes, No or Not Known for each group 
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Will the proposal specifically impact on communities disadvantaged 
through the following socio-economic factors? 


N N N N N N N N 


Does the service or policy contribute to eliminating discrimination, 
promote equality of opportunity, and foster good relations between 
different groups in the community? 


Y N/A Not 
known 


Not 
known 


Not 
known 


N N N/A 


Could this proposal affect access to your service by different groups 
in the community? 


N N N N N N N N/A 







  


If Yes answered above – please describe the impact (including any positive impact on social economic inequality) and any mitigation if 
applicable. 
 
The provision of a personalised transport service will offer service users more choice and control over what transport options they access to get out 
and about. Supporting social inclusion and enabling people with disabilities to access mainstream transport, (wherever possible) thus enabling 
service users to lead full and active lives in their communities. 


The Council will still provide support and advice to help those individuals affected while still providing travel assistance to those most in-need and 
on very low incomes who do not get mobility benefits. The Council will also support people who may be eligible to apply for disability benefits to do 
so. 


To reduce any negative impact as a result of the proposed Transport policy, the Council will: 
 


 Support service users, families and carers to maximise the benefits available to them, wherever appropriate 


 Include transport options as part of the care and support planning process, ensuring that service users have the support they need to 


identify transport which is appropriate to help meet their needs. This will include independent travel options, assistance to help travel 


independently, as well as help from family, friends and other support networks. 


 For those services users with an assessed eligible need, (unable to arrange their own transport) the Council can arrange transport on their 


behalf through the brokerage function. (Service users will be charged up to the full cost of this transport, depending on their financial 


assessment.    


 Ensure that any impact from this policy associated with carers’ and their ‘carer role’, will be reduced by identifying any associated carer 
issues, through individual reviews and/or carer assessments.  
 


 Please nb; as part of the assessment, support planning and review process Transport arrangements will always be subject to a risk assessment. 


 


5. Review 
How and when will you monitor and review the effects of this proposal? 
 


Assessments, Support Plans and Reviews will monitor the impact on Service Users and their Carers  
 
This activity will take place appropriate to the needs of the Service User. 


 







 


Enfield Council Predictive Equality Impact Assessment/Analysis         Appendix D 


 
 


NB if there is likely to be an impact on different groups of staff as a result of this proposal, please also complete a restructuring 
predictive EQIA form  


 
Action plan template for proposed changes to service, policy or budget 
 
Title of decision:………………………………………………………………………………… ………………………………………………….. 


 
Team:……………… ………………………………………………………………. Department:……… ………………………………….. 


 
Service manager:…… ……………………………………………. 


 
Identified Issue Action Required Lead Officer Timescale/     


 By When 
Costs Review Date/ 


Comments 


Ensure that the 
draft Adult Social 
Care Transport 
Policy and Adult 
Social Care 
Transport 
Consultation 
Questionnaire is 
written in a way 
that can be clearly 
understood by 
service users, 
carers and families, 
and residents 
 
 
 


Organise pre 
consultation - Working 
Group engagement 
meetings with service 
users and carers to 
review the Transport 
Consultation packs 
accessibility, and to 
gain feedback and 
make appropriate 
changes to ensure that 
the draft policy and 
questionnaire is written 
in a way that is clear 
and easy to 
understand. 


Janice 
Abraham/Chris 
O’Donnell 


15/7/15 
16/7/15 
20/7/15 


 3 pre-consultation 
Working Group 
engagement 
meetings held on the 
15/7, 16/7 and 
20/7/15. 
Feedback provided 
by service users, 
family and carers. 
Appropriate changes 
have been made to 
draft policy and the 
questionnaire to 
improve accessibility 
of the information 
  







  


 


Consultation & 
Engagement 
Informing existing 
service users, family 
/ carers and 
residents of the draft 
policy  
 
 


Consultation and 
engagement campaign 
(Web,         e-mail, 
consultation events, 
letters, newsletters.) 
Please refer to the 
Consultation and 
Engagement Plan for 
further detail. 
 
 


Cenk Orhan 
 
 


Consultation and 
engagement  
campaign 
To commence 10th  
of August and run 
until 10th November 
2015 


 
 


 
 


Publication of  
consultation 
outcomes 


Publish on Council’s 
website and provide 
hard copies / other 
accessible formats as 
required 
 


Cenk Orhan 
 


Following 
consultation close 


 
 


 


Publish amendments 
to draft policy  


Publish amendments to 
draft process, and set up  
feedback process on the 
amendemnts 


Cenk Orhan / 
Helen Finnemore 


15th December 2015 
– January 2016 


  


Complete service user 
transport needs 
assessment  


Analysis of existing 
demographic and service 
information to establish 
picture of service user 
transport needs 


Doug Wilson 
 


TBC  
 


 


Service Planning  Conduct service planning Doug Wilson August 2015 – Feb 
2016 


  


 
 
 
Please insert additional rows if needed        Date to be Reviewed: ………………………………………… 
 







  


 
APPROVAL BY THE RELEVANT ASSISTANT DIRECTOR - NAME……………………………… SIGNATURE…………………………. 
 
 
This form should be emailed to joanne.stacey@enfield.gov.uk and be appended to any decision report that follows. 



mailto:joanne.stacey@enfield.gov.uk
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Have your say 
Changes to Door-to-Door Transport  


Proposals  
May 2012 


Introduction 
This document describes Barnet Council’s proposals on the future of 
Transport Services for adults with mobility needs. Over the next few months 
we will be consulting with Barnet residents on these proposals, through a 
series of meetings and a questionnaire.  
 
What are we consulting on?  
 


We are consulting on specific changes to transport services which are 
provided to people who have mobility problems.  
 


Below is a summary of the proposed changes we think are necessary to 
modernise transport services and make them fairer for the future: 
 


 Proposal one: To change the Council’s Policy for eligibility for support 
with transport provided by Adult Social Care and Health. 


 
 Proposal two: To provide travel training to individuals to support them 


to travel independently  
 


 Proposal three: To introduce a charge of £10 for applications for a 
Blue Badge parking permit. 


 
 Proposal four: To change the eligibility criteria for providing parking 


bays for people with disabilities 
 


 Proposal five: To withdraw the Council’s Travel Voucher Scheme 
 
These proposals and the reasons behind them are explained in more 
detail in the pages which follow. 
 
You can share your views on these proposals until 5 August 2012, by 
filling in the questionnaire accompanying this document and returning 
it in the self addressed envelope enclosed  
 
or by completing the questionnaire online at 
http://engage.barnet.gov.uk  
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Why are we consulting?  
 
At present, Barnet residents who have mobility needs related to disability or 
age are offered a range of different kinds of support with transport. The range 
can be confusing, with different ways to apply for support and different rules 
about who qualifies.   
 
We want to take a fresh look at what is needed and to make it simpler for 
people to get the right support.  
 
A review of transport services is also necessary because: 
 
 Demand for Council services is increasing, whilst the budget available for 


adult social care has decreased and will continue to decrease over the 
coming years. We need to make sure that we are making the best use of 
the resources that are available to protect services while saving money.  
 


 Adult social care services are being transformed to allow the service user 
to have greater choice and control over the support they receive. 
Traditional services are not able to provide support which is tailored more 
closely to each individual’s needs. We need to look again at how transport 
services are provided to make them more flexible and suited to an 
individual’s needs.  


 
We want to hear your views on our proposals for changes to door to door 
transport in Barnet to provide better value for money and a more 
personalised, simpler service to those who need support with transport. 
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What help with Transport is available now? 
 
Travel to work, education, leisure and other key services is an important 
aspect of everyday life, which should be achievable without a great deal of 
difficulty and where possible, independently. However, access to the 
transport network, particularly public transport and other sustainable modes 
of travel, can be difficult for some individuals and groups within society. For 
many people support is required to facilitate the same level of accessibility 
that the majority of residents often take for granted. 
 
1. Freedom Pass - this scheme is used by 52,000 older people and 6,000 


disabled people in Barnet. It is the brand name in London for the 
concessionary travel scheme which allows free travel on buses, tube, and 
some rail services. It grants free travel for elderly and disabled residents at 
any time on almost all tube and bus services, and after 9.30am weekdays 
on rail services. It is a statutory scheme which is operated by Transport for 
London on behalf of London boroughs including Barnet.  


 
2. Blue Badge - this scheme is used by 19,500 Barnet residents and gives 


free and dedicated parking close to amenities for drivers and passengers 
with mobility-related disabilities, or who are blind. Blue Badge holders are 
able to park on single yellow lines for up to three hours and are also 
exempt from the central London congestion charge. It is a statutory 
scheme administered individually by each London borough including 
Barnet. 


 
3. Disability Living Allowance Mobility Component - this is a financial 


allowance paid by the Department of Work and Pensions. People can 
qualify for a higher or lower rate, currently £51.40 and £19.55 per week 
respectively, dependent on the degree of their mobility impairment. 6,200 
Barnet residents currently qualify for this allowance, of whom half qualify 
for the higher rate. The Government intends to replace many current 
benefits including Disability Living Allowance with the Personal 
Independence Payment from April 2013. The Personal Independence 
Payment will include a mobility payment with two rates, but the amounts 
have not yet been announced. 


 
4. Motability Scheme - people qualifying for higher rate Disability Living 


Allowance Mobility Component can qualify for a leased vehicle under the 
Motability scheme in exchange for their allowance. 1,429 Barnet residents 
currently benefit from the Motability scheme.  
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5. Support from Adult Social Care and Health - Barnet Council runs a fleet 


of minibuses to help almost 400 people to get to and from day centres 
each day. We also provide taxis for 70 people who need individual 
transport to places they regularly attend. Another 320 people also receive 
financial help toward the cost of taxi trips that they purchase 
independently. All of these kinds of help are provided by Adult Social Care 
and Health at Barnet Council and are only available for people who have 
substantial or critical needs for social care. The people who use these 
transport services are mainly people who are elderly or who have learning 
disabilities or a physical disability. 


 
6. Voluntary Organisations - as well as the different kinds of help with 


transport summarised above, a number of charities and other voluntary 
organisations operate minibuses to enable older and disabled people to 
get around Barnet and to provide outings further afield. These include 
organisations like Barnet Community Transport, Age UK Barnet and Friend 
in Need. Each organisation operates independently.  


 
7. Taxicard - Taxicard is used by 3,975 Barnet residents. It is a London-wide 


scheme administered by London Councils and is financed by the 
boroughs. It provides financial help with taxi costs for people with serious 
mobility problems or who have difficulty in using public transport for other 
reasons. The scheme uses licensed taxis and private hire. 


 
8. Dial-a-Ride – this is a free door-to-door transport service for disabled 


people who cannot use public transport. It can be used for many types of 
journeys, including shopping and visiting friends, but it cannot be used for 
travel to and from local authority day centres, hospital, clinic or GP’s 
appointments, or work.  Dial-a-Ride currently provides 6,000 journeys per 
month for its 3,035 Barnet members.  Membership is free.  Dial-a-Ride is 
operated by Transport for London. 
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Planning transport services for the future 


Below is what we think our objectives should be when planning future 
support. We think that any changes to transport services in the future should 
help to meet these objectives: 


 To provide truly personalised services that are easy to access and simple 
to understand 


 To provide a better, streamlined service for users to be able to access 
council transport  


 To provide high quality vehicles to transport all eligible clients in a safe and 
secure manner.  


 To provide a single point of contact for clients be assessed for all 
necessary transport 


 Be responsive to changing resident needs within the Borough and adjust 
service offerings accordingly  


 To provide a streamlined, efficient, integrated range of services. 
 To set reasonable charges and minimise the costs of services to users and 


the taxpayer. 


For Adult Social Care and Health Transport: 
 


 To provide highly efficient and adaptable Door-to-Door transport service 
for eligible clients, utilising a range of suitably adapted and versatile 
vehicles  


 To enable users  to manage their own travel needs independently through 
Direct Payments or Right to Control or a managed budget 


 To offer the services at a fair price to other individuals and organisations 
such as the Voluntary Sector and Health partners 
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What is Barnet Council doing now to achieve these objectives?   


We want to make it easier for you to use transport:  
 
1. Choosing the right services 
 
Within the Council, we are making it easier for people to get the information 
they need to make the right choices about help with transport, including Blue 
Badges, Taxicards and Freedom Passes. The Council’s new Customer 
Services Organisation will administer all these kinds of help, making it easy to 
get information and to apply for the schemes that work best for each 
individual. We have also commissioned Barnet Centre for Independent Living 
to provide an information and advice service dedicated to people who need 
extra support with their choices. 
 
2. Fair assessments 
 
We want to make sure that resources are used to help those who would most 
benefit from assistance with transport. At present, there are different ways to 
assess the mobility needs of people depending on whether they are applying 
for Blue Badges, Disability Freedom Passes and for help with minibuses and 
taxis provided by social care services. It would be fairer and more efficient to 
have a consistent way to assess everyone’s mobility needs, no matter which 
of these kinds of help they were applying for.  
 
The Council is currently using new guidance from Central Government to 
improve the Blue Badge scheme for Barnet residents. This aims to reduce 
administration costs by cutting out expensive assessments by GPs and 
replacing them with a professionally designed questionnaire that will help 
people to explain their needs directly to the Council. This will be backed up 
where necessary by specialist assessments by occupational therapists, and 
underpinned by an appeals service. The new scheme started from 1 January 
2012 and we propose to extend this approach to cover assessments for other 
kinds of assistance with transport. 
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3. Managing transport services 
 
In September 2011, Barnet Council decided to take forward an ambitious 
project to transform the way in which transport services are provided.  The 
aim of this project is to deliver transport services in partnership with other 
member councils of the West London Alliance - Brent, Ealing, Harrow and 
Hounslow. Working together with four other London boroughs offers 
opportunities for more efficient services whilst maintaining, if not improving 
service quality and improving the experience of service users. This would 
help reduce the overall cost of the transport provision whilst working in 
collaboration with other partners to deliver region-wide services. This also fits 
within the Council’s One Barnet objectives of “a relentless drive for 
efficiency”, “a one public sector approach” and “a new relationship with 
citizens”.  


 
Key benefits include: 


 a central office to operate day-to-day minibus and taxi provision for 
social services customers across the five boroughs 


 opportunities to extend the scope of the bureau’s operations to 
include management of transport provision by other agencies, for 
example NHS Barnet and voluntary organisations 


 a single point of access for people using the transport services being 
managed by the central office 


 reduced costs for clients and the Council 
 
 
4. Policy on Eligibility for Transport provided by the Council’s Adult 


Social Care and Health 
 
We are working with other local authorities in the West London Alliance to 
agree a common policy on eligibility for transport. Our proposals for the new 
policy on eligibility for minibus and taxi provision by the Council’s Adult Social 
Care and Health for people with substantial or critical needs are set out in 
Appendix 1 on Pages 10-15.  
 
We want to know what you think of this policy. 
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5.  Independent Travel Training 


Independent travel training is provided to support people who may lack the 
skills, confidence or ability to undertake a journey by public transport 
independently. Being able to travel independently is something that most of 
us take for granted but for many people with physical or behavioural 
difficulties taking a bus or a train can seem like a monumental task. Travel 
training has been proven to help give better access to transport, education 
employment and day opportunities for a range of people.  


We want to make sure that everyone who would benefit from independent 
travel training can do so we will commission:  
 


 dedicated travel training services from voluntary organisations as 
part of the planned new contracts for prevention services for people 
with learning disabilities  


 
 voluntary organisations with expertise to test the scope for deploying 


volunteers to provide buddy services to help people who continue to 
need a companion to use public transport safely.   


 
We want to know what you think of this proposal 
 
6. A Fair Price 
 
The Council’s Fairer Contributions Policy explains when people who use the 
transport services provided by Adult Social Care and Health must contribute 
towards the cost of these services. People only contribute towards the costs if 
a financial assessment shows that they have the means to pay, and most 
people in practice qualify for rebates.  
 
There are no charges to service users for applications for concessionary 
travel such as the Freedom Pass or Taxicard. 
 
The Council proposes to introduce a charge of £10 for applications for a Blue 
Badge parking permit. There have been concerns about the quality of this 
service in the past and there is now a new national scheme that has been 
introduced across the country. The actual cost of administering the scheme at 
present is £20 for each application, twice the amount of the proposed charge, 
but we expect this cost to fall as a result of the improvement scheme that 
started in January 2012. The Council believes that it is right that people who 
wish to benefit from the scheme should contribute to its cost and as the 
badge is valid for three years, this works out at 6p per week. 
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The Government has said that £10 is the maximum charge that Local 
Authorities are able to put in place towards administering Blue Badges. Out of 
15 comparable Local Authorities which we surveyed on this issue, 11 said 
that they had introduced this maximum charge, with many other Authorities 
still consulting on introducing the maximum charge. We will review changes in 
the cost of administration to ensure that the charge remains a fair 
contribution.   
 
We want to know what you think of this proposal 
 
 
7. Parking Bays for People with Disabilities 
 
The Council currently provides disabled parking places outside the homes of 
blue badge holders, provided they meet the existing rules.  Because disabled 
bays are available for use by any blue badge holders, in some cases the bays 
have not always been available to the individuals for whom they have been 
provided. 
 
Therefore in order to better serve those who are most in need of a disabled 
bay, and to minimise the risk of misuse and abuse of the system, it is 
considered that the rules should be revised, and that successful applicants 
should be provided with a 'personalised' bay for their own use. 
 
The existing rules and the proposed new rules are set out at Appendix 2 on 
Pages 16-17. 
 
We want to know what you think of the proposed new rules 
 
8 Travel Voucher Scheme 
 
Barnet Council currently runs a Travel Voucher Scheme, to provide people 
with vouchers to spend on taxi journeys if they are unable to use public 
transport or travel independently. 
 
However London Councils also run a very similar scheme which offers help 
with taxis to people living in London. Further information about the two 
schemes is set out in Appendix 3 on Page 18. 
 
Very few people make use of Barnet Council’s Travel Vouchers and it is 
expensive for the Council to run this scheme, so we wish to bring the Travel 
Voucher scheme to an end by Summer 2012. If this proposal is agreed, we 
will help people to apply for a Taxicard from London Councils.  
 
We want to know what you think of this proposal. 
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Appendix 1 
 
West London Alliance - Proposed Common Policy for Promoting 
Independent Travel for Adult Social Care Service Users  
 
Background 
The current policy for the provision of local councils’ Adult Social Care 
services is aimed at promoting the maximum possible independence for the 
person who uses social care services.  In extending this principle to councils’ 
provision of transport services, this proposed policy sets the criteria that will 
be used to assess when the service user's transport need can be met best 
through independent travel arrangements or whether council-provided 
transport services continue to be necessary. 
 
Principles 
In general, this Policy is based on the assumption that people who use social 
care services will travel independently to take advantage of care provision, 
except where assessment shows that this is not possible, and is based on the 
following principles: 
 
 The provision/funding for transport should only be considered if the 


client requires a comprehensive support package to meet eligible needs 
in accordance with the Council’s Eligibility Criteria and Fair Access to 
Care Services (FACS)1. 


  
 Use of transport services should be based on the need to promote 


independence and to support service users to remain independently in 
their home for as long as possible.  
 


 Individuals who are assessed and successfully supported will only 
travel independently if the Council considers it is completely safe for 
them to do so.    


 
 Transport is provided to enable clients to access a range of community 


activities/respite and where parents/carers are unable to provide their 
own transport.  


 
 The assessment of need for transport provision by the Council will be a 


separate element in the community care assessment; i.e. provision 


                                                 
1 Fair Access to Care Services (FACS) is the system used by all social services 
departments to work out whether someone qualifies for social care support. In Barnet, if 
someone’s needs are shown to be ‘critical’ or ‘substantial’ under FACS criteria, they will 
qualify for support from the Council. 
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relates to a users needs, not to the nature of the service they are 
receiving. 


 
 The assessment will consider what would happen if the Council did not 


provide transport, for example, are there other ways in which the person 
can reasonably be expected to attend day opportunities making their 
own arrangements to get there. 


 
Process  
There are 4 stages in the process for assessment of eligibility for the 
provision of assistance with transport and the identification of appropriate 
transport as follows: 
 
 Access to existing transport 
 Assessment of mobility 
 Assessment of ability to travel independently 
 Identification of appropriate transport provision for those eligible 
 
 
Stage 1: Access to existing transport 
 
Clients will not normally be eligible for transport if: 
 
 They have a mobility vehicle which they drive themselves. In this 


instance there will be consideration of whether it is reasonable to expect 
that the service user will use that vehicle in order to travel to the 
location of the care service/activity. 


 
 They have a mobility vehicle of which they are not normally the driver 


themselves. Similarly, there will be consideration of whether it is 
reasonable to expect that the service user will use that vehicle in order 
to travel to the location of the care service/activity.  


 
Clients will also not normally be eligible for transport if:  
 
 They have a Freedom Pass (and a reasonable public transport route is 


available), and have been assessed at Stage 3 as capable of 
independent travel 


 
 They receive the Mobility component of Disability Living Allowance, 


and: 
 this can adequately meet the cost of travel to meet their 


assessed social care needs 
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 they have been assessed at Stage 3 as capable of independent 
travel 


 
 
Stage 2: Assessment of mobility 
 
An assessment will be made of the client’s mobility. This will involve 
assessing issues such as: 
 
 Ability to walk outside (including slippery/icy weather conditions) 
 
 Requirement for wheelchair/ other walking aid 
 
 Ability to get in and out of property 
 
 Ability to get in and out of vehicle 
 
 Risk of falling without support 
 
 Ability to bear weight to transfer 
 
 Whether mobile but at a risk when mobilizing due to uncontrollable 


movements 
 
 Ability to use stairs, manage gradients, steepness of stairs in home, 


safety, energy levels 
 
Clients will be categorized for this purpose as follows: 
 
 No mobility problems 
 
 Limited mobility problems 
 
 High/ complex mobility problems 
 
Some clients may need a weather plan put in place to ensure their safety 
during harsh or icy weather conditions. 
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Stage 3: Assessment of ability to travel independently 
 
This assessment considers both physical and social reasons that enable or 
prevent the client from travelling independently. This will include: 
 
 Extent of the mobility problems identified in Stage 2 


 Availability of family/ carers 


 Communication difficulties (for example ability to order taxi or use public 


transport) 


 Psychological factors eg mental health, loss of confidence, agoraphobia 


 Experience or risk of harassment 


 Any other factors affecting personal safety 


 
The assessor will determine whether the client: 
 
 Is capable of travelling independently 


 Requires some training, support or assistance that will enable them to 


be capable of travelling independently in the near future 


 Not capable of travelling independently 


 
Stages 1 to 3 will determine the eligibility of the client for some form of 
transport or transport assistance. Assuming the client is eligible under Stage 
1 (access to existing transport) then the eligibility will be determined as 
follows: 
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  Mobility problems 


 None Low High/complex 


Yes Not eligible 
Use public 
transport 
Walk if more than 
1km 
Use 
concessionary 
pass 


Not eligible 
Use public 
transport 
Walk if more than 
1km 
Use 
concessionary 
pass 


Eligible 
May require door 
to door service 


Potentially Eligible 
Directly-provided 
transport if no 
other suitable 
option 


Eligible 
Directly-provided 
transport if no 
other suitable 
option as last 
resort 


Eligible 
May require door 
to door service 


C
ap


ab
le


 o
f I


nd
ep


en
de


nt
 tr


av
el


 


No Eligible 
Designated pick-
up points near 
home 


Eligible 
Designated pick-
up points near 
home 


Eligible 
Requires door to 
door service 


 
 
Stage 4: Identification of appropriate transport 
 
Once eligibility has been assessed following the table above, it will be the 
duty of Adult Social Care services to make appropriate arrangements for 
transport. Directly provided transport services - whether internal or external - 
will be provided only once other alternatives have been considered and ruled 
out and not as a matter of course. 
 
The range of provision includes: 
 
 Assistance with using public transport, such as escorts 
 
 Independent travel - provision of independent travel training where it is 


likely that this would resolve the client’s need 
 
 Existing taxi journey - shared with other clients 
 
 Taxi service - solely for the use of the client 
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 Transport in council vehicles, for example minibuses 
 
The assessment and provision of transport should be reviewed on a pre-
determined basis, for example at the annual review. 
 
Where clients move from Children’s to Adult Social Care services, then their 
needs will be reassessed by Adult Social Care services in relation to the new 
services required. 
 
 
Charging for Adult Social Care Transport Services 


 
If customers are assessed as having FACS eligible transport needs, the cost 
of the transport will form part of their overall service package and will be 
assessed under the Council’s Fairer Contributions Policy 
.  
Customers who choose to purchase transport as part of their personal 
budgets will not have a separate charge levied against the service, but will 
pay the full cost of the service.  
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Appendix 2 
 
The Council’s Current Eligibility Criteria for Disabled Parking Bays 
 
a       Applicants (which include parents/guardians of a person under 17 with 
 a disability) must be the holders of a current disabled badge issued 
 under the Disabled Persons (Badges for Motor Vehicles) Regulations 
b.      The applicant must provide written medical evidence that he or she or 
 the child for whom the application is being made has considerable 
 difficulty in walking. 
c.      The applicant should normally be the driver of the vehicle for which the 
 parking space is to be provided unless one or more of the criteria listed 
 in e. to i. below can be met. 
d.      Disabled persons’ parking spaces will only be provided where in the 
 opinion of Council Officers and the Police there is proven difficulty in 
 parking and no suitable alternative off-street parking is available.  The 
 Police must approve the provision of bays. 
e.       The disabled passenger of the vehicle requires substantial physical 
 assistance from the driver of the vehicle, when entering or leaving the 
 vehicle and the driver is generally the only person available to assist the 
 passenger.  The driver should also live at the same address as the 
 disabled person. 
f.        The disabled passenger is sufficiently mentally or physically 
 incapacitated to necessitate the constant supervision by the driver of 
 the vehicle.  The driver of the vehicle should be the only person 
 available to effect this supervision and should live at the same address 
g.       The disabled passenger is a juvenile under the age of 17 years and 
 meets either or both of the criteria stated in Sections e. and f. 
h.       A doctor or health professional requests a parking facility on the public 
 highway for use by disabled patients attending a surgery/clinic provided 
 that: - 
 (i)      there is no alternative, public off-street parking available to the  
          surgery 
 (ii)     the number of patients visiting the surgery/clinic on any one day 
  exceeds 50 
i.        Where off-street parking facilities are unsuitable for the use of a 
 disabled person due to the nature of their disability. 
j.         Any exceptions to these guidelines must be brought to the attention of 
 the Public Works Committee 
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The Council’s Proposed Eligibility Criteria for Disabled Parking Bays 
 
1.       The applicant must be the holder of a valid Disabled Person’s Blue 
 Badge issued by the London Borough of Barnet; and 
 
2.       The applicant must be in receipt of the higher rate mobility component 
  of Disability Living Allowance (age 65 or under), or the higher rate of   
  Attendance Allowance (over 65 years of age); and 
 
3.       The applicant should normally be the driver of the vehicle for which the 
   parking space is to be provided; or 
 
4.        If the applicant is not the driver but the passenger of the vehicle, the   
   nominated driver must live at the same address as the applicant, and 
   a bay may be provided if: 
  
 a.       the applicant requires substantial physical assistance from the  
  drive of the vehicle, when entering or leaving the vehicle and the 
  driver is generally the only person available to assist the   
  passenger; or 
 b.       the applicant is sufficiently mentally or physically incapacitated to 
  necessitate the constant supervision by the driver of the vehicle.  
  The driver of the vehicle should be the only person available to  
   effect this supervision and should live at the same address; or 
 
5.       A medical professional must confirm that the applicant’s ability to walk 
 is restricted to 50 metres or less, including rest stops; and  
 
6.      Only where in the opinion of Council Officers there is proven difficulty in 
 parking on-street and no suitable alternative off-street parking facilities 
 are available, will a ‘designated’ disabled bay be provided; or 
 
7.       Where off-street parking facilities are available, a designated disabled 
 bay may be provided if the applicant can demonstrate, and the Council 
 are satisfied that the facilities are unsuitable for the use of the applicant 
 given the nature of their disability. 
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Appendix 3 
 
Comparison of the Taxicard and Travel Voucher schemes 
 
 Taxicard Travel Vouchers 


Eligibility Residents who have a 
serious mobility impairment 
– or registered blind or 
severely visually impaired - 
and have difficulty in using 
public transport, and 
whose disability is 
permanent, lasting at least 
12 months, or who are in 
receipt of the higher rate of 
Disability Living Allowance 
Mobility Component or War 
Pension Mobility 
Supplement. 
 


Residents aged 85 or over 
and people with permanent 
injury/disabilities – or 
registered blind or partially 
sighted - that prevent them 
from using buses, tubes or 
trains 
 


Restrictions 
on use of 
other 
concessionary 
travel options 


None  Cannot qualify for Travel 
Vouchers if the applicant : 
 has a Freedom Pass 
 has regular access to 


own or other private 
transport 


 
Current 
number of 
registered 
users 


 
3,975 


342 registered to receive 
vouchers; but only 95 
currently making use of 
vouchers 


Max no of 
(subsidised) 
journeys 


 
104 journeys per year 
 
 


 
There is no maximum 
number of journeys. 
 
 


Financial 
benefit 


London Councils provides 
financial help for Barnet 
users up to a maximum of 
£1,123 per individual per 
annum  
 


The Travel Vouched 
scheme offers financial 
help up to a maximum of  
£52.80 per individual per 
annum, or £66.00 per 
annum if the individual 
uses a wheelchair 
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 Tell us what you think 
 
The Council will be writing to invite individuals receiving transport services 
from Adult Social Care and Health to attend consultation meetings. At these 
meetings, we will talk about our proposals and get people’s views on them, as 
well as any suggestions about other ways that services could be improved. 
 
You can also respond to this consultation document directly by completing 
the short questionnaire which accompanies this document, and returning it to 
us before the deadline of 5 August 2012 
 
This questionnaire is also available online at 
http://engage.barnet.gov.uk  
 
If you have any questions about this consultation, please email 
adults.commissioning@barnet.gov.uk. 
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1. POLICY CONTEXT


Due to reductions in funding received by the 
Council from central government, the Council 
needs to deliver savings of £60m by 2018. This 
includes a saving of £10.8m from Adult Social 
Care. 


New legislation introduced by the Government 
(the Care Act 2014) means that councils now 
have a duty to provide support to more people. 
In addition, more people are living longer but 
with fewer years of good health and many with 
significant disabilities. Rightfully, people expect 
to maintain a good quality of life. The Council’s 
priority is to protect the delivery of front line 
services for the most vulnerable people in Enfield. 


In 2014/15 Adult Social Care spent just over 
£1.3 million on providing door to door transport 
for adults with eligible social care needs, such 
as transport to day care centres or care homes. 
Transport is the most heavily subsidised service 
within the Department. Enfield Council’s Cabinet 
has agreed a savings plan that will deliver 
£900,000 of savings against this area of spend 
within Adult Social Care.


Much of the existing legislation governing the 
duties and powers of local authorities to assess 
and provide care and support for people aged 
18 and over has been consolidated within the 
Care Act 2014. Under the Care Act 2014 Local 
Authorities must:


•	 carry out an assessment of anyone who 
appears to require care and support, regardless 
of their likely eligibility for state-funded care 


•	 focus the assessment on the person’s needs 
and how they impact on their wellbeing, and 
the outcomes they want to achieve


•	 involve the person in the assessment and, 
where appropriate, their carer or someone 
else they nominate


•	 provide access to an independent advocate 
to support the person’s involvement in the 
assessment if required


•	 consider other things besides care services 
that can contribute to the desired outcomes 
(e.g. preventive services, community support)


•	 use the new national eligibility criteria to 
assess eligibility for publicly funded care and 
support.


The eligibility framework is set out below:


•	 Your needs must arise from or be related to a 
physical or mental impairment or illness, and


•	 As a result of these needs you are unable 
to achieve two or more of the specified 
outcomes (described below), and


•	 As a consequence of being unable to achieve 
these outcomes there is, or there is likely to be, 
a significant impact on the adult’s wellbeing.


The specified outcomes that the assessor will 
look at in determining your eligibility are:


•	 managing and maintaining nutrition
•	 maintaining personal hygiene
•	 managing toilet needs
•	 being appropriately clothed
•	 being able to use your home safely
•	 maintaining a habitable home environment
•	 developing and maintaining family or other 


personal relationships
•	 accessing and engaging in work, training, 


education or volunteering
•	 making use of necessary facilities or services 


in the local community, and consider 
their ability to use such facilities as public 
transport, shops or recreational facilities or 
services


•	 carrying out any parenting responsibilities for 
a child


This policy sets out Enfield Council’s position 
with regards to the provision of transport to help 
meet assessed eligible needs as identified within 
your assessment and support plan.
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2. SUMMARY OF THIS 
POLICY


i)	 Where transport is required to help meet 
your assessed eligible needs this will be 
clearly identified within your assessment and 
support plan. This will include independent 
travel options, assistance to help you travel 
independently, as well as help from family, 
friends and other support networks.


ii)	 The Council will work with you to ensure 
that you have the support you need to 
identify transport which is appropriate to 
help meet your needs. This will include 
the provision of any training or support to 
enable you to travel more independently, 
where this is appropriate. As part of the 
assessment, support planning and review 
process transport arrangements will always 
be subject to a risk assessment.


iii)	 The Council will provide a list of transport 
options that are available to you. The 
cheapest transport option available to 
you will be included in your assessment, 
support plan and review. The Council will 
ensure that appropriate transport options 
are available to meet your needs.


iv)	 If you receive the mobility component of 
Disability Living Allowance (DLA) or Person 
Independence Payment (PIP), or War 
Pensioner’s Mobility Supplement, you will 
be expected to use this money to fund or 
pay towards the costs of your transport. If 
you do not receive these benefits and you 
may be eligible, the Council will help you to 
make a claim.


v)	 If you do not receive mobility allowance, 
you may still have to contribute towards 
the costs of your transport from income 
you have over and above your Minimum 
Income Guarantee (MIG) level (this includes 
a 25% buffer that we allow you to keep so 
you are not left with a very low income. See 
Appendix 4 of this policy on pages 15-16). 


vi)	 Where transport costs to meet your eligible 
needs are agreed and these exceed the 
value of your mobility benefit (if in payment 
and available to meet these costs) and 
you pay a charge towards your care and 
support costs, you can claim the additional 
amount as Disability Related Expenditure, 
up to the cheapest appropriate option, to 
meet your transport needs, as shown in 
your support plan. This Disability Related 
Expenditure will be offset against your 
charge for care and support.


vii)	 Any charges for social care services and 
transport costs to meet your eligible 
assessed needs will not reduce your 
weekly income to below your MIG amount. 
The purpose of the MIG is to promote 
independence and social inclusion and 
ensure that people have sufficient funds to 
meet basic needs such as purchasing food. 
This must be after housing costs (including 
rent, utilities and insurance), and any 
benefits to support meeting these costs, 
and disability related expenditure, have 
been deducted.


viii)	If your savings are above the upper capital 
limit, you will have to pay for all of your 
transport costs. The upper capital limit is 
set by central government and is subject to 
change, dependant on an annual review by 
central government. In 2015-16 the upper 
capital limit is £23,250. If your savings and 
assets are more than this amount, you 
will be expected to pay the full cost of any 
transport service you receive (subject to any 
exclusions described within this policy).


	 NB: If you live in a residential care setting, 
the value of any property that is regarded 
as capital in your financial assessment will 
contribute towards the upper capital limit. If 
you receive services within the community 
(i.e. not in a residential care setting), the 
value of the home you live in will not be 
taken into account.
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ix)	 If you have a Motability vehicle which you 
drive yourself consideration of whether it 
is reasonable to expect you to use this to 
meet your transport needs will be made 
during the assessment/support planning 
and review process. Where you have a 
Motability vehicle and you are not normally 
the driver of that vehicle there will be 
consideration of whether it is reasonable that 
you use this vehicle to meet your transport 
needs contained within your assessment.


x)	 The Council will only provide transport 
funding to meet eligible assessed needs 
within your Personal Budget where the cost 
of transport to meet your assessed eligible 
needs reduces your weekly income to 
below your MIG amount. 


xi)	 Where you cannot arrange your own 
transport to meet your eligible assessed 
needs, the Council can arrange transport 
on your behalf through its brokerage 
service. You will be charged up to the full 
cost of your transport, depending on your 
financial assessment. 


3. YOUR NEEDS 
ASSESSMENT AND 
SUPPORT PLAN


Local authorities have a duty to arrange care 
and support for those with eligible needs. Your 
needs assessment will look at any needs you 
have and your support plan will detail how 
these needs will be met. Where you have 
eligible needs and transport is necessary in 
order to help meet those needs this will be 
recorded and discussed with you and/or your 
representative. This will include what transport 
options are available and if there is a cost, 
how much this will be. This discussion will 
include the availability of any mobility benefits, 
concessionary travel and informal support 
(e.g. family and friends) and any other options 
available to support you. Individuals and, 


where appropriate, their carers, advocates or 
representatives, have a right to be consulted 
and involved during this process and to have 
their views taken into consideration.


If you have recently been discharged from 
hospital following an accident or illness, the 
assessor will look at whether a period of 
enablement support would help you get out 
and about more easily or what equipment 
could be loaned to you to help you travel more 
independently. Any risk assessment will also 
identify your potential to learn independent 
travel skills and the assessor may look at 
whether you would benefit from help with road 
safety or to improve your orientation skills to 
enable you to travel more independently. Short 
term support can be provided by the Council to 
improve your knowledge and confidence to help 
you travel to and from places you go regularly. 
This type of support is most likely to apply to 
users of Learning Disability Services.


You and/or your representative will be given 
information about local transport options, 
including how much they cost. You may be 
able to access these independently. If, however, 
you need help to access services, the Council 
will provide appropriate support. We will 
always look at the cheapest, most appropriate 
transport option for you. The Council will not 
pay for transport that is not included within your 
support plan.


4. PAYING FOR YOUR 
TRANSPORT


How much you pay for transport to meet your 
eligible assessed needs should not leave your 
income below the your level of Minimum Income 
Guarantee plus 25% (see Appendix 4 on pages 
15-16). If your entire mobility allowance is 
used to pay for transport to meet your eligible 
assessed needs, any transport costs over and 
above this amount can be claimed as Disability 
Related Expenditure. 
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Where you are not eligible for or do not receive 
any mobility benefit and your savings and capital 
are below the upper capital threshold (this is 
£23,250 for 2015-16), the Council may provide 
you with an amount of money within your 
Personal Budget to fund transport costs. The 
contribution you may pay towards these costs 
would be calculated as part of your financial 
assessment completed by the Council. 


However, the Council will only pay for transport 
that is shown in your support plan and will only 
pay for the cheapest transport option that can 
meet your transport needs.


Care Act Statutory Guidance, Item 38, 
Disability Related Expenditure
(xv) other transport costs necessitated by 
illness or disability, including costs of transport 
to day centres, over and above the mobility 
component of DLA or PIP, if in payment and 
available for these costs. In some cases, 
it may be reasonable for a council not to 
take account of claimed transport costs – 
if, for example, a suitable, cheaper form of 
transport…. has not been used.


5. IF YOU HAVE A 
MOTABILITY VEHICLE


If you have a Motability vehicle which you drive 
yourself the Council will expect you to use this 
to meet your transport needs and this will be 
discussed with you during the assessment/
support planning and review process. 


If you have a Motability vehicle and you are not 
normally the driver of that vehicle there will be 
consideration during the assessment/support 
planning and review process as to whether it 
is reasonable that you use this vehicle to meet 
your transport needs contained within your 
assessment.


6. YOUR FINANCIAL 
ASSESSMENT 


When we complete your financial assessment 
with you and/or your representative, we will look 
at the transport options within your support 
plan. Your support plan will be clear about 
what transport you are providing or funding 
yourself (for example, through mobility benefits) 
and what transport the Council may fund. You 
may be assessed to pay for all, some or none 
of your transport costs dependent on your 
financial circumstances. If you choose to take 
some or all of your Personal Budget as a Direct 
Payment, any amount you have been assessed 
to contribute towards your transport costs will 
be deducted from your Direct Payment.


You may be able to claim some transport costs 
as Disability Related Expenditure, but where you 
receive mobility benefits this will only be for any 
expenditure over and above the amount you 
receive in mobility benefits.


If you have savings and capital above the upper 
capital limit (£23,250 in 2015-16) you will have 
to fund all of your transport costs yourself. 


7. HOW TO ACCESS 
TRANSPORT SERVICES


When completing your support plan, we will 
give you information about all suitable transport 
options for you and these will be included in your 
support plan. The Council will work with you to 
ensure you have the information you need to 
access transport services independently. We 
also have a brokerage service which can arrange 
transport for you, if appropriate.


You can also look at our website for information 
about what transport options are available in 
Enfield. This will include information about how 
much transport costs.
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We will ensure that you can travel safely and 
help you to travel as independently as possible. 
We can also help you with cost effective 
transport options and tell you what transport 
options are least harmful to the environment. 


8. OUT OF BOROUGH 
AND CROSS BORDER 
PLACEMENTS


If there is no suitable residential placement 
available in Enfield that can meet your eligible 
assessed needs and the Council arranges an 
out of borough placement for you, we may 
arrange and pay for transport to take you to 
your placement.


Chapter 21, Care Act Guidance, Cross 
Border Placements
If required, it is expected that the first authority 
will be responsible for organising and the costs 
of suitable transport to take the individual and 
their belongings to their new placement.


9. TRAVEL TO AND 
FROM PLACE OF WORK


If you work and transport to work is identified 
in your support plan, we will consider any claim 
for transport as Disability Related Expenditure 
up to the cheapest appropriate option shown in 
your support plan, less the cost of the standard 
journey by public transport to your place of 
work. For example, if your disability means that 
you need to take a taxi to and from work, we 
will pay reasonable taxi costs less the cost of 
public transport for the equivalent journey. The 
costs deducted would be equivalent to the most 
convenient journey by public transport.


Care Act Statutory Guidance, Item 38, 
Disability Related Expenditure
(xii) purchase, maintenance, and repair 
of disability-related equipment, including 
equipment or transport needed to enter 
or remain in work; this may include IT 
costs, where necessitated by the disability; 
reasonable hire costs of equipment may 
be included, if due to waiting for supply of 
equipment from the local council;


10.	EXCEPTIONS


Under the Care Act 2014 and the Mental 
Health Act 1983 (amended in 2007) there are 
exceptions where the Council may arrange 
transport and may pay for transport if your 
savings are below the upper capital limit 
(£23,250 in 2015-16). 


•	 If you are placed out of borough. The Council 
may arrange and pay for transport if you 
are placed or moved to a care home out of 
borough (if you have no family or carers for 
example, to take you).


•	 If you need specialist medical equipment, for 
example, a ventilator, whilst travelling to or 
from to a social care service, the Council will 
work with your NHS carers to arrange and 
fund specialist transport for you. This will be 
shown in your support plan. 


•	 If you have been discharged from hospital 
under Section 117 of the Mental Health Act 
and are unable to travel independently, the 
Council will assess your transport needs and 
may provide and pay for transport to meet 
your eligible assessed needs. 
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APPENDIX 1. EXAMPLES


Please note that transport costs for services quoted in these examples are for illustration 
purpose only.


Example One


Stanley is 76 years old and lives on his own. He has asked the Council to manage his Personal 
Budget for him. Stanley’s support plan shows that he wants to buy two days attendance at a day 
care centre per week. It also states that Stanley can walk short distances, but will require a taxi to 
and from the day centre. 


Stanley’s weekly income


State Retirement Pension £113.70


Private pension £25.00


Pension Guarantee Credit (including Severe Disability Premium) £74.35


Pension Savings Credit £7.36


Attendance Allowance £55.10


Total income (a) £275.51
Allowances


Less Disability Related Expenses towards community care services -£10.00


Less Stanley’s assessed contribution to his community care services -£69.15


Less MIG/Threshold (Pension Credit entitlement, plus 25%) which is £151.20 + £37.80 -£189.00


Total allowances (b) £268.15


Stanley’s net disposable income (a) minus (b) (c) £7.36


The cheapest transport that Stanley can use to attend the day centre is a taxi. The 
local rate is £10 for a return trip, so two days attendance costs Stanley £20 per week (d) £20.00


Full cost of Stanley’s transport (d) £20.00


Less Stanley’s contribution (c) (c) -£7.36


Additional transport costs (e) = (d) minus (c) (e) £12.64


The Council is arranging and managing Stanley’s care services for him. He already contributes 
£69.15 towards his community care services. We will reassess his contribution to increase his 
Disability Related Expenses from £10.00 to £22.64 per week, to include the additional transport 
cost of £12.64 per week. We will reduce his weekly contribution to £56.51 (£69.15 minus £12.64) 
to allow Stanley the extra monies to pay for his transport. 
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Example Two


Sarah is 34 years old and has a learning disability. She lives with her parents. She receives a 
Personal Budget of £120 per week via a Direct Payment. She uses her Personal Budget to attend 
a day care centre three days a week. Sarah’s support plan states that she has a Disabled Person’s 
Freedom Pass but cannot travel on her own on public transport. Therefore, Sarah has decided to 
use Council transport to and from the day care centre as this includes an escort for the journey. 


Sarah’s weekly income


Employment Support Allowance (Work related activity)  £102.15


Care component of DLA £55.10


Mobility component of DLA £57.45


Total income (a) £214.70
Allowances


Less rent (non-dependant’s deduction Housing Benefit) -£14.55


Less Disability Related Expenses towards community care services -£14.00


Less contribution towards community care services -£0.00


Less MIG/Threshold (Basic ESA + 25% plus Work related activity plus 25%) which is 
£73.10 + £18.30 = £91.40 + £29.05 + £45.43 = £45.45 round to nearest 0.05p


	
-£127.75


Total allowances (b) £156.30


Sarah’s net disposable income (a) minus (b) (c) £58.40


Council transport costs £5 per journey or £10 per return journey (x3) (d) £30.00


Full cost of Sarah’s transport (d) £30.00


Minus Sarah’s contribution (c) (c) -£58.40


Additional transport costs (e) = (d) minus (c) (e) £0.00


We will not increase Sarah’s Disability Related Expenses allowance as her net disposable income, 
which includes her mobility component, covers her transport costs. 
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Example Three 


Mary is 85 years old and lives with her husband Ted who is 87. Mary receives a State Pension, an 
Occupational Pension and Attendance Allowance. Ted has a State Pension and an Occupational 
Pension. Mary and Ted have joint savings of £32,000. The couple are not entitled to Pension 
Guarantee Credit. Mary has chosen to receive her Personal Budget via a Direct Payment. She uses 
her Direct Payment to purchase one hour of home based care each day and to attend a day centre 
one day per week. Mary has decided she would benefit more by visiting a friend, rather than going 
to the day centre. Mary was entitled to disability benefits before she reached 65 years old so still 
has an entitlement to the mobility component. 


Mary’s weekly income


State Retirement Pension £65.00


Occupational Pension £25.00


Care component of DLA £82.30


Mobility component of DLA £21.80


Tariff Income from 50% of Joint Savings (£32,000 divided by 2 = £16,000 
minus £14,250 = £1,750 divided by 250 = £7.00) £7.00


Total income (a) £201.10
Allowances


Less Disability Related Expenses towards community care services -£15.13


Less contribution paid towards community care services -£0.00


Less night care element of care component of DLA -£27.20


Less 50% Council Tax (after deduction of council tax support) -£2.50


Less MIG/Threshold (Pension Credit entitlement per couple
halved plus 25% which is £114.85 + £28.75 = £143.60
divided by 2 = £71.80. + £116.00 + £29.00 = £145.00
divided by 2 = £72.50


	
	
	


£144.30


Total allowances (b) £189.13


Mary’s net disposable income (c) £11.97


The cheapest form of transport that Mary could use is Dial-a-Ride as Mary meets 
the eligibility criteria this service is a free (d) £0.00


Full cost of Mary’s transport (d) £0.00


Minus Mary’s contribution (c) (c) -£11.97


Additional transport costs (e) = (d) minus (c) (e) £0.00


Mary could have afforded to pay £11.97 towards meeting her transport needs, but as her journey 
is local and she meets the eligibility criteria for Dial a Ride, she can travel for free.
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Example Four


Adam is 26 years old and has learning and physically disabilities. He lives on his own in supported 
accommodation. Adam has been assessed to receive a Personal Budget of £1,015 per week and 
has chosen to receive this through a Direct Payment. He has decided to use his Personal Budget 
to attend a day care centre five days a week, as well as to pay for the 24-hour support he needs 
from his carers. Adam has a Motability vehicle.


Adam’s weekly income


Employment Support Allowance (including Severe Disability Premium) £186.90


Daily Living Component of PIP (included as he receives night care) £82.30


Mobility component of PIP (£57.45) – used to purchase car £0.00


Total income (a) £269.20
Allowances


Less Disability Related Expenses towards community care services -£32.50


Less contribution paid towards community care services -£80.35


Less MIG/Threshold (18-65 ESA Single Personal Allowance + 25% + Support 
Component + 25% + Enhanced Disability Premium + 25%) = £73.10 + £18.30 = 
£91.40 + £36.20 + £9.05 = £45.25 + 15.75 + £3.95 = £19.70 


	
	


-£156.35


Total allowances (b) £269.20


Adam’s net disposable income (c) £0.00


We expect Adam’s Motability vehicle to be used for all his transport. There is no 
additional funding for his transport to and from the day centre (d) £0.00


Full cost of Adam’s transport (d) £0.00


Minus Adam’s contribution (c) (c) £0.00


Additional transport costs (e) = (d) minus (c) (e) £0.00


As Adam receives 24-hour care and support within his Personal Budget, we would expect his care 
worker to be insured on the Motability vehicle and be responsible for driving and escorting him to 
the day centre. 
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Example Five


Geetha is 26 years old and has learning and physically disabilities. She lives on her own in 
supported accommodation. Geetha receives a Personal Budget of £575.00 per week and has 
chosen to receive this through a Direct Payment. She has decided to use her Personal Budget to 
attend a day care centre five days a week plus three hours of personal care per day. Geetha has a 
Motability vehicle which a family member drives on her behalf, but they work part time and can only 
drive her to the day centre three days per week. She uses Council transport on the other two days. 


Geetha’s weekly income


Employment Support Allowance (including Severe Disability Premium) £186.90


Daily Living Component of PIP (all included as he receives night care) £55.10


Mobility component of PIP (£57.45) – used to purchase car £0.00


Total income (a) £242.00
Allowances


Less Disability Related Expenses towards community care services -£13.13


Less contribution towards community care services -£72.52


Less MIG/Threshold (18-65 ESA Single Personal Allowance + 25% + Support 
Component + 25% + Enhanced Disability Premium + 25%) =£73.10 + £18.30 = 
£91.40 + £36.20 + £9.05 = £45.25 + 15.75 + £3.95 = £19.70 


	
	


-£156.35


Total allowances (b) £242.00


Geetha’s net disposable income (c) £0.00


As Geetha has a Motability vehicle we expect this to be used to take her to and 
from the day centre for the three days the family member is available. She has 
decided to use Council transport (which Includes an escort), for the other two days. 
This cost £5.00 per journey or £10 per attendance (x 2)


	
	
	


(d) £20.00


Full cost of Geetha’s transport (d) £20.00


Minus Geetha’s contribution (c) (c) £0.00


Additional transport costs (e) = (d) minus (c) (e) £20.00


Because Geetha’s receives her Personal Budget as a Direct Payment and she already contributes 
£72.52 towards her community care services, we will reassess her contribution to increase her 
Disability Related Expenses allowance from £13.13 to £33.13 per week, which includes the 
additional transport cost of £20.00 per week. This allows Geetha the extra monies so she can pay 
for her transport by reducing her community care contribution from £72.52 to £52.52 per week. 
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Example Six


Roman is a 45 years old and has a physically disability. He lives on his own in rented 
accommodation. Roman has been assessed to receive a Personal Budget of £200.00 per week 
and has chosen to receive this through a Direct Payment. He has decided to use his Personal 
Budget to receive ten hours of personal care (someone to accompany him to watch his football 
team one day per week) rather than attend the day centre. Roman has a Motablity vehicle which 
he drives himself, so transport costs are not included in his Personal Budget.


Roman’s weekly income


Employment Support Allowance (including Severe Disability Premium) £167.00


Daily Living Component of PIP (included as he receives night care) £55.10


Mobility component of PIP (£57.45) – used to purchase car £0.00


Total income (a) £222.10
Allowances


Less rent (after deduction Housing Benefit) -£14.55


Less Council Tax (after deduction of Council Tax Support) -£3.55


Less Disability Related Expenses towards community care services -£8.74


Less contribution paid towards community care services -£67.51


Less MIG/Threshold (18-65 ESA Single Personal Allowance + 25% + Work Related 
Activity + 25%) = £73.10 + £18.30 = £91.40 + £29.05 + £7.30 = £36.35 


	
-£127.75


Total allowances (b) £222.10


Roman’s net disposable income (c) £0.00


As Roman has a Motability vehicle which he drives himself, there is no additional 
funding for his transport


	
(d) £0.00


Full cost of Roman’s transport (d) £0.00


Minus Roman’s contribution (c) (c) £0.00


Additional transport costs (e) = (d) minus (c) (e) £0.00


As Roman has a Motablity vehicle that has been adapted for him to drive we would expect him to 
use this to meet all his transport needs. This will be shown in his Support Plan. 
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APPENDIX 2. TRANSPORT OPTIONS FOR PEOPLE 
SUPPORTED BY ADULT SOCIAL CARE


Public transport – 
buses 


All public transport buses are now wheelchair accessible. Most buses can 
accommodate two wheelchairs. 


Most routes have visual and audible announcements for passengers. 


Travel is free anytime in Greater London for residents with a Freedom Pass. 
Public transport 
– tube, London 
Overground, TfL 
rail and DLR


There is limited step free access at stations in Enfield and, indeed, in 
London as a whole. Transport for London has a programme to install step 
free access in all stations across the capital. However, at the present time, 
most stations do not have step free access and few have lifts. Step free 
access means an alternative to stairs, i.e. an escalator, lift or both, through 
to street level. 


Travel is free anytime in Greater London for residents with a Freedom Pass. 
Driving and the 
Blue Badge


Disabled drivers and passengers, whether they travel in a private vehicle or 
rent a Motability vehicle, can apply for a Blue Badge. Blue Badge holders 
can park for free on most roads, however, there are exceptions where they 
can only park in designated bays, for example, on red routes. 


Blue badge holders can also claim exemption from the Congestion Charge 
(registration is required and a fee is payable). 


Disabled drivers can also claim exemption from road tax. 


All public car parks in London have designated disabled parking bays. 
Enfield Town has full disabled access to all shops and restaurants.


Motability vehicles Higher rate mobility allowance can be exchanged for a Motability vehicle 
from any participating dealership. Full information can be found at 
http://motability.co.uk


You can have a Motability vehicle and a Blue Badge. Insurance, 
breakdown cover, service, maintenance and repairs are covered by your 
agreement. You will need to pay for your own petrol.


An agreement for a Motability vehicle is for three years, so if you choose 
this option you cannot claim any other transport costs for the period of 
your agreement.


Motability scooters 
and powered 
wheelchairs


People in receipt of mobility allowance can use some of it to rent a 
Motability scooter or powered wheelchair. Full details can be found at 
www.motability.co.uk/scooters-and-powered-wheelchairs/



http://motability.co.uk

www.motability.co.uk/scooters-and-powered-wheelchairs/
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Dial-a-Ride To be eligible for Dial-a-Ride, you must have a permanent or long-term 
disability which means you cannot use public transport some or all of the 
time. 


You are automatically eligible for membership of Dial-a-Ride if you are:


•	 a Taxicard member getting higher rate mobility allowance or War 
Pension mobility supplement


•	 registered blind or partially sighted
•	 aged 85 or over 


If none of the above applies, you may still be able to join Dial-a-Ride, but 
you will have to complete a mobility assessment form to establish eligibility 
for the service.


Dial-a-Ride will not provide travel to and from day care centres.


More information is available from Transport for London at 
www.tfl.gov.uk/modes/dial-a-ride/membership?intcmp=4002 


London Taxicard 
Scheme


The London Taxicard Scheme provides subsidised transport in taxis 
and private hire vehicles for people with mobility problems or a visual 
impairment. The application form can be downloaded from: 
www.enfield.gov.uk/info/1000000833/help_getting_out_and_
about/3265/london_taxicard_scheme 


Full details about the London Taxicard Scheme can be found at: 
www.londoncouncils.gov.uk/services/taxicard 


Voluntary 
transport schemes


There are a number of voluntary schemes locally and some day care 
providers have a transport option.


Personal assistants 
and chaperones


Where a person requires accompaniment to travel and there is no family 
member or friend available to travel with them, there are agencies who can 
provide travel assistants for this purpose. These agencies can be found on 
the Council’s Adult Social Care e-market place.



www.tfl.gov.uk/modes/dial-a-ride/membership?intcmp=4002

www.enfield.gov.uk/info/1000000833/help_getting_out_and_about/3265/london_taxicard_scheme 

www.enfield.gov.uk/info/1000000833/help_getting_out_and_about/3265/london_taxicard_scheme 

www.londoncouncils.gov.uk/services/taxicard 
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APPENDIX 3. ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST


KEY QUESTIONS JUSTIFICATION


1. How far is the service or facility 
from where you live?


Clients are expected to access services nearest to where 
they live, as long as they meet their assessed eligible need(s).


2. Can you use your own 
transport or do you have a 
Motability vehicle?


Clients with their own transport, including a Motability 
vehicle (which they drive themselves), are expected to use 
their vehicle for all their transport needs. 


Where you are not the driver of the vehicle, consideration 
will be given as to whether it is reasonable for this to be 
used to meet some or all of transport needs. 


Most clients will be eligible for a Blue Badge. Blue badge 
holders are exempt from congestion charge and most 
parking charges. 


3. Can you use public transport 
(with or without assistance?)


Clients who are able to use public transport, with or 
without the assistance of someone else (e.g. carer, 
personal assistant, friend or relative) are expected to use 
public transport to access local facilities. Most clients will 
be eligible for a Freedom Pass. 


4. Do you have a Motability 
Scooter?


Clients with a Motability Scooter are expected to use this 
for travelling to local facilities


5. Do you need a period of 
reassurance support, enablement 
or transport training?


If the client would be able to travel independently following 
support and training, then this will be made available to 
them.


6. Do you live in residential care? It is expected that the cost of the placement, together 
with the person’s personal allowance and any disregarded 
income, will meet their transport costs (unless specialist 
transport is required for medical reasons).


7. Are you eligible for the London 
Taxicard Scheme?


This scheme provides discounted travel in taxis and 
private hire vehicles. 


8. Are you eligible for Dial-a-Ride? Dial-a-Ride provides wheelchair accessible transport to 
local facilities.


9. Do you have a Personal 
Assistant or carer who can escort 
you when you travel?


If there is someone you know you can travel with you, this 
will enable you to travel safely.


10. Does the facility you go to 
provide its own transport for 
customers?


Some independent and voluntary day care centres provide 
transport. Some supermarkets operate courtesy buses for 
shoppers.


11. Should the NHS be providing 
the transport?	


The NHS provides patient transport to and from hospital.
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APPENDIX 4. MINIMUM INCOME GUARANTEE 
LEVELS


(Minimum Income Guarantee + 25% Buffer as per the Care Act 2014)


MIG
With 25% 


Buffer


Income Support (applies to people aged 18-65)


18-24 Single  £57.90  £72.40 


18-24 Single + Disability Premium  £90.15 £112.75 


18-24 Single + Disability Premium + Enhanced Disability Premium £105.90 £132.45 


25-65 Single £73.10 £91.40 


25-62 Single + Disability Premium £105.35 £131.75 


25-62 Single + Disability Premium + Enhanced Disability Premium £121.10 £151.45 


18-65 Partner (Single) £57.43 £71.80 


18-62 Partner + Disability Premium (Single) £80.40 £100.55 


18-62 Partner + Disability Premium + Enhanced Disability Premium 
(Single) £91.70 £114.70 


Partner (Single) = single person or half of a couple
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MIG
With 25% 


Buffer


Employment Support Allowance (applies to people aged 18-65)


13 Weeks Assessment Phase


18-24 Single £57.90 £72.40 


18-24 ESA Single + Enhanced Disability Premium £73.65 £92.10 


25-65 Single £73.10 £91.40 


25-65 ESA Single + Enhanced Disability Premium £88.85 £111.10 


18-65 Partner (Single) £57.43 £71.80 


18-65 ESA Partner (Single) + Enhanced Disability Premium £68.73 £85.95 


14th Week - Work Related Activity (WRA) & Support Component


18-65 ESA Single + Work Related Activity Component £102.15 £127.75 


18-65 ESA Single + Enhanced Disability Premium and Work Related 
Activity Component £117.90 £147.45 


18-65 ESA Single + Support Component (for transfer of ICB cases 
only) £109.30 £136.65 


18-65 ESA Single + Enhanced Disability Premium + Support 
Component £125.05 £156.35 


18-65 ESA Partner (Single) + Work Related Activity Component £71.95 £90.00 


18-65 ESA Partner (Single) + Enhanced Related Activity Component £83.25 £104.15 


18-65 ESA Partner (Single) + Enhanced Related Activity Component 
+ Support Component £86.83 £108.60 


Pension Credit (applies to people aged 63+)


18-150 One Partner over 62 (Single) £115.43 £144.30 


63-150 Single + Pensioner Premium £151.20 £189.00 


63-150 Partner (Single) £115.43 £144.30 


Partner (Single) = single person or half of a couple
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PART 1 INTRODUCTION


1. A Royal Borough Review of Subsidised Transport was commissioned 
in 2005 to examine the kinds of transport services that the Council
provides, the reasons for providing (and subsidising) them, and to 
suggest options for new or different forms of transport subsidy. 
Whilst many of the services involved had been the subject of Best 
Value reviews, OSC investigations, and other forms of scrutiny, the 
Review would be the first time that the Council had taken a holistic 
look at all the ways in which it subsidised the cost of transport to 
some of its residents.


2. The Cabinet agreed the Purpose and Scoping Report in November 
2005. It set seven objectives for the Review, and specified services 
that the Review should consider, as well as a few (notably the 
Freedom Pass) that should be excluded. These were: 


 Taxicard – which subsidises the cost of taxi trips for people with 
disabilities 


 Daycentre transport – for clients of daycentres
 Transport grants to voluntary groups
 Special needs transport – for children with special educational 


needs (SEN) who need assistance with transport to school 
(usually outside the Royal Borough)


 School permits – travelcards for children who attend school more 
than a specified distance from their home


 Youth transport – principally for transporting children between 
youth centres


 Disabled parking badge – the Council’s Purple Badge that offers 
disabled people certain parking concessions. 


3. However, as a thematic review, it was always intended that the 
Review should not restrict itself to looking only at services that the 
Council already provided.The specific objectives of the Review form 
the structure for Part 3 of this Progress Report. 


4. The Review was originally intended to be completed by late spring  
2006, but competing work priorities for the Review’s project 
manager meant that work did not begin in earnest until early spring. 
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PART 2 SUMMARY OF WORK UNDERTAKEN IN THE REVIEW 


5. This Part gives a summary of the types of work undertaken as part 
of this Review, using the traditional Best Value typology of the “4 
Cs”. It is not exhaustive, and more detail is provided in Part 3, 
which describes the work done under each of the objectives of the 
Review. 


2.1 Challenge


6. It is in the nature of this type of thematic review that the challenge 
elements should be to the fore. The Review Team has explored 
these through:


 Numerous meetings, including at senior officer level, which have 
considered some of the principal challenge questions about why 
the Council provides services, or even direct payments, to 
particular groups of people. There have also been meetings with 
Action Disability Kensington and Chelsea (ADKC), Age Concern 
and Sixty Plus to discuss the same points.  


 Seeking legal advice as to whether it would be open to the 
Council to charge for three subsidised transport services, if it so 
chose.


 Desk research (including internet searches) and analysis of 
survey and other data.


2.2 Consultation 


7. A survey of all current Taxicard members in the Royal Borough was 
carried out by the Review Team to inform this Review. 


8. The Review also considered findings from a satisfaction survey of 
parents of children who use the special needs transport service.


2.3 Comparison


9. The Review Team has considered two separate datasets to compare 
the cost of providing special needs transport in the Royal Borough 
with the cost in other London Boroughs.


10. The Review has compared the Taxicard offer (in terms of the 
number of trips per year) in different London boroughs, as well as 
comparative performance data.


11. The Review has also analysed how take-up and usage of the 
Taxicard scheme varies by ward.
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12. The Review has compared the groups who benefit from Council 
transport subsidies with the assistance provided by Government and 
Transport for London (TfL).


2.4 Competition


13. Although not led by the Review Team, the Review followed the 
progress of an innovative exercise in joint procurement by two 
business groups, for special needs transport and transport services 
to daycentres. 


14. The Review has also asked local service managers to respond to 
recommendations put forward in a study of special needs transport 
by the Association of London Government (ALG), now known as 
London Councils. 
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PART 3  PROGRESS TOWARDS MEETING THE REVIEW’S SEVEN 
OBJECTIVES


3.1 To provide an understanding of the forms of transport 
services that the Council subsidises 


15. The Scoping Report indicated the range of transport services that 
the Council provides at a subsidised rate, as well as the direct 
transport subsidies paid to some residents. Examples of the former 
include transport to older people’s daycentres and transport to 
schools for children with special needs. Examples of the latter 
include the Disabled Person’s and Older Person’s Freedom Passes, 
and travelcards for children travelling more than three miles to 
school1. The Scoping Report also noted that the Council has 
statutory obligations to provide the majority of the services 
considered by the Review (the notable exception being the Taxicard 
scheme). Appendix 2 provides more information.


16. The Review has identified that, with the exception of the Older 
Person’s Freedom Pass2 (which is claimed by over 20,000 residents 
aged over 60), the subsidised transport benefits offered by the 
Council are concentrated on a relatively small number of people. In 
general, the Council gives transport subsidies to older people and 
disabled people, and to a small number of schoolchildren (about 150 
children with special needs and about 250 with long journeys to 
school). It also provides grants to assist with the transport costs of 
a number of voluntary and community groups in the borough. These 
groups provide services to older or disabled adults, or to “children in 
need” (as defined in law). 


17. Based on data extracted from the case recording system in January 
2006 (before the ALG renewal and verification process was carried 
out), the Accessible Transport Team provided about 7,500 services 
to a little under 6,000 residents. These figures do not count the 
approximate 20,000 holders of Older Person’s Freedom Passes, nor 
the 220 users of daycentre transport. Table 1 below provides a 
snapshot impression of the take-up of disabled transport services. 


                                               
1 The term “subsidised transport” is used to cover both subsidised services and direct subsidies. Discounts and 
concessions also fall under this heading.
2 The more widely held Older Person’s Freedom Pass has more time restrictions than the Disabled Person’s 
version.
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Table 1


Type of service Number of individuals
Disabled parking bays 147


Disabled Person’s Freedom Pass 2469
Disabled parking badge 2351


Taxicard3 2511
Grand Total 7478


18. Chart 1 shows the degree of overlap between the three main 
services. Just over one third of Taxicard members also hold a 
disabled parking badge.


Chart 1


                                


19. As was noted in the Scoping Report, the largest items of subsidised 
transport expenditure for the Council are the Freedom Pass (£4.1 
million in 2005/6), Special Needs Transport (£1.2 million), 
Transport to Daycentres (£0.8 million) and Taxicard (over £0.5 
million, not counting additional TfL Taxicard expenditure). The total 
cost to the Council of providing subsidised transport was in the 
region of £7 million in 2005/6. More details are shown in Appendix 
1.


                                               
3 This figure does not correlate with other Taxicard data presented in relation to the Taxicard survey as it was 
extracted before the ALG renewal and verification process was carried out.


Disabled Person’s 
Freedom Pass


1842


Taxicard
1423


Disabled parking 
badge


1225


241


203


702


183
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3.1.1 Subsidised transport from other agencies 


20. The Review Team has also considered the range of other transport 
subsidies that may be available to some residents of the Royal 
Borough from organisations other than the Council. Appendix 4 
shows a table of subsidies that are provided by a range of agencies, 
including Government departments, rail and coach operators, and 
Transport for London. The table is by no means exhaustive but it 
illustrates a couple of important points: firstly, that the Council (or 
other London boroughs) is not unusual in offering travel concessions 
to disabled people and older people; and secondly, that some 
agencies provide help with transport costs to groups that receive 
little or no such help from the Council. These groups include 
unemployed people (most notably through the New Deal 
Travelcard), and families (the Family Railcard). One potential gap is 
for people who are in work but on low incomes, for whom there 
seems to be very little assistance with transport costs. This issue is 
considered in 3.3.1.


21. It should be noted that people who have difficulty walking can apply 
to receive the Disability Living Allowance mobility component, which 
is worth either £16 or £45 a week, depending on the severity of 
their walking difficulties.
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3.2 To assess the Council’s freedom to exercise choices about the 
transport subsidies that it offers (for both discretionary and 
non-discretionary services)


3.2.1  Charging for services


22. The Scoping Report noted that the bulk of the Council’s subsidised 
transport expenditure is mandatory, insofar as it has legal duties to 
provide most of the services covered by this Review (the notable 
exceptions being Taxicard and the provision of transport grants to 
voluntary groups). The details of the Council’s legal obligations are 
shown below.


23. The legal requirement on local authorities to provide transport to 
day care centres is contained within the National Assistance Act 
1948 and the Chronically Sick and Disabled Persons Act 1970. 


24. The more recent act appears to update obligations on local 
authorities that existed in the former, and it is clear that where a 
local authority believes that a resident needs certain services to be 
provided, then it is the duty of the local authority to make 
arrangements to provide them. These services include, inter alia, 
“practical assistance for that person in his home”, “the provision… 
of…recreational facilities outside his home”, “the provision of meals” 
and, crucially, “the provision for that person of facilities for, or 
assistance in, travelling to and from his home for the purpose of 
participating in any services provided under arrangements made by 
the authority under the said Section 29 [of the 1948 Act] …” 


25. A DHSS note to local authorities on the 1970 Act advises of a duty 
that “requires the authority to assess the requirements of 
individuals determined by them to be substantially and permanently 
handicapped as to their needs in these matters. If they are satisfied 
that an individual is in need in any (or all) of these matters, they are 
to make arrangements that are appropriate to his or her case.”


26. The 1996 Education Act is the legal basis for the SEN Transport 
service. Clause 324 requires a local authority to make and maintain 
a statement of a child’s special education needs (where an 
assessment shows this to be necessary) and Sub-section 5 appears 
to cover the transportation provision required by the statement. 


    “(5) Where a local education authority maintain a statement 
under this              section, then-


(a) unless the child's parent has made suitable arrangements, the 
authority-


(i) shall arrange that the special educational provision 
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specified in the statement is made for the child, and


(ii) may arrange that any non-educational provision specified 
in the statement is made for him in such manner as they 
consider appropriate, and


(b) if the name of a maintained, grant-maintained or grant-
maintained special school is specified in the statement, the 
governing body of the school shall admit the child to the school.”


27. The requirement on the Council to provide disabled parking badges 
comes from the Chronically Sick and Disabled Persons Act 1970: 


“All local authorities (as defined) will from the Appointed Day be 
under an obligation to organise the issue of car badges in respect of 
designated vehicles for disabled persons of prescribed descriptions 
and for institutions concerned with the care of the disabled and to 
maintain registers of the persons and institutions to whom the 
badges are issued.”


28. The Review has examined whether this leaves the Council any 
choices about the subsidy aspect of these services.


29. Legal advice has been sought as to whether the Council may charge 
for transport services that it is required by law to provide. The 
advice that has been received is that the Council may not charge for 
transport services for children with special educational needs, except 
where the Council provides the service at its own discretion. For 
transport to day care centres, the legal advice is that the Council 
could charge. It is not known whether there is a precedent for this in 
other authorities. 


30. No work has so far been carried out to estimate users’ ability to pay, 
on whether precedent for charging exists elsewhere (although there 
is precedent for charging for day centre services) or on the likely 
impact on service use of introducing a charge. It is known that, 
given the high costs of the daycentre transport service and the 
relatively low numbers of people using it, full cost recovery would be 
virtually impossible. While there may be sound theoretical 
arguments for charging a nominal fee – perhaps a pound per return 
trip – it is not clear that this would realise any significant income, 
once the administration costs have been taken into account 


31. Table 2 below is based on one week only in July 2005, and is 
intended to serve as a very approximate indication of the 
distribution between low, medium and high users of day centre 
transport. If we assume that on each day that a user uses transport, 
he or she will make both an outward and a return trip, this implies 
1330 trips in a week. 
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32. For illustrative purposes, we can see that a flat rate charge of £1 per 
trip would imply about half of the service users paying up to £4 per 
week, but a quarter would be paying at least £10. These figures are 
offered to guide discussion; no attempt is made here to consider 
ability to pay. 


33. Again assuming a £1 per trip fare, and 100 per cent payment, and 
also assuming that the number of trips in this week is broadly stable 
across the full year, we can see that charging day centre users for 
transport might, theoretically, generate net income of (1330 x 52 x 
£1) £69,160. This is less than ten per cent of the annual cost of the 
day centre transport contract, and that is before taking into account 
the costs of administering the scheme, of any reduction in demand, 
or of the possibility of any exemptions for very low income clients, 
or fare-capping for those with greatest need. Much more work would 
need to be done to give a reliable picture of service usage and costs. 
It is also fair to point out at this stage that some clients – for 
instance those with dementia – would have difficulty understanding 
the payments. 


34. On the other hand, Members may feel that charging some fee for 
this service would be consistent with any set of principles for 
subsidies that might be agreed as an outcome of this Review. 


Table 2 Indicative distribution of day centre transport take-
up 


Number of 
days transport 
used


Number of 
service users


Percentage of 
service users


Cumulative 
percentage of 
service users


Total number 
of trips


0 17 7.6 7.6 0
1 33 14.8 22.4 33
2 60 26.9 49.3 120
3 32 14.3 63.6 96
4 25 11.2 74.8 100
5 35 15.7 90.5 175
6 6 2.7 93.2 36
7 15 6.7 99.9 105
Total 223 100.0 99.9 665


35. Legal advice was also sought in respect of the Disabled Person’s 
(Purple) Parking Badge, which entitles holders to park in residents' 
bays and free of charge in pay and display bays.  Purple Badge 
holders are allowed an extra hour free on pay and display bays once 
their paid-for time has run out. The badge is available to residents 
and to people who work in the Royal Borough. This is distinct from 
the Blue Badge, which operates across the country. The Royal 
Borough is exempt from the full provisions of the national Blue 
Badge scheme, as are three other central London councils. Councils 
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are prohibited by a Statutory Instrument to charge more than £2 for 
the national Blue Badge, (a figure that has not been reviewed in 
over thirty years). It is unclear whether the same restriction would 
apply to the Purple Badge, and no further work has been carried out 
on this in the Review. The Royal Borough is working with the other 
exempt central London boroughs with a view to establishing some 
form of reciprocal parking arrangements. Should a reciprocal 
scheme be created, this would appear to be an opportunity to 
review charging policy. 


3.2.2 Direct payments


36. Where the Council is required by legislation both to provide a service 
and to meet the costs of providing that service, it may still have 
some freedom to consider providing these services in different ways. 
For instance, the Council may wish to consider whether there would 
be advantages to users and to itself in providing direct payments to 
meet the cost of transport. This could be as an alternative to 
providing escorted transport for children with special needs, or to 
the Taxicard scheme. It appears that the London Borough of 
Camden encourages flexible use of direct payments by providing 
some people with taxi fares either to take children to school or go 
shopping. The London Borough of Islington provides some informal 
carers with money for travelcards to cover transportation to and 
from the person being cared for and for respite. ADKC is 
enthusiastic about direct payments and believes that pilot schemes 
operated by the Council should be expanded to complement door-
to-door transport services like Taxicard. Careful modelling would 
need to be undertaken to ensure that direct payments were set at a 
level that met users’ existing needs without increasing overall 
demand for trips. Some Taxicard users will already be receiving the 
Mobility component of the Disability Living Allowance – it is assumed 
that a direct payment by the Council would be additional to that 
allowance.


37. In relation to special needs transport, it could be envisaged that 
there may be benefits both to the Council and to parents of special 
needs children in the Council effectively paying a fee to parents to 
deliver their own children to and from school, whether by car or by 
public transport. The Council currently spend nearly £1.2 million 
each year transporting about 150 pupils with special needs, which 
works out at a little under £8000 per head. Initial discussions with 
the relevant officers suggest that most parents of children with 
special needs would not wish to take their children to and from 
school themselves, given the quality of their existing free services. 
Satisfaction surveys indicate that most parents regard the SEN 
transport service very highly.
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3.3 To suggest a framework of principles governing Council 
decisions about transport subsidies taken with To explore the 
desirability and feasibility of providing entirely new subsidies 
(that is, where there currently is no Council subsidy)


38. It is clear that no such framework of principles exists at present. 
Although the Review has not examined in any detail the historical 
background to the various forms of subsidised transport funded by 
the Council, it is more than likely that these have evolved more or
less independently of each other over many years, often after 
having been set up in response to legislative requirements. That is, 
there was not a day when the Council took it upon itself to create a 
funding pot for subsidised transport and decide how that pot should 
be allocated. This Review provides an opportunity to imagine such a 
scenario, where no transport subsidies have existed hitherto, and no 
legislative requirements4 exist, but the Council has just decided to 
spend, say, £7 million each year on subsidising the costs of 
transport of its residents (for the sake of simplicity, we will assume 
that the Council would not wish to meet the transport costs of 
anyone who is not resident in the borough).


39. Faced with this scenario, the Council could take any of a number of 
approaches:


3.3.1 A financial needs-based approach


40. It could ask where is the greatest need: which people most need 
help with the cost of their transport? At its most simple level, the 
answer is likely to be that the poorer you are, the greater your 
need, in the sense that all basic living costs are hard to meet. In 
practice, it may be that some people have very low transport costs, 
having no need to travel significant distances very often. A retired or 
unemployed person who has shops, essential services and a social 
network all within walking distance, may have much lower transport 
costs than someone who must travel across London each day to do 
a job (which could be poorly-paid). Whilst it would be a challenge to 
identify people with a high transport need and a low income, there 
could be significant benefits to individuals and to society; a 
transport subsidy targeted at these people may help to bring people 
into work, or help them to stay in work. Research by the 
Government’s Social Exclusion Unit5 showed that “two out of five 
jobseekers say lack of transport is a barrier to getting a job.”


41. The Review has not attempted to assess how many Royal Borough 
residents might be in this situation. Neither has it yet identified the 


                                               
4 It is recognised that this scenario takes no account of the legal framework that obliges the Council to fund most 
of the subsidised transport covered by this Review, and that one principle might therefore be as follows: “The 
Council will meet all its legal obligations in respect of the provision of transport”.
5 “Making the Connections: Final Report on Transport and Social Exclusion, SEU, February 2003”
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likely unit cost of assisting one such person. We could start by 
looking at the cost of a Zones 1-2 annual travelcard, which in 
January 2007 stood at £929. For bus-only travel, the cost would be 
£560.


42. The Review Team has not found any statistical estimates of the 
numbers of people for whom the cost of transport limits their 
opportunities, but the links between transport and social exclusion 
have been acknowledged. A report by the Cabinet Office’s Social 
Exclusion Unit in 2003 examined how: 


"…people may not be able to access services as a result of social 
exclusion. For example, they may be restricted in their use of 
transport by low incomes" and also that "problems with 
transportation provision and the location of services can reinforce 
social exclusion. They prevent people from accessing key local 
services or activities, such as jobs, learning, healthcare, food 
shopping or leisure." 


43. The cost of transport was one of five main barriers to accessing 
services that was identified in the report. More recently, the Greater 
London Authority’s Budget Committee conducted a scrutiny of public 
transport fares policy in London (“Tube and Bus Fares”. September 
2006). This report raised concerns that Transport for London’s fares 
policies were harming social inclusion in the capital in two ways:
firstly, that because of above-inflation price rises, and particularly 
because of the steadily increasing price differential between Tube 
and bus fares, many people on low incomes are being priced off the 
Tube and using only the bus. Because the bus is a slower mode of 
transport, it can limit people’s travel horizons and their potential 
opportunities for employment. Secondly, there is some evidence 
that take-up of Oyster cards is significantly lower among people in 
the lower socio-economic groups than it is among the professional 
groups, which is significant in the context of the Mayor of London’s 
policy of making cash fares increasingly more expensive than Oyster 
fares. 


44. The Budget Committee recommended that further work be carried 
out to understand the barriers to Oystercard take-up by people on 
low incomes. Noting that the Mayor of London’s fares initiatives, 
such as free bus travel for under 16s had “not assisted all Londoners 
on low incomes”, it also recommended that TfL explore the 
possibility of providing free Oyster cards for “socially excluded 
groups”.  


45. In February 2007, the Mayor of London announced that he would 
use some of the revenue from an agreement with the Venezuelan 
Government to fund discounted travel for Londoners on low 
incomes. He proposed to allow people claiming Income Support to 
pay half-fares on buses and trams in London, using pre-
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programmed Oyster cards that would be made available to Income 
Support claimants. He estimated that up to 250,000 people will be 
eligible for this discount. The scheme was expected to be 
operational from July 2007.


46. It is possible that any financial-based approach would result in a not 
dissimilar set of people receiving assistance from the Council, since 
the groups who currently receive most assistance from the Council 
(older and disabled people) tend to be on disproportionately low 
incomes, compared with the rest of the population.


3.3.2 The transport grants model


47. A second approach might be to consider the principles that inform 
how the Council allocates transport grants to voluntary groups. To 
be considered for a transport grant, an organisation must meet 
several criteria, including: 


Service users must have no access to other means of 
transport and be unable, without the organisation’s transport, 
to attend the organisation’s activities; and,


The organisation must support people who are socially isolated 
and/or [it must] promote independence, or support children in 
need and their families.


48. In practice, this means groups working with disabled people, older 
people, disadvantaged children, and people from isolated 
communities, all with a view to promoting social inclusion and equal 
access to services. There would be an elegant simplicity in saying 
that for all Council transport subsidies, the key test should be that it 
ensures access to services (and goods and jobs). In practice though, 
this would not fit well with existing practice, where some subsidies 
(notably Taxicard and Freedom Pass) are made without reference to 
whether their absence would entail a restriction of access to 
services. That is, an older person on an above-average income 
might be no less likely to use public transport if he had to pay the 
full fare.  The “ensuring access to services” criterion would also fail 
to reflect the fact that the Council does not pay the transport costs 
of any residents for whom the cost of transport is itself the chief 
barrier to accessing services.


3.3.3 Existing practice 


49. A third approach would be simply to infer the principles from current 
practice, which would amount to saying that where people have a 
specific transport need because of their age, disability or special 
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educational need, then the Council will meet this transport need and 
bear the cost itself. In addition, in recognition of the particular 
difficulties that older and disabled people have in meeting their 
transport costs, the Council will pay for their free use of the public 
transport system in London.


3.3.4 Carers 


50. The Scoping Report asked whether carers receive appropriate 
assistance in relation to transport subsidies. Carers in this borough 
may apply to the Council for a carer’s grant. The Council’s annual 
expenditure on these is in the order of £600,000 a year. There is no 
specific transport element to this, although money to cover carers’ 
transport costs is allocated in some circumstances. While officers 
who make these carer assessments believed that assistance with 
transport costs would be welcomed by carers, they were not aware 
of any lobbying by carers to receive help from the Council with their 
travel costs. From separate discussions, it is understood that the 
Mayor of London has been asked to allow carers to travel free on 
public transport when accompanying a holder of a Disabled Person’s 
Freedom Pass. As was noted above, officers have been told that at 
least one local authority, the London Borough of Islington, does help 
carers to meet the cost of public transport.


3.3.5 Discussions with Action Disability Kensington and Chelsea 
(ADKC), Sixty Plus and Age Concern


51. Officers from the Review Team met senior officers of ADKC, Sixty 
Plus and the local branch of Age Concern to explore their views 
about the rationale for providing subsidised transport to disabled 
people. 


52. The ADKC view may be summarised as follows (please note that this 
is the author’s paraphrasing of ADKC’s comments):


 That many disabled people have a much greater need for 
(mechanised) transport than the rest of the population: that 
is, walking is simply not an option for some people, so that 
transport is required simply to get out of the house. In general 
this will be door-to-door transport (whether it is a taxi, a 
private car, or Dial-a-Ride);


 That most disabled people are on relatively low incomes, and 
even disabled people who work are generally not enjoying 
high salaries;


 That it is true that the Disability Living Allowance mobility 
component is intended to pay for transport services like taxis, 
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but that it is important that disabled people do not have their 
incentives to work eroded by having to meet high travel costs 
themselves;


 That the Taxicard fee structure does not allow users to travel 
very far for the minimum £1.50 charge, and that 
“stagecoaching”, whereby travellers could aggregate some of 
their monthly ration of trips for the same journey, would be 
very attractive to users;


 That some Taxicard members are less able to afford Taxicard 
charges than others, but that this is a fundamental inequality 
problem that Taxicard should not be trying to resolve;


 That means-testing is an invasive process, and has high 
administrative costs;


 That non-drivers have a greater need for Taxicard than 
drivers, and that it may be appropriate to recognise this by 
allowing non-drivers to make more Taxicard trips than drivers.


 That direct payments or individual budgets could be a way of 
allowing disabled people to take control of how their transport 
needs are met (this was a specific recommendation in ADKC’s 
report Inclusive Kensington and Chelsea).


53. Whilst some of these points were also made by Age Concern and 
Sixty Plus, the discussion about transport subsidies for older people 
covered some interesting new ground. In particular, it was noted 
that reaching the age of 60 does not suddenly generate a new need 
for transport, or for that transport to be paid for. Both organisations 
felt that “the meaning of 60” is quite different now from what it once 
was: a great many people continue to work well into their sixties, 
for instance. It was therefore not necessarily the best use of 
transport subsidy budgets to pay the travel costs of people who 
could still be drawing very large incomes. 


54. However, neither organisation was supportive of means-testing, not 
least because it could be a messy and an expensive process. 


55. They also felt quite strongly that it would be socially divisive and 
harmful to withhold benefits like free travel from wealthy older 
people: it was important, they felt, that all people, including those 
on higher incomes, should expect to receive something back from 
the State after a lifetime of national insurance contributions.


56. Both organisations felt that a better way of targeting transport 
subsidies like the Older Person’s Freedom Pass would be to link 
eligibility for the pass to the drawing of a pension – this could be at 
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the age of 60 or much later. It was noted that while many older 
people’s benefits are paid at the “traditional” retirement age of 60, 
older people must wait until they are 75 before they can claim a free 
television licence. It seemed easier to argue for free travel for 
people living on fixed incomes (almost irrespective of the actual 
income level) than for people who just happened to be aged 60 or 
older. 


57. Like disabled people, it was thought that older people may make 
more use of public transport than the rest of the population, 
although it was also accepted that this does not necessarily imply 
higher travel costs – for people with travelcards, the number or 
length of trips makes no difference to the cost of travel. Conversely, 
it was noted that unlike disabled people, older people do not receive 
any equivalent of the mobility component of the Disability Living 
Allowance, so there is no earmarked source of State funding for 
them to pay for travel. 


58. Were money to be saved in any way by changing the eligibility 
criteria for the Older Person’s Freedom Pass, it was felt that this 
money should be ploughed into improving the Freedom Pass for 
those who do receive it – for instance by making it valid before 
9.30am. Both organisations made the point that by enabling older 
people to access services, the Freedom Pass promotes independence 
as well as physical and mental well-being. 


59. The cost of day centre transport was also discussed. A case could be 
made that by charging a nominal fee for transport, those who 
benefit from it would feel more like a customer than a client or even 
a recipient of charity. Set against that, most people who use 
Council-funded transport to access day centres are on very low 
incomes and could find even a nominal charge difficult to resource.


60. Like ADKC, both organisations were supportive, in principle, of direct 
payments, and putting service users in charge of their own budgets. 
However, this would have to be in the context of all services, not 
just transport.


61. Ultimately, it is for the Council to decide what its policy should be on 
subsidised transport, and which principles should inform this policy. 
These principles and the policy will need to fit with the legal context 
in which our services are provided (and covered in 3.2). Should 
Members decide that the policy should be significantly different from 
the inferred policy set out in 3.3.3, this would have implications for 
the way in which some services are provided and funded. 
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3.4 To consider whether the objectives of the existing transport 
subsidies could be better met by other mechanisms


62. This question assumes a degree of certainty about the objectives of 
the various forms of transport subsidy. The objectives are self-
evident in relation to, for instance, transport to daycentres and 
schools. Taxicard and the Freedom Pass are generally presented as 
a means of ensuring that disabled and older people can access 
services: 


“Taxicard is a method of providing subsidised door-to-door 
transport for people who have serious mobility impairment 
and difficulty in using public transport.” (www.taxicard.org.uk)


“It’s important that every member of the community is able to 
travel around the capital and lead as independent and active 
lives as possible. This is what the Freedom Pass provides its 
holders and now even more will be able to enjoy its 
benefits.”  (Cllr Phillip Portwood, then Chairman of ALG 
Transport and Environment Committee)


63. In relation to this, it is notable that despite the entire London Buses 
fleet becoming “accessible” by the end of 2005, only a minority of 
Taxicard members felt in summer 2006 that buses had become 
easier for them to use, or that they did use buses more often, 
compared to 2003.


3.4.1 Concessionary fares


64. A debate about the merits of concessionary fares for older people 
has been running in the transport press for some time. Most
recently, an article in Local Transport Today (30 November 2006)6


suggests abolishing concessions and giving pensioners the cash 
equivalent. The article makes a number of points that are of 
relevance to this review:


 that the cost of essential travel is a modest and predictable 
weekly expense, not greater than the cost of food, for which 
pensioners do not normally receive a subsidy (and unlike, say, 
healthcare costs, which can be large and unexpected);


 that very many older people are poorly served by public 
transport and so will not make as much use of it as their 
counterparts in better served areas. In effect, it is argued, 
infrequently travelling pensioners will be subsidising the 
lifestyles of frequent travellers, through their taxes;


 that boosting state pensions would give pensioners a choice –
and they could spend their money on taxis, grocery deliveries, 


                                               
6 “Giving pensioners a bigger state pension would be  a better way of helping them than free travel”. R Musgrave
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or even their friends’ petrol expenses, if this made more sense 
than using public transport; and, 


 much of the money spent on concessions is funding non-
essential travel.


65. National Government policy is clearly headed in the direction of 
expanding travel concessions for older people, and there has not so 
far been any hint from ministers that the age threshold will be 
revised upwards. The debate about the purpose of, and justification 
for, concessionary fares is an interesting one, and relevant to this 
Review. However, it remains the case that this Council is not in a 
position to make any significant changes, unilaterally, to the Older 
Person’s Freedom Pass.  For this reason, the Freedom Pass was 
excluded from this Review at the scoping stage. Should the Council 
be minded to do so, it could ask London Councils, which administers 
the Freedom Pass scheme, to explore the impact of, say, raising the 
age threshold for the Older Person’s Freedom Pass. As we have 
seen, this would not necessarily be at odds with the thinking of older 
people’s advocacy groups, which recognise that 60 may not be the 
most sensible threshold at which to start giving people free travel. 


3.4.2 Day centre, SEN and youth transport services


66. The Review has for the most part assumed that the objectives of the 
daycentre and SEN transport services – that is, to transport people 
between their homes and their schools or their day centres - can 
only be met by some form of specialist transport service, although 
section 3.5 considers the possible changes to service delivery 
(including the suggestion that some SEN pupils might be able to use 
public transport, with assistance). Given the continuing problems
reported by older people in using “mainstream” public transport 
(including bus driving standards, and poor accessibility in 
Underground stations), no serious thought has been given to 
removing the day centre transport service and asking them to take 
public transport. 


67. In preparation for the new Day Centre Transport contract, the 
Accessible Transport Services Manager worked with the Centre 
Managers in drawing up eligibility criteria for the use of transport. 
This was a shift in practice as traditionally when someone has been 
referred to attend a Centre it has been assumed that they will 
automatically need to travel in ‘on the bus’.  The move to a more 
modern service will encourage greater independence and in some 
case fitness as some people will walk in as well as travel by public 
transport. This approach has been successfully adopted at the 
SCOPE day centre, where three buses have been reduced to two.
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68. Section 3.2 above has already mentioned the possibility of direct 
payments, in relation both to door-to-door transport for disabled 
people, and SEN transport. 


69. There seems little scope for providing the Council’s youth transport 
service in a different way, and the Review has not looked in detail at 
this area. The budget for this service is very small, (under £50K per 
annum) and it is considered that the hire of a small number of buses 
to transport youth club members to activities presents few if any 
significant issues for the Review. There may be some limited scope 
for the service to make use of any downtime in vehicles used in the 
delivery of the special needs or daycentre transport services. It is 
known that Accessible Transport Services colleagues are 
resurrecting the possibility of using daycentre transport vehicles for 
some hospital transport services. Youth transport could perhaps be 
another use to which any “spare” vehicles could be put, once the 
new contract is operational.


70. Beyond these points, it seems that the most fertile territory for 
examining alternative methods of meeting objectives is the 
operation of the Taxicard scheme. 


3.4.3 Taxicard usage data


71. The Accessible Transport Services team collects a wealth of 
information about Taxicard members’ use of the scheme. From this 
we know that while all members are entitled to make ten trips in a 
month (and can carry over any unused trips to the next month), in 
practice usage is much lower. Although there were approximately 
1760 members registered on the scheme in summer 2006, the 
number of members who actually made one or more trips each 
month was consistently around 1100 (averaging 1128 in 2005/6). 
We know from the survey mentioned below that a substantial 
minority of members say that they never or hardly ever use the 
scheme (and anecdotally we know of people joining the scheme with 
the intention of using the scheme only in an emergency). The 
average number of trips per member was about 28 a year. 


72. The total number of active members in 2005/6, that is people who 
made at least one trip, was 1937. The apparent disparity in the 
figures can be explained by members dying throughout the year and 
new members joining. Most people used the scheme once or twice 
throughout the year, although about one in ten made more than 80 
trips per year (see Chart 2).
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Chart 2: number of trips taken by members throughout 2005/6
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73. Analysis of Taxicard membership and usage figures suggests that 
residents of the most deprived wards are underrepresented among 
Taxicard members and additionally that Taxicard members in these 
wards tend to make less use of their Taxicard than members in 
more affluent wards. This is despite the fact that the two most 
deprived wards, Golborne and St Charles, have the highest 
incidence of Limiting Long Term Illness (with 21 per cent and 20 per 
cent respectively of these ward populations. Census 2001.) For 
instance: 


 In the two most deprived wards (Golborne and St Charles), 
Taxicard members make fewer trips than the borough 
average;


 In the two most deprived wards, the cost to the Council of 
providing Taxicard services is less than the borough average;


 Although Taxicard members in the two most deprived wards 
make fewer trips costing more than the minimum fare of 
£1.50, these still account for a greater proportion of their total 
trips than the corresponding borough average;


74. Interestingly, in these two wards the number of people with a 
Disabled Person’s Freedom Pass is higher than in other wards.


75. Map 1 shows the average number of trips made throughout 2005/6 
by active members. Due to incomplete address data, member 
numbers are different for ward analysis, however existing data will 
be indicative of the overall trend.
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76. These trends are consistent with the results of the Taxicard survey 
as shown in Map 2.


Map 1: average number of trips made during 2005/6 by active 
members
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Map 2: Percentage of respondents agreeing with the statement “I 
hardly ever use taxicard”


77. A similar exercise that compares the nine wards recording the 
highest use of Taxicard (the “top nine”) with the nine wards 
recording the lowest use (the “bottom nine”) showed:


 The average cost of Taxicard per ward was 30 per cent higher in 
the top nine wards than the bottom nine;


 The total number of Taxicard trips taken in the top nine wards 
was 45 per cent higher than in the bottom nine; 
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 The number of Disabled Person’s Freedom Passes on issue in the 
top nine wards was only 40 per cent of the number on issue in 
the bottom nine;


 The number of Taxicard members in the top nine wards claiming 
a mobility benefit was only half that of the equivalent number in 
the bottom nine7. 


78. More information on this is shown in Appendix 6.


3.4.4 Taxicard member survey


79. The Review Team conducted a survey in July 2006 of the 1760 
Taxicard members who were listed on the Council’s database 
following a recent Taxicard renewal exercise by the ALG. The 
response rate was 53 per cent. 


80. A full summary of the findings of the survey is shown in Appendix 3. 
Perhaps the most significant points to emerge were that:


 Two thirds of respondents would like to use Taxicard more than 
they do currently;


 The main reasons for not making more use of Taxicard were a 
lack of available taxis (40 per cent) and the fact that users would 
want to take longer trips that would cost them more (37 per 
cent);


 Half of respondents said that they spend more than £1.50 on a 
trip (effectively meaning that they sometimes made trips that 
were too expensive to be covered by the Council subsidy –see 
Appendix 2 for explanation of the Taxicard tariff structure)


 Most (83 per cent) respondents agreed that “Taxicard is good 
value for money”;


 More than half (59 per cent) respondents accepted that “it is fair 
that the Council limits how much it will pay towards each trip”


 The single most commonly reported purpose for making a 
Taxicard trip was to attend hospital appointments. 


81. Qualitative data from the surveys themselves and from 
conversations with respondents suggest that when users book a taxi 
in advance, by the time they have entered the taxi there may be as 
much as £5 on the fare already, which means that the remaining 
“free to user” element of the fare does not permit a very long 
subsidised journey.


82. “Stagecoaching”, whereby users could use up two or more of their 
monthly ration of ten trips in the same journey was thought to be 


                                               
7 It is possible that disabled people in the more affluent wards – the ones with highest Taxicard use – may be less 
likely to apply for mobility benefits because they may feel less need for additional income.
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allowed in some other boroughs, and was supported by the handful 
of respondents who mentioned it. This appears to be consistent with 
the survey finding that a significant proportion of respondents said 
that cost was a barrier to their making longer trips. As well as 
suggestions for improvement, there were many positive comments 
about the service with users identifying that Taxicard was an 
important element in permitting them a degree of independence in 
their life that would not be possible otherwise. 


83. Over a third of respondents who answered the question said that the 
purpose for which they most often used Taxicard was to attend 
hospital appointments. This was the single most popular answer. 
Strictly, they are not supposed to use Taxicard for these trips as 
patients, as the Primary Care Trust provides a non-emergency 
patient transport service. (Members are permitted to use Taxicard to 
visit other people in hospital). Previously, work done for the ALG 
indicated that trips to and from hospitals that should have been 
provided by health authorities were in fact being made at local 
authorities’ expense through Taxicard. The patient transport service 
is generally regarded to be less convenient and flexible to service 
users than a taxi service. Attempts to shift funding from PCTs to 
boroughs at a local level have failed and London Councils intends 
taking up this issue as a London wide problem at a higher level.


3.4.5 Taxicard trip allowance 


84. Chart 3 shows how the Royal Borough compares with other London 
Boroughs in terms of the limit on the number of trips. The Royal 
Borough is relatively generous, offering ten trips a month, which if 
unused in one month may be carried over to the next month. 
Unused trips in a year may not be carried over to the next year 
(something that some respondents to the survey commented on). 
We have seen that many members make no or very few trips, that 
the average number of trips per member is 28 a year (against a 
possible maximum of 120) and that only a tiny proportion of 
members use their full allocation of trips. Thus, although the total 
value of the subsidy available to a Royal Borough taxicard member 
is in the order of £100 a month, few members receive this much 
benefit (although many of these are spending more than the 
minimum £1.50 per trip, because their journeys cost more than is 
covered by the maximum Council subsidy per journey). 
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Chart 3 Maximum allocation of trips per year by borough


85. Barking and Dagenham, Camden, Tower Hamlets and Newham have 
more complicated criteria based on individual requirements, with 
users being placed into bands. Typically the most generous bands 
allow roughly 100-120 trips per year. Havering, Islington and 
Wandsworth allow more trips to Taxicard members who do not hold 
a Freedom Pass.


86. As was noted above, ADKC would like to see greater flexibility 
offered to Taxicard members so that, for instance, they could 
“stagecoach”. This degree of flexibility is already offered in five 
outer London boroughs to users of Capital Call, which is a 
complementary service to Taxicard that uses minicabs. As with the 
regular Taxicard service, users pay £1.50 per trip. However, they 
are allocated an annual personal budget worth £200, in the form of 
an account with a taxi company. They have the flexibility to use that 
budget for fewer long trips or many shorter trips. 


87. Meanwhile a core group of borough officers (led by the Royal 
Borough) is continuing its work in developing an assessment model 
to determine whether Taxicard trip entitlement could be linked to an 
individual’s reliance on taxis. This would take into account their 
access to a private car, and the provision of public transport in their 
local area. 


88. The Scoping Report asked whether eligibility for a Taxicard should 
be linked to ownership of a Freedom Pass. Currently this is not an 
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option under the agreement with the Mayor of London although as 
noted above, three boroughs allow people without Freedom Passes 
to make more Taxicard trips than those who do hold Freedom 
Passes. An assessment model that considered access to public 
transport and cars could perhaps also take account of Freedom Pass 
status in determining trip allocations.  


89. This section has shown that there a number of ways in which the 
Taxicard scheme could, potentially, be amended to offer greater 
flexibility and choice to members. Principally, these are: 


 “Stagecoaching” (allowing members to use more than one of 
their ration of trip subsidies in the same journey); 


 a Capital Call-style fixed-value account, in which the limitation on 
trips and trip lengths would be determined entirely by the value 
of the budget; 


 an individual budget/direct payment scheme, in which members 
would receive money directly into their bank accounts, which 
could be spent with any provider; 


 a new assessment model linking the number of trips that a 
member could make (or potentially the value of their travel
budget) to factors such as car availability and public transport 
accessibility.


90. Clearly, all of these options would need to take into account the 
costs to the Council of providing them, not least because, as 3.5.4 
explains in more detail, Transport for London has indicated to 
boroughs that it intends to cap its contribution to Taxicard budgets, 
with the consequence that boroughs face the serious risk of 
budgetary shortfalls. The ideal scenario would be to identify an 
alternative form of Taxicard that offered increased flexibility to 
members while reducing – or at least, stabilising – costs to councils.


91. In addition to the ongoing work by London Councils and boroughs 
on a new assessment model, both TfL and London Councils are 
investigating the possible options for direct payments, or individual 
travel budgets. Council officers are already working closely with 
London Councils on this, and will be well-placed to consider the 
implications for this Council. It is recommended that the Council 
waits to study the outcome of these investigations before doing any 
work of its own on stagecoaching, fixed value accounts or direct 
payments. 
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3.5 To assess the scope for reducing the costs of services which 
are currently subsidised  


3.5.1 School travel permits


92. There are four main areas of transport expenditure where it may be 
possible to realise cost reductions. In the first of these, school travel 
permits, it is clear that budgets have already been reduced to reflect 
changes in external circumstances. Because Transport for London 
now allows all schoolchildren to travel free of charge on buses, it is 
no longer necessary for the Council to pay the bus costs of Royal 
Borough children who face long journeys to school. However, 
because children must still pay (at a reduced rate) for journeys on 
London Underground, and because some journeys to school by bus 
would be difficult or very time-consuming, the Council still provides 
travelcards to children whose journey to school by bus would be 
unreasonably long. The number of travelcards issued by the Council 
has fallen from over 1300 in 2003/4 to fewer than 800 in 2005/6, 
with the cost falling from £140K to £100K. 


3.5.2 Joint procurement of daycentre and special needs transport


93. During the course of this Royal Borough Review, the Council ran a 
joint procurement exercise to replace the two existing contracts to 
supply transport to daycentres and transport for children with 
special needs. Following a market testing exercise, the Housing, 
Health and Adult Social Care (HHASC) and Family and Children’s
Services (FCS) departments decided to give potential contractors 
the choice of bidding to carry out either one of the services, or both 
together under the same contract. Tenders were received from ten8


bidders, of which five bid to provide both day centre and special 
needs transport services. In the end, each department selected 
different contractors. One of these contractors had bid to provide 
services to both departments. In doing so, the bid had included 
modest savings to one department but a considerable increase in 
costs to the other. The other successful bidder had not offered to 
provide services to both departments. Initially it had been hoped 
that a joint contract might lead to savings primarily through a 
sharing of vehicles. However the Key Decision Report recommending 
the selection of a contractor for the day centre transport contract 
concluded: 


“In terms of synergies in the use of vehicles savings are unlikely 
to be achieved as:
both Adult Social Care and SEN services are undertaken at the 
same time of day; and


                                               
8 One of these was eliminated early in the selection process because the bid did not contain the required 
documentation.
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the focus of Adult Social Care is within the borough, whilst SEN is 
across London.”


3.5.3 ALG (London Councils) study into costs of special needs 
transport


94. In addition to the joint procurement exercise, this Review has 
considered the findings of a report commissioned by the Association 
of London Government (now London Councils) into the costs of 
delivering special needs transport. Somewhat confusingly, 
comparative data for the London Boroughs were presented in terms 
of the cost of providing special needs transport divided by the total 
number of all school pupils in the LEA (and not just those pupils with 
special needs). In that analysis, the Royal Borough’s special needs 
transport costs placed it in the top quartile, in 2004/5. The Review 
has also identified a separate set of benchmarking figures for SEN 
transport costs. These have the benefit of going into much more 
detail but are from 2003 and include data for fewer than half of the 
London boroughs. They show that:


 Of the boroughs for which data were available, the Royal 
Borough’s costs per transported pupil placed it in the median 
position; 


 All the LEAs except the Royal Borough had a majority of pupils 
attending school within their borough; 


 Furthermore, all of these LEAs paid less, on average, to 
transport their pupils within the borough than to take them to 
other boroughs;


 The Royal Borough had the second-lowest ratio of pupils to 
routes (so there were fewer opportunities for sharing vehicles 
and escorts).


95. More information is shown in Appendix 5.


96. The London Councils report contained a number of suggestions for 
LEAs, and the relevant Council officer has commented on these. 
Suggestions that might generate cost savings included: 


97. Improving co-operation between boroughs to maximise 
opportunities for one vehicle to be used for two or more pupils from 
different boroughs. 


“This already happens to a very limited extent, but has been 
stymied by some boroughs’ reluctance to bear responsibility for the 
transport of another authority’s children, and by concerns about 
multiple stops putting pressure on journey times. To some extent 
the second concern would also apply to children from the same 
authority being transported in one vehicle.”
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98. Ensuring that contract price increases are pegged to inflation. 


“This already happens in relation to the non-wage element. The 
wage element is vulnerable to increases in the national minimum 
wage.”


99. Facilitating more independent journeys to and from school by pupils, 
for instance by appointing school travel support co-ordinators.


“The advice received is that training to encourage independent 
support is suitable for only a very small number of children.”


100. Boroughs should include a mix of in-house and contracted provision 
which enables them to maintain prices for contracts within the 
transport inflation rate. 


“It is not clear why having an element of in-house provision would 
keep prices for contracts manageable, and in any case there is 
currently no capacity to create in-house provision.”


101. Finally, perhaps the most radical proposal emerging from the 
London Councils report was that boroughs should organise 
themselves into consortia, for the purposes of route planning and 
procurement of SEN transport. The report argues that current 
arrangements, where each LEA does its own thing, is inefficient, and 
that economies of scale could be achieved under a more 
collaborative model. The report also claims that a cross-borough 
approach to route planning “would ignore borough boundaries, 
except in determining costs, and would concentrate instead on 
where pupils live, and the quickest journey time”. The report even 
recommends that procurement of transport services could be 
managed through the consortium.


102. The officer with day-to-day responsibility for special needs transport 
commented that forming consortia and entering into joint 
arrangements over route planning would be sound in theory but 
would have to overcome several practical difficulties. For instance, 
the number of passengers, their destinations and their pick-up and 
drop-off times are not fixed, so any agreement involving the shared 
cost of routes would have to cover the financial effects of boroughs 
wanting to add to or take away passengers at short notice and for 
variable amounts of time. Maintaining budgetary control could 
therefore become difficult. For example, if three boroughs start to 
share the cost of one route and one ceases to need it, must it go on 
paying or do the others have to pay a greater share? 


103. The officer also raised concerns about the complications arising over 
arrangements for taking children to places of safety if the vehicle 







32


cannot drop them off.  Although these concerns already apply to 
vehicles shared by pupils from the same home borough, the officer 
believed that these concerns would multiply when more than one 
borough’s protocols were involved. He added that he believed it 
would be difficult to secure agreement between boroughs on 
conditions of contract and service specifications. 


104. In addition to the recommendations contained in the London 
Councils report, the Review Team asked the relevant service 
manager in FCS for his thoughts on “travel buddies.” They are 
aware that in a neighbouring local authority, teenage children with 
special needs who need an escort to make public transport trips, can 
team up with students who have some medical training. This can be 
a way of relieving the humiliation of always having to be 
accompanied by a parent. Potentially, it might also offer an 
opportunity to save on the driver and vehicle costs for some trips to 
school. Because every vehicle trip is paid for separately, even going 
to school by public transport one day a week might reduce costs to 
the Council. 


105. Officers responsible for special needs transport have expressed 
doubt that many of the children would be capable of using public 
transport, and that in any case the public transport journeys would 
probably often be impractical. 


3.5.4 Taxicard


106. The costs to the Council of providing the Taxicard service have been 
held steady at around £0.5 million for the last few years, following 
an agreement that Transport for London will provide additional 
funding. This has protected the Council from the significant rise in 
the cost of Taxicard trips in the Royal Borough between 2001 and 
2004/05. 


107. The future of this agreement is currently uncertain. TfL is concerned 
about its growing financial contribution to the London wide Taxicard 
service and has informed London Councils that limits will be set on it 
is Taxicard budget from April 2007 – or possibly the following year. 
As a result, it is likely that most boroughs will face a shortfall in 
their Taxicard budgets. The Royal Borough however, was one of a 
handful of authorities which saw a reduction in the use of Taxicard 
in 2005/6 and the projected expenditure for 2006/07 will require a 
much smaller contribution from TfL than it has enjoyed in previous 
years. Table 3 below illustrates how the total number of trips taken, 
as well as the cost of providing them, grew substantially between 
2000/1 and 2003/4, before beginning to fall away. 
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108. Table 3 Number and cost of Taxicard trips in the Royal 
Borough since 2000/1


2000/1 2001/2 2002/3 2003/4 2004/5 2005/6 2006/7


total trips 50,321 56,007 62,940 70,261 69,237 64,063
56,052 
(projected)*


Cost of trips £559,570 £622,798 £699,893 £781,302 £769,915 £694,744
*based on figures for April to November 2006


109. Nevertheless, the Council will need to assess the implications for its 
budget of any agreement that is reached between London Councils 
and TfL. Officers have already considered early options for reducing 
the London wide shortfall that were included in a recent paper to 
London Councils’ Transport and Environment Committee. These 
included reducing the number of trips that Taxicard members may 
take in a month, increasing the minimum fare from the current 
£1.50, and simply reducing the maximum contribution that councils 
make for any given Taxicard trip. Since that time, London Councils 
and TfL officers have both been asked to consider the feasibility of 
“personal travel budgets” as an alternative to the existing Taxicard 
model. Clearly, were such a model to be pursued, a good deal of 
thought would need to be given to the level, or levels, at which 
Taxicard members’ budgets should be set. Care would need to be 
taken to avoid giving a perverse incentive to members to make 
additional marginal trips on the “use it or lose it” principle. It would 
be hoped that such a scheme would achieve significant savings on 
the administration charges paid by the boroughs to London Councils.


3.5.5 Transport grants to voluntary groups 


110. In 2005/6 the Council allocated a little over £110,000 in transport 
grants to voluntary groups. This is a small percentage of the 
Council’s total spend on voluntary groups in the borough. This cost 
could be reduced, as the Council has discretion to reduce the budget 
available. However, the Review has found no evidence of duplication 
of services – indeed, the officers who deal with bids for transport 
grants are well-positioned to assess whether other services could 
better meet the need. The Review has found no case for any re-
engineering of the scheme for administering transport grants. 


3.6 To assess the quality of existing subsidised services 


111. Whilst this is a thematic review of how and why the Council provides 
transport subsidies, rather than a traditional Best Value Review of a 
service, it is of more than passing interest to have some idea as to 
the quality of the services that are covered by this Review. More 
information is available in some areas than in others; what follows is 
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a combination of performance monitoring information and customer 
satisfaction data. 


112. Punctuality data on Taxicard shows that the local Taxicard service in 
2005/6 exceeded the target of 90 per cent of pre-arranged taxis 
arriving within 15 minutes of the due time. On this measure, 
punctuality in the Royal Borough was around the median level of 
performance in the London Boroughs. The same is true for 
unbooked trips - where again, the target of 90 per cent of unbooked 
taxis arriving within 30 minutes of the request was exceeded in the 
Royal Borough.


113. The SEN transport service has a contract monitor, who found that in 
2005/6, 98 per cent of vehicles arrived at their final destination 
within five minutes of their scheduled time.  The most recent 
satisfaction survey of parents of children with special needs, in 
2005, found that most parents felt that the service was very good 
most or all of the time, and over half felt that it had improved 
compared with the previous year. Interestingly, one of the most 
frequently requested improvements was better punctuality.  


114. The quality of the Day Centre transport is monitored by an 
accessible transport officer in conjunction with the Day Centre 
Managers who consider transport when reviewing individual users’ 
services. The Centres also hold regular meetings where any issues, 
including transport are raised with service users. There are however, 
no readily available data on levels of service user satisfaction.  The 
need for a more robust and formal monitoring system was 
addressed as part of the tendering exercise and this forms part of 
the new contractual arrangements that began on 1 October 2006. 
Monitoring includes quality of operational activities and service user 
satisfaction.     


3.7 Equality Impact Assessment (EIA)


115. Note that this section summarises the main EIA issues, but it does 
not form a stand-alone EIA report. Section 3.7 should be read in 
conjunction with the rest of the report, and in particular Sections 3.3 
and 3.4.


116. There are two parts to the Equality Impact Assessment that has 
been conducted as part of this thematic review. The first is of the 
type that would normally be undertaken in a traditional Best Value 
Review of a service, which would be expected to look at awareness 
and use of, and satisfaction with, the service by various groups. The 
Accessible Transport Team has found that most applicants for 
accessible transport services have been reluctant to return the 
separate ethnicity monitoring form intended to preserve their 
anonymity so information on this is patchy. The Team is currently 
revising its procedures for seeking this information.  There are 
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regular satisfaction surveys amongst parents of children who use 
the special needs transport service, but these surveys do not include 
information on, for instance, the ethnic background of respondents. 


117. The recent survey of Taxicard members provides us with useful 
information about their socio-economic profile, albeit that people 
who replied to the survey will will not necessarily have the same 
characteristics as all Taxicard members.


118. Table 4 below shows that the ethnic profile of the Taxicard 
membership differs from the profile of the general Royal Borough 
population in two noticeable respects: i) the proportion of Taxicard 
members who are white is rather larger than the white proportion of 
the general population; ii) the proportion of Taxicard members who 
are black or black British is smaller than the black proportion of the 
general population.


119. These figures are distorted somewhat by the fact that the Royal 
Borough population over the age of 65 is substantially different, in 
terms of its ethnic composition, from the general Royal Borough 
population. This is relevant because we know that Taxicard 
members are mostly older than 65. The average age of Taxicard 
members is in the 70s, and only around 1 in 7 members is under 
the age of 60. When we compare the ethnic profile of Taxicard 
members with that of the over 65 Royal Borough population, we see 
that there is a better “fit”. However, it is noticeable that black and 
black British people still appear to be underrepresented in the 
Taxicard membership. It is worth noting that, within the over 65 age 
band, black and Asian residents were more likely to have a limiting 
long-term illness than white residents, according to the Census. 


120. Of course, the figures here are not conclusive, being taken from a 
survey to which about half the membership responded. A better way 
to monitor this should be through routine monitoring at the 
application stage. However, as noted above the Accessible Transport 
Services team has reported great difficulty in eliciting information 
about applicants’ ethnic background. 
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121. Table 4 Ethnicity of Taxicard survey respondents compared 
to 2001 Census results 


Taxicard 
members


RBKC pop'nRBKC over 
65 pop'n 


Ethnicity n % % %
White 788 85.7 78.6 90
Black or Black British 24 2.6 7 4.2
Asian or Asian British 38 4.1 4.9 3
Mixed 5 0.5 4.1 0.9
Any other group 23 2.5 5.5 1.9
No reply/ prefer not to 
say


42 4.6 _ _


122. A glance at the gender distribution of Taxicard members suggests 
that women are significantly over-represented compared with the 
Royal Borough population. 


Table 5 Gender of Taxicard survey respondents compared to 2001 
Census results


Taxicard 
members


RBKC 
pop’n


RBKC over 
65 pop'n


Gender n % % %
Male 263 28.6 47.8 42.1
Female 610 66.3 52.2 57.9
No reply/ prefer not to 
say


47 5.1


123. However, closer examination of Taxicard membership records shows 
that this gender discrepancy is very closely related to age. It is likely 
to be a function of the very high average age of Taxicard members, 
and the well-established greater longevity of women than men. 
Among Taxicard members under the age of 70, the gender division 
is almost equal. Above the age of 70, women are the great majority. 
Indeed women over 70 account for almost a half of all Taxicard 
members. 


124. Section 3.4 showed that use of the Taxicard scheme is lower in the 
most deprived wards of the borough, despite there being a higher 
incidence of limiting long-term illness in the deprived wards. Take-
up of the Disabled Person’s Freedom Pass is higher in those wards 
than in the rest of the borough. In general, Taxicard usage appears 
to be higher in the south and central parts of the borough than in 
the north.


125. It is clear that the vast majority of Taxicard members are not using 
their full allocation of ten trips per month. A significant proportion of 
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survey respondents said that they would like to use Taxicard more, 
and cost was mentioned by some respondents as a barrier to this. 
However, the survey did not demonstrate a clear correlation 
between reported income levels and the degree to which cost was 
given as a deterrent to greater usage of Taxicard. 


126. Ongoing work to investigate the potential for direct payments and 
personal travel budgets, as well as new assessment criteria that 
take account of car ownership and public transport accessibility 
could potentially help to achieve a more even pattern of usage 
across the borough. 


127. Accessible Transport Services produce a booklet “Getting from Place 
to Place” giving information about a range of transport services and 
this is widely circulated in the borough and is available in the main 
languages spoken in the borough. It should be noted that very few 
Taxicard respondents reported that they had heard about the 
service through this or other Council booklets – word of mouth, and 
GP referrals were much more common.


128. The satisfaction survey report for SEN transport does not give any 
breakdown by respondents’ ethnic or other socio-demographic 
profiles. It is recommended that future surveys, and all satisfaction 
monitoring work, should ask for this information. 


129. The second part of the EIA stems from the thematic nature of this 
Review. It relates very closely to the objectives described in 3.3 
already discussed above, in that it asks about the principles behind 
the Council’s policies on subsidising transport, and whether any 
groups are being overlooked. Very obviously, disabled people and 
older people are receiving the lion’s share of the Council’s spend on 
subsidised transport. Very little of the spend is targeted at people 
from particular ethnic communities (although see earlier comments 
on transport grants to the community sector) and none is targeted 
explicitly at people on low incomes or from particular faith 
communities. 


130. The Review has found no evidence that the principles
governing the Council’s subsidised transport spending have 
led to individuals’ needs being unmet by virtue of their age, 
sex, race, sexuality or religious beliefs.







38


PART 4 CONCLUSIONS


131. The Purpose and Scoping Report sought three outcomes from the 
Review: 


 Confidence in our spending; 
 A set of criteria or principles with which all current and future 


subsidies should be consistent; and,
 An analysis of options for changing how we subsidise transport 


132. Broadly speaking, the Review team has applied the following 
sequence of questions to the subsidised services that are provided 
at the moment:


 Do we have to provide the service? 
 If we must provide the service, must it also be a subsidised 


service? (ie. can we charge service users for services that we 
must provide to them?)


 If the service must be subsidised, can it be subsidised less, or in 
different ways?


 If we must continue to provide the subsidy, can the costs be 
reduced by increasing efficiency? 


133. In addition, the Review Team asked whether the Council should 
consider introducing any new transport subsidies.


4.1 Do we have to provide the service? 


134. It was already known at the scoping report stage that the Council 
has statutory duties to provide most of the services that fall within 
the scope of the Review, with the notable exception of Taxicard. 
Section 3.2 of this report provides the details. 


4.2 If we must provide the service, must it be a subsidised 
service? 


135. In legal terms, it does not necessarily follow that, just because the 
Council has a duty to provide a service, it may not charge for 
providing that service. The legal advice received suggests: that the 
Council may not charge for SEN transport services; that it could, if it 
wished, charge for transport to day centres; and that there is a 
specific legal limit on the fee (currently £2) which may be charged 
for an international blue disabled parking badge. It is not clear 
whether this restriction applies to the Royal Borough’s own purple 
parking badge. The Government has consulted stakeholders on 
whether to end the central London boroughs’ exemption from the 
national Blue Badge scheme, and it appears that the Government’s 
strong presumption is in favour of removing the exemption (we and 
the other central London boroughs are resisting this very forcefully). 
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Until the Government makes its final decision, there is little point 
examining the possibility of charging for the Purple Badge. 


136. The question here is as much philosophical as legal. There are two 
lines of thought here: 


i) that if it is recognised in law that some people have needs 
for assistance which must be met by a local authority, 
(and which by definition are not needs that are shared by 
the general population) then it behoves that authority not 
to charge for providing that service; 


ii) that there is precedent for local authorities, including this 
one, charging for certain services which are only required 
by certain parts of the community. Furthermore, that 
these people will often have access to special state 
benefits, such as the Mobility component of the Disability 
Living Allowance, that are not available to the general 
population.  


137. There is also a practical element to this question, which concerns 
the means of taking payments and perhaps the means of assessing 
which individuals should and which should not have to pay. It was 
shown in Section 3.2 that to recover a significant proportion of the 
cost of providing the day centre transport service, clients would 
need to be charged fees that would probably be difficult for them to 
afford. 


4.3 Can services be subsidised less, or in different ways? 


138. This question revolves largely around the concept of means-testing, 
or of relating the level of service offered to an individual’s means. It 
arises most obviously in relation to Taxicard, which the Council has 
no obligation to provide9, where there is already a charge and an 
element of rationing, and where the Review has found some 
evidence that people in the two most deprived wards appear to be 
making less use of Taxicard than those in the rest of the borough.


139. However, the Review has found little appetite for introducing 
means-testing to the Taxicard system. Local disabled and older 
persons’ groups have pointed out that, while there are some very 
wealthy disabled people who could easily afford to pay their taxi 
fares, the majority of Taxicard members have to manage on low 
incomes. Moreover, there was a view that all forms of means-testing 
imply significant administration costs, and that many people find
means-testing assessments intrusive and humiliating.  A purely 


                                               
9 It should however be noted that the Mayor of London’s Transport Strategy requires London Boroughs to set 
out how they deliver door-to-door transport services and comply with a minimum London-wide standard. 
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financial assessment also makes no account of individuals’ mobility 
levels (for instance, access to a car, and to good public transport).


140. The Council could, potentially, make unilateral decisions about the 
“rules” of its Taxicard system, albeit at the price of losing the 
funding it receives currently from TfL. In practice the Council’s 
scheme is effectively part of a wider scheme, administered by 
London Councils for most of the 33 London Boroughs. It would 
therefore be difficult for the Council to go its own way by, for 
instance, introducing differential trip limits according to an assessed 
ability to pay. Work being done by TfL and London Councils on the 
concept of direct payments and personal travel budgets, may bring 
the issue of individuals’ financial circumstances into sharper relief. 
That is, if individuals begin to receive cash in their bank accounts, 
rather than, as at present, being allowed to take advantage of 
subsidised travel, there may be a greater impetus to consider what 
other income is going into those accounts. 


141. The Council spends a not insignificant sum of money on transport 
grants to voluntary groups each year, although transport represents 
only a small proportion of the total spend on these groups. The 
Review has found that officers are careful to ensure that transport 
grants do not replicate other services or benefits provided by the 
Council, and that the need for grants is assessed rigorously against 
clear criteria. There is no evidence here that any re-engineering of 
the system is required. 


4.4 Can the costs of providing the services be reduced by 
increasing efficiency? 


142. During the course of the Review, the two major subsidised transport 
contracts have been renewed through a joint procurement exercise. 
It had been hoped that significant savings might be achieved 
through offering a single contract to one supplier, and that there 
might be efficiency gains by using the same vehicles for both 
transport services. The procurement exercise concluded that a 
single contract was not the best option, and further, that there 
would have been no real scope for reducing vehicle use. 


143. Prompted in part by the growing demand for special needs transport 
and the ongoing escalation in costs, a decision has been taken to 
conduct a Review of Assessment and SEN Provision and Transport 
early in 2007.  This Review will aim to check that everything is being 
done to control costs. The Review may wish to consider some of the 
findings of the ALG study referred to in this report.


144. Efficiencies in the new day centre transport contract are projected to 
realise savings of about £50,000 per annum. 
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4.5 Other subsidies that could be provided 


145. The Review has noted that the Council does not provide any 
transport subsidy that is specifically targeted at residents (or 
anyone else) on low incomes. Some assistance is provided by TfL 
through its various New Deal Travelcards, which tend to be offered 
to people in training or seeking work. Just as this Review was 
concluding, the Mayor of London announced his intention to offer 
half-price bus and tram fare to Londoners claiming Income Support. 
Across London, up to a quarter of a million Londoners were expected 
by the Mayor of London to be eligible for this discount. 


146. The Review has suggested that for people in employment but with 
low incomes, transport costs may be very hard to bear, not least as 
public transport costs continue to rise above inflation. However it 
has not been able to find hard evidence of this problem in practice. 
And despite regular coverage of concessionary fares issues in the 
transport press, the Review team has found no evidence of other 
local authorities providing travelcards to poor residents.  The London 
Assembly’s Budget Committee has raised concerns about the impact 
of TfL’s fares policies on people from low incomes, and has gone as 
far as suggesting that the Mayor of London should provide free 
travel to people on low incomes. It did not suggest a role for local 
authorities in this regard. 


147. The Review Team has concluded that there may be a coherent 
intellectual argument for providing some kind of transport subsidy to 
a well-defined group of residents for whom the cost of transport is a 
significant barrier to accessing services or employment. However, 
the Review itself has added very little to this theoretical argument, 
and has not uncovered strong evidence of a need that should be 
addressed. On that basis, and more especially, given the Mayor of 
London’s recent announcement regarding income support claimants, 
the Review cannot recommend that the Council should establish a 
transport subsidy for people on low incomes. However Members 
may have a view on further work that should be done on this 
subject.


148. The Review has found evidence of one London local authority 
offering to meet the transport costs of carers, but it did not identify 
a vocal demand for this idea to be replicated by other boroughs. It is 
understood that the Mayor of London has been lobbied to allow 
carers free travel on buses when they accompany Freedom Pass-
holders.
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4.6 Outcomes and recommendations 


The Review was designed to provide confidence in the 
Council’s spending…


149. The Review has described how much money the Council spends 
each year on transport subsidies and how this pattern has changed 
over recent years. See Appendix 1. 


150. It has shown that nearly all of this expenditure is targeted at older 
people, disabled people, and to a lesser extent, children. 


151. It has also observed that people on low incomes will not receive help 
with transport from the Council unless they also happen to be over 
60 or disabled.


152. It has shown that while our costs for special needs transport are 
relatively high compared to other Boroughs, another study of costs 
per transported pupil placed us in a median position, despite our 
having to contend with more limited options for route sharing and 
virtually all our special needs pupils travelling out of the borough. 


153. It has shown that unlike most boroughs, our Taxicard costs are 
falling.


154. It has shown that Taxicard usage is lower than the Borough average 
in the two most deprived wards (despite these wards having a 
higher than average incidence of limiting long-term illness).


155. It has shown that work continues outside the scope of this Review to 
reduce costs wherever possible in the three largest areas of 
subsidised transport expenditure.


The Review was designed to establish principles that would 
underpin our transport subsidies…


156. The Review has acknowledged that the current array of transport 
subsidies has evolved without reference to any explicit guiding 
principle or set of criteria.


157. It has concluded that often the impetus for providing a subsidy has 
been a new legal requirement to provide a transport service, with an 
apparently untested assumption that this should be done at no cost 
to the service-user. In some, but not all, cases there are legal 
grounds to support such an assumption. 


158. It has found that financial need has not generally been an explicit 
consideration in determining the Council’s transport subsidy 
practices.
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159. Although concessionary fares are enshrined in national legislation, 
the Review has found much scepticism about the justification for 
providing free transport at the age of 60. 


160. It has found that the Council’s transport grants to voluntary groups 
are based on a short set of criteria, (with a social inclusion and 
access to services agenda), from which the Council could borrow in 
relation to all its subsidies.


161. It has suggested that a simple principle of providing transport 
subsidies to ensure that all residents can access services, goods and 
employment would not properly reflect existing practice for two 
main reasons: 


 there is no current provision for those residents for whom the 
cost of transport is the only barrier to accessing services, goods 
or employment; and 


 it does not provide a basis for the current practice of subsidising 
travel (by taxi or by public transport) by older or disabled 
residents who could otherwise afford it.  


162. It has found that for services provided free by the Council, existing 
policy could be covered by this principle: that where people have a 
specific transport need because of their age, disability or special 
educational need, then the Council will meet this transport need and 
bear the cost itself. 


163. It has found that because this does not quite cover the concept of 
concessionary fares, a second principle would need to be added to 
cover existing practice: that in recognition of the particular 
difficulties that older and disabled people have in meeting their 
transport costs, the Council will pay for their free use of public 
transport.


The Review was designed to provide options for changing 
how we subsidise transport…


164. The Review found that the Council could contemplate introducing a 
charge for the provision of day centre transport, and perhaps also 
for disabled parking badges.


165. The Review found that most Taxicard members are not using 
anything like their full allocation of subsidised trips, but that many 
of them would like to make more use of Taxicard than they do. 


166. It found that direct payments, or personal budgets, might be an 
attractive alternative to the existing delivery mechanisms for 
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Taxicard and perhaps also for SEN transport. London Councils and 
TfL are currently looking at personal travel budgets as an alternative 
to the current Taxicard scheme.


167. It found that there is already a variant of Taxicard, called Capital 
Call, in which Taxicard members pay for taxi trips from an account 
which has a set amount of credit transferred to it by the local 
authority. 


168. It found other suggestions for delivering SEN transport in different 
ways, for instance by making greater use of escorted trips on public 
transport. It must be said though, that the opportunities here 
appear few in number.


169. It found that the Council may not prevent individuals having access 
to both a Taxicard and a Freedom Pass, although some councils 
allow more Taxicard trips to people who do not claim the Freedom 
Pass.


170. It found that the Council could potentially do more to help overcome 
transport barriers for people on low incomes, but it has not 
identified a rigidly defined group for whom the need is greatest, and 
on whom such assistance could best be targeted.


Recommendations


171. The Review has raised a small number of ideas for alterations or 
enhancements to the transport service for children with special 
educational needs. As the new contract beds down, the service 
managers may wish to explore whether there are ways of reducing 
costs by increasing the ratio of children to vehicles (and escorts and 
drivers). They may also wish to consider whether any of the 150 
children who are currently driven to school could, with suitable 
assistance, manage their journeys, or some of them, by public 
transport. More could perhaps be done to examine the demand and 
feasibility of introducing a form of direct payments for the transport 
of children (that is, paying parents or guardians to transport 
children to school, rather than using vehicles, drivers and escorts 
hired by the Council). Whilst the Review Team would be happy to 
offer support, it would need the local service managers to carry out 
the work – perhaps as part of the new review of SEN Transport that 
will be carried out in 2007. 


172. On Taxicard, RBKC officers work closely with London Councils and 
will be well placed to advise on, and respond to, the conclusions that 
emerge from the London Councils work on making changes to the 
Taxicard system. In particular, on relating the level of service 
entitlement to an assessment of an individual’s access to public 
transport and private cars, and on whether direct payments or 
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personal travel budgets could offer a viable alternative to the 
existing mechanism. Should this work recommend that direct 
payments are not viable, the Council should consider whether and 
how to allow members to make longer subsidised trips (for instance 
by stage coaching or by a Capital Call-style account-based system). 
The Council would be able to draw on the experience of boroughs 
that have introduced stage-coaching to estimate the impact on 
usage and cost. 


173. Following the letting of the new contract, the day centre transport 
service is currently reviewing its monitoring procedures. The Review 
recommends that both this service and the special needs transport 
service integrate Council practice of equalities monitoring into their 
customer satisfaction surveys. 


174. Although not strictly related to the objectives of this Review, it is 
recommended that the Traffic and Transportation Policy Service 
establish a mobility forum, which would allow representatives of 
older and disabled people to work with the Council, TfL and 
transport providers, to reduce mobility barriers. 


175. Members are invited to comment on the Review’s conclusions in 
relation to the principles that should underpin the Council’s policies 
on transport subsidies. Depending on their views of this, Members 
may also wish that the Council revisits:


 Charging for day centre transport
 Charging for disabled parking badges
 Lobbying London Councils or the Government to consider 


changes to the eligibility criteria for concessionary fares
 The feasibility of providing assistance with the cost of transport 


to residents on low incomes 


END
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 For General Release  
REPORT TO: CABINET 23 April 2012  


AGENDA ITEM: 11


SUBJECT: SEN (Special Educational Needs) Travel Assistance 
Policy: outcome of consultation


LEAD OFFICER: Paul Greenhalgh, Executive Director, Children, Families 
and Learning


CABINET MEMBER: Councillor Tim Pollard, Cabinet Member, Children, Young 
People and Learners


WARDS: All


CORPORATE PRIORITY/POLICY CONTEXT:  this proposal supports: 


• Achieving better outcomes for children and young people. 


• Promoting economic growth and prosperity. 


FINANCIAL IMPACT The changes proposed in the policy will have the effect of 
reducing expenditure on SEN transport, from 2012/13. Savings will build 
incrementally as more families take up personal travel budgets and more children 
complete independent travel training. 


FORWARD PLAN KEY DECISION REFERENCE NO.:  1113 


 
This is a Key Decision as defined in the Council’s Constitution.  The decision may be 
implemented from 1300 hours on the 5th working day after it is made, unless the 
decision is referred to the Scrutiny & Overview Committee by the requisite number of 
Councillors. 
 
 
The Leader of the Council has delegated to the Cabinet the power to make the 
decisions set out in the draft recommendations below 
 
Recommendations 
The Cabinet is recommended to  
 
1. Note the responses to the consultation to amend the Council’s current SEN 


travel assistance policy. 
 
2.        Having considered the outcomes of the consultation, and the Council’s public 


sector equalities duty in relation to the information contained in the equalities 
impact assessment at Appendix 3 (circulated separately):- 


 
To approve the amended draft policy and agree that it should be adopted 
with immediate effect, allowing for phased implementation over the next year 
for pupils with existing statements of special educational needs.   
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2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
2.1   In December 2011, Cabinet approved consultation on revisions to the current 


special educational needs travel policy. 
 
 The key aims of the proposed amended policy are: 


• to promote flexibility and choice in the way the Council supports families of 
children with special educational needs to help them get their children to 
school and, 


• to reverse the significant increases in funding required to provide SEN 
transport.   


 
Local authorities have a duty to provide travel assistance to pupils with special 
educational needs whose need for travel assistance is identified in their 
statement of SEN.  Since September 2011, Croydon has been piloting 
schemes other than door to door transport, to provide families with personal 
travel budgets (PTBs) and to train young people to travel independently (ITT). 
The aim of these has been to ensure that children and young people are able to 
lead lives that are independent and as free from restriction as possible. 
 
The proposed change is consistent with changes in the organisation of adult 
social are to ensure that needs can be met in a way that suits individual 
personal and individual circumstances, in the form of a personalised budget. 
 
Meetings to discuss the consultation included St Giles, Bensham Manor and 
Beckmead schools; team meetings of staff in Croydon Children with 
Disabilities; SEN caseworkers; Parents in Partnership Forum; Croydon 
Disability Forum; Croydon Youth Forum.  The outcomes of consultation are set 
out in paragraph 4 below and in Appendix 1. 


 
3. DETAILS  
3.1    Pilot schemes 
 Since September 2011, Croydon has been piloting alternative means of 


providing travel assistance to parents of children with SEN: an independent 
travel training (ITT) scheme and personal transport budgets (PTBs). Under the 
ITT older youngsters with more moderate needs receive bespoke support to 
help them to master their route to and from school by walking or using public 
transport.  


 
 Since September twelve students have been receiving independent travel 


training, two of whom completed the training successfully by March 2012. 
 
 Parents offered PTBs are given a cash sum, paid monthly in advance, to 


choose how their child gets to school. This is paid at the rate of 60p per mile, 
being determined during the pilot phase as meeting the costs of fuel, vehicle 
maintenance and depreciation, with mileage being calculated according to the 
shortest route. 


 
 Since September a total of 42 families have experienced using a PTB of which 


31 families have continued on the scheme.  This represents 74% continuation.  
As this is currently a pilot, if any family felt that a PTB was not a benefit to them, 
they have had the opportunity to change to another option.  This suggests that 
the majority of families have found the revised travel arrangements to be of 
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benefit to them.  A further 16 families will join the scheme on 1st March 2012, 
giving a total of 47 families currently using PTB for travel assistance.   


 
Families who have continued with PTBs are very happy with the scheme. One 
said, “I am very happy with the budget.  It has given me peace of mind as I 
know my son gets to school safely and I am there to collect him.  I see his old 
coach collect another child who lives close by to my house at about 8:40 AM 
when my son is already in school and ready for the day.  Then again in the 
afternoon dropping off when my son has been home for ages.” 


 
Another has commented, “It is working well. My son is happy because he didn’t 
like travelling on the coach so therefore I am happy.” 
 


3.2  Proposed revised policy 
 The proposed revised policy extends these schemes, including them in a 


revised travel assistance policy to those children for whom they are 
appropriate. Under the revised policy, the Council, in discussion with parents, 
would determine the travel assistance to be provided according to the child’s 
need at the time. The revised policy provides a range of options from which to 
select according to a child’s age and travel needs: for instance, an older child 
might receive independent travel training alongside travel assistance to prepare 
them to travel independently to school prior to going into further education, 
training or employment.  Policies such as the one proposed are being 
increasingly adopted by other local authorities, recently for example Southwark, 
Coventry and Wakefield. 


 
3.3 What would not change with the revised policy:  
 Any revision to the travel assistance policy would not alter the parents’ 


responsibility to get their child to school. Nor would it affect whether a child is 
entitled to some form of travel assistance: this is determined by their statement. 
It would not affect the annual review of the statement, which includes 
consideration of the need for travel assistance. Transport, either door to door, 
or from designated pick up points, would continue to be provided for those 
children with the most significant travel needs. At the current time ten 
parents/carers make their own arrangements for getting their child to and from 
school and receive a mileage allowance for doing so.   


 
3.4 The proposed revised policy is attached as Appendix 2. 
 
4. CONSULTATION 
4.1 Consultation took place between 3 January and 2 March 2012 and included a 


questionnaire to gather information in the following sections: 
• The respondent’s current involvement with transport 
• Views on the policy and the principles on which it has been formulated 
• Opportunity to submit individual’s ideas 
• Monitoring arrangements 
Forum and team meetings were attended to engage with primary stakeholders 
regarding the revised policy and to give the opportunity to ask questions and 
make representations. 
 


4.2 A total of 319 questionnaires have been returned and analysed.  The detailed 
results are set out in Appendix 1.  The main findings from the consultation are: 
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• 319 responses were received. Over 70% were from parents of current 
transport users, the overwhelming majority of whom used door to door 
transport.  77% of respondents rated the current transport service as good 
or excellent. 27% agreed wit the principles of the revised policy of choice 
and controlling spend, while 30% were undecided. However, one third of 
respondents chose not to answer this question. 


• When asked about the benefits of increasing the options, there was 
significant support for increasing choice, controlling expenditure and giving 
young people essential lifeskills. 


• 49% supported the principle of independent travel training, although 
comments were made that ITT would not be suitable for all. When asked 
whether they were in favour of the changes, the majority of respondents 
said they were not in favour. However, only 65% responded to this question, 
with only 50% responding to say that they were happy with the current 
transport. 


• Similar responses were received from parents and carers during the various 
meetings. Parents in Partnership expressed a collective view that they were 
opposed to the new policy, being happy with the current door to door 
transport arrangements. In their written representation, Parents in 
Partnership raised some useful points to inform implementation, including 
consultation with parents as to what travel training involves; refresher 
training and pragmatic aspects of sharing journeys. 


• However, the Youth Forum members expressed their desire to undertake 
independent travel training to be able to travel like their peers and not be 
marked out as different. They expressed some frustration that parents did 
not feel them capable of travelling unaccompanied. 


 
4.3 In summary, respondents supported the principles underpinning the proposed 
 changes.  However the majority of respondents were users of the current 
 service and were concerned about how changes might impact on their own 
 child or family circumstances.  Young people themselves were more confident 
 about being able to travel independently and did not wish to be marked out as 
 different from their peers, but wanted to take opportunities to develop 
 independence skills.     
      
5.  IMPLEMENTATION 
5.1 Because this proposal may affect significant numbers of children who have one 


or more of the protected Personal, Social and Emotional Development (PSED) 
characteristics and in order to allay the anxieties of parents/carers, often with 
children with significant SEN, the policy would be carefully implemented via a 
structured implementation plan, communicated to parents/carers.  The authority 
proposes to take both a targeted and systematic approach, as follows: 
• As part of the targeted approach, we would consider which children 


might be most ready to receive, and potentially derive most benefit from 
independent travel training and seek to hold conversations with parents 
of such children at any point in the year to begin ITT, whilst continuing 
with their current travel provision or a PTB until they have successfully 
completed their travel training. 
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• As part of the systematic phased, approach, at the annual review for 
each child who has a statement of SEN, transport needs would be 
discussed alongside their educational needs. During the course of 
annual reviews in 2012/13 there would be a fuller discussion as to 
whether an alternative offer of travel assistance would be more 
appropriate. Parents would have the opportunity be fully involved in 
these processes and have the opportunity to comment before any 
decision to change the travel assistance offer was taken. Any changes 
would not normally occur until the start of the following term, in general 
the start of the school year.  Parents would have a right of appeal 
against the Council’s decision on travel assistance.  Regular review and 
assessment will ensure that the most appropriate assistance is provided. 


• Parents in Partnership raised some important points which will inform 
implementation, including ensuring PTB are spent appropriately and 
ensuring that intellectual, social and emotional readiness for ITT is as 
important as chronological age. 


• For those with the most significant needs, transport assistance, either 
door to door or from and to a pick up point will continue to be available.  
Students may receive a door to door service and move to a pick up point 
service as part of their independence training, as appropriate.  Parents in 
Partnership spoke of the need to maintain consistency of drivers and 
escorts for those with the most complex needs. 


 
6. FINANCIAL AND RISK ASSESSMENT CONSIDERATIONS 


 
6.1 Revenue and Capital consequences of report recommendations  


 
  Current year Medium Term Financial Strategy – 3 year 


forecast 
  2011/12 2012/13 2013/14  2014/15
  £’000 £’000 £’000  £’000
Revenue Budget 
available 


      


Expenditure  6272 6272 6152  5652 
Income       
Effect of decision 
from report 


 0 120 500  840 


Expenditure       
Income       
Remaining budget   6152 5652  5152 


Capital Budget 
available 


      


Expenditure       
Effect of decision 
from report 


      


Expenditure           
Remaining budget          
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6.2 The effect of the decision 


The decision will support the development of independence, confidence and 
transition to adulthood for young people.  It will lead to a reduced demand 
for travel assistance and increase the potential for young people to travel 
independently. 
The number of children being diagnosed with special needs is rising at a 
significant rate due to advances in medical science and early recognition of 
behavioural issues e.g. ADHD, autism.  The adoption of this policy will 
enable the management of the projected increase in requests for travel 
assistance and reduce the potential for additional funding and resources to 
provide transport above the current service.  
Parents in Partnership queried the contribution to economic wellbeing and 
prosperity, however this policy will lead to increased wellbeing and 
prosperity for young people as they develop independence and confidence 
in the transition to adult life.        
It is likely to have a subsequent impact on adult social care budgets in the 
future as young adults become used to travelling independently to work and 
social activities. . 
 


6.3 Risks 
The financial savings have been based on a baseline budget of £6.2m, with 
970 pupils being transported and 70 new entrants each year. Take up of 
PTBs has been assumed at 10% in the first year, with 80% sustainability in 
the first year, and take up og ITT at 30 pupils per year. It has been 
assumed that contract can be re-negotiated three times a year to remove or 
re-plan routes   
A risk is that the change to personalized budgets and independent travel 
training will not deliver all the projected level of savingsn the short term, if 
implementation is phased. Savings are only cashable when we are able to 
stop running a bus or taxi. Moving one or two children per vehicle from SEN 
transport onto a personal transport budget increases rather than reduces 
costs, because the council funds both the existing transport and the 
individual budget. To mitigate this risk only a proportion of the notional 
saving has been assumed to be cashable: 50% in the first year, 60% in the 
second year, and 70% in 2014/15. 
Another risk is that the increase in the overall population of school-age 
children, and the number of children with special educational needs, 
requiring travel assistance puts additional pressure on costs. 
 


6.4  Options 
A range of options have been consulted on, including PTBs and ITT.   
 


6.5 Future savings/efficiencies 
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Future savings will depend on the number and location of young people 
taking up PTBs and successfully undergoing ITT and the ability to cease 
routes. 


(Approved by: Katharine Eberhart Head of Finance on behalf of the Director of 
Finance) 


 
 
7. COMMENTS OF THE COUNCIL SOLICITOR AND MONITORING OFFICER 
 
7.1 The Solicitor to the Council comments that as no implementation dates was 


specified in the consultation steps should now be taken to inform parents/carers 
and other stakeholders of the proposed implementation timetable. 


 
7.2 With respect to the Council’s PSED and when considering the proposals in this 


report the Cabinet must have ‘due regard’ to the protected characteristics and 
the specific needs of those within these groups that may arise.  Insofar as this 
decision may affect large numbers of children many of whom have one or more 
of the protected characteristics, the ‘due regard’ necessary is very high.  Where 
this report and the EqIA identify an adverse impact, consideration must be 
given to measures to avoid that impact before fixing on a particular solution. 


 
 (Approved by: Jacqueline Harris-Baker, Head of Legal Services and Deputy 
 Monitoring Officer on behalf of the Council Solicitor & Monitoring Officer)   
 
8. HUMAN RESOURCES IMPACT  
 
8.1 There are no human resources implications arising from this report. 
 
8.2 (Approved by: Atia Williams on behalf of the Director of Workforce & 


Community Relations) 
 
9. EQUALITIES IMPACT   


The Equalities Impact Assessment for the SEN Travel Assistance Policy is 
attached. Clearly these proposals will have a substantial impact on children with 
disabilities and their families. We hope and expect that in many cases the 
impact on the child and family will be a positive one: for example, the 
opportunity for young people to have travel training which will benefit them in 
later life, as well as immediately. Nevertheless, there may be some families for 
whom the replacement of an SEN transport service with an alternative SEN 
travel assistance service may not be welcome, and who feel that this would 
have a negative impact. It will therefore be particularly important that , if the 
policy is revised, we continue to seek the views of users of the service, and 
their parents and carers, as well as voluntary sector groups who support the 
families of children with disabilities and other interested parties, so that the  
policy continues to be informed by their views. 
 


10. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT  
At present, SEN transport is provided it is by means of bus, coach, taxi or 
minicab. Whilst the majority of children travel in multi-occupancy vehicles, 
around 10% of children travel as the sole passenger in a taxi. 
 







Through independent travel training young people will be helped to travel 
independently, in most cases using public transport, and therefore will have a 
positive impact in terms of reducing the number of vehicles on the road at busy 
school drop-off and collection times. 
 
The impact of personal transport budgets (PTB) may have a more mixed impact 
on the environment, depending on how the family choose to use the PTB to 
help their child get to school. Where they accompany their child to school on 
public transport the impact may be positive, and it may also be positive if 
parents group together to share the transport of their children to a particular 
school. However, where parents choose to drive their child to school alone 
when previously they went in a taxi or on a bus with other children the 
environmental impact could be negative. 
 
At present the SEN transport service is a door-to-door service, with children 
collected from their home address. In future, some children who continue to 
receive SEN transport may be collected in the morning and dropped off in the 
evening at a meeting point which may be a few minutes walk from the child’s 
home, reducing the length of the journey travelled by bus/taxi and therefore the 
fuel used. 


 
11. CRIME AND DISORDER REDUCTION IMPACT  
 Independent travel training will increase young people’s resilience against 


bullying and abuse when using transport because they will not be marked out 
as “different” which many of them are concerned about. The potential for a child 
to be the target of possible bullying and abuse will be carefully considered 
when travel options are being decided at initial and annual reviews. 


 
 
CONTACT OFFICER:  June Maw, Head of School Place Planning & Admissions, 
0208 760 6575  
BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS School Travel Assistance Policy 
 
Appendix 1 Consultation responses - circulated separately 
Appendix 2 Proposed School Travel Assistance Policy circulated separately 
Appendix 3 Equalities Impact Assessment - circulated separately 
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1. Executive Summary



1.1. This report follows the recent consultation on proposed changes to Westminster’s Taxicard service and makes recommendations on how to achieve the required savings.  Further work is being undertaken to review transport services provided by the City Council and to make recommendations on how Adults Services transport could be delivered in line with the personalisation agenda.


1.2. In March 2011, the then Cabinet Member for Society, Families and Adult Services wrote to all Taxicard members explaining that as of 1st April 2011, Westminster’s Taxicard Service would be brought into line with that of most other London boroughs.  This meant increasing members’ contributions and decreasing the City Council’s subsidy per Taxicard journey taken.  


1.3. The letter also explained that due to increasing pressures on the City Council’s budgets, further changes would be considered as part of a consultation process.  As a result, instead of a full year allocation, members were given only the first quarter’s allocation of taxi rides (for 1st April – 30th June 2011).


1.4. A consultation entitled “A consultation on the way the Taxicard service is provided” began on 11th April and ran to 6th June 2011.  The consultation document explained that a minimum saving target of £330,000 had been set in the 2011/12 budget against Taxicard expenditure.  It put forward four proposals for consideration and made it clear that one or more of these proposals would need to be implemented in order to continue providing a Taxicard service in Westminster.  The consultation document also asked people for other suggestions on how to reduce expenditure.

1.5. Part of the consultation process included public meetings, distribution of more than 5,000 questionnaires and a telephone hot-line.  Consultation forms were returned by just over 2,000 people, a response rate of 39%.  Just over 300 people completed an online version of the form with, in most cases, support from the consultation helpline; just over 50 more people completed an easy read version of the form.  Approximately 80 people attended the consultation meetings.



1.6. During the consultation period, members’ usage of the scheme was kept under review.  Initial projections show that the City Council could save up to £370,000 (net saving) in 2011/12 from the April 1st charges increase, because this seems to have reduced the number of journeys members are taking.  However caution should be applied as this 12 month projection is only based on two months of activity (April and May 2011).  Also the consultation was taking place during this time and members are likely to have been wary of using up their journey allocation.  


1.7. As a result the City Council estimates a more cautious projected net saving from the April 1st charges increase of approximately £250,000 in 2011/12 (based upon a 67% optimism bias).  There is still therefore a need to implement further changes to the Taxicard service to ensure that the target figure of £330,000 is achieved and to contribute to the wider Adults Services savings targets.  

1.8. This report sets out the proposed immediate changes to be implemented to Westminster’s Taxicard Scheme.  A separate report will consider other transport services provided by the City Council, particularly in light of tri-borough and with the co-joining of health services.  This will also look at how transport needs could be met through personal budgets.


2. Recommendations

2.1. That the Cabinet Member considers the responses as set out in Appendix 1.

2.2. That in light of 2.1 above, the Cabinet Member agrees that as from 31st October 2011, the following changes to Westminster’s Taxicard Services take effect: 


· To introduce a financial assessment as part of the application process for a Taxicard, so that only those who can demonstrate that they are on a low income would be eligible for the scheme.  This would apply to all applicants to the scheme, including those who previously met the ‘automatic’ eligibility criteria, ie are registered blind, receive the higher rate mobility component of Disability Living Allowance, receive a higher rate of Attendance Allowance, or receive a war pension mobility supplement.

· To introduce a face-to face Occupational Therapy assessment for those who qualify under the financial criteria, but do not receive the higher rate mobility component of Disability Living Allowance, do not receive a higher rate of Attendance Allowance, do not receive a war pension mobility supplement or are not registered blind.

2.3. That the Cabinet Member agrees that all current Taxicard members must reapply for their Taxicard under the new terms of the scheme.  This would involve around 6,000 users and commence immediately. The amended scheme would be effective as of 31st October 2011, people who are no longer eligible for the service will not be able to use the Taxicard Scheme after that date.

2.4. That the Cabinet Member notes that the team that processes the reapplications to the scheme will help to signpost current Taxicard members who are no longer eligible, to other support and services, like online shopping services or NHS transport provisions.

2.5. 
That the Cabinet Member recommends a root and branches review of the use of transport within Adult Social Care, particularly in light of tri-borough and with the co-joining of health services, which may offer significant opportunities.


3. Reasons for Decision  

3.1. In order for the City Council to continue to provide the Taxicard service to those residents most in need, savings on the current Taxicard scheme must be achieved. 


3.2. The rationale for introducing a financial assessment; and implementing a face-to-face assessment process for members who are not registered blind, do not receive the higher rate mobility component of Disability Living Allowance, receive a higher rate of Attendance Allowance, receive a war pension mobility supplement is:

· That these options enable the City Council to target the service to those who need it most; and to those who are in greatest need of subsidised taxi journeys; 


· That these options give the highest level of confidence in achieving the required saving (see options appraisal, appendices), 


· That these options do not pre-empt future work to look at how transport benefits can be allocated via personal budgets


· That these options do not have a disproportionately negative impact on particular groups of people living in Westminster, as according to the Equalities Impact Assessments carried out on the options considered.


4. How the revised scheme will look

4.1. If the proposals contained within this report are approved, the Westminster Taxicard Scheme would assist those residents in the Borough who have low incomes and who have ongoing and enduring disabilities, to help them to access transport in a way that can assist with the quality of their lives, ie those residents who cannot afford to make these journeys without support.  All current members would have to reapply for the scheme.  Applicants would first have to demonstrate that they are on a low income by evidencing that they were eligible for one of 11 benefits which include but would not be limited to Income Support, Incapacity Benefit, Council Tax Benefit and Housing Benefit. (Officers note that some of these benefits will be replaced by the introduction of a Universal Credit from 2013 for new applicants and phased in for existing customers up to 2017; this change to the way welfare benefits are prescribed would be reflected in the application process for taxicard.) 

4.2. Those who meet the financial eligibility criteria and who are registered blind, receive higher rate mobility component of Disability Living Allowance, receive a higher rate of Attendance Allowance or a war pension mobility supplement would qualify for the scheme.  (These benefits are not intended to be subsumed within the Universal Credit.)

4.3. If people who have passed the financial assessment but are not registered blind, not in receipt of the higher rate mobility component of Disability Living Allowance, do not receive a higher rate of Attendance Allowance, or do not receive a war pension mobility supplement upon reapplication, they will be assessed by an Occupational Therapist.  Those who qualify will be those who find it difficult to access public transport and do not have their own transport. 


4.4. The proposed changes to the scheme mean that those people, who are temporarily incapacitated, as a result of an accident or a medical intervention where there is a good chance that they will make a recovery, are not assisted. 


4.5. The scheme would allow residents who qualify to use London Taxis to make local journeys. The scheme is not intended to replace other forms of transport. It does not replace the blue badge scheme or the free concessionary fares scheme which are also offered to our residents. 


4.6. While residents can use their Taxicard journey credits as they wish, the City Council will advise that those using the Taxicard for hospital appointments may qualify for reimbursement for that journey from the hospital. 

5. Current Service

5.1. In 2010/11 the City Council spent £1,076,000 on the Taxicard scheme and received £190,000 of grant funding from Transport for London. The City Council spends more of its own money on the Taxicard Service than any other London borough and spends approximately £350,000 more than the second biggest borough spend (Harrow). The service is provided by Dial a Cab and managed by the Enterprise Transport Team as part of the CSi contract.


5.2. The Taxicard scheme allows those City Council residents with disabilities which prevent them from using buses or trains, to travel in black taxis at subsidised rates. Currently the City Council has approximately 6,000 registered members although only 4,127 used the service between April 2010 and April 2011. 

5.3. Roughly 40% of the members are currently ‘automatically’ eligible for a Taxicard. At present a resident of the City Council is ‘automatically’ eligible if they: 


· Are registered blind

· Receive the higher rate mobility component of Disability Living Allowance 

· Receive a higher rate of Attendance Allowance 

· Receive a war pension mobility supplement

5.4. Roughly 60% of the current members have received a Taxicard through GP recommendation.  These members apply via a paper-based Occupational Therapy assessment.


5.5. Taxicard members are allocated 70 trips per year and can request between 15 and 45 additional journeys giving a potential of 115 trips.  The key features of the service are:


· The user has to pay a minimum contribution of £2.50 (raised from £1.50 per trip in April 2011)


· The journey cost is charged at TfL PCO
 rates if a black taxi is used

· The City Council will pay a maximum subsidy of £8.30 (reduced from £9.80 per trip in April 2011)


· The taxi company charge a run in fee of £3.80

· The taxi company add an admin charge of 85p per trip which is charged to the City Council


5.6. Taxicard members can book a taxi through the Dial a Cab office or hail a Dial a Cab taxi from the street. The taxi driver will swipe the member’s card, electronically recording the journey and allowing the passenger to have part of their journey paid for by the City Council.


5.7. Dial a Cab record all details of the journeys and bills the City Council on a monthly basis.


5.8. The management of the Taxicard service uses around 0.5 FTE within the Enterprise Transport Team and involves:


· Issuing and receipt of application forms


· Assessment of application forms


· Issuing of Taxicards


· Allocation of journeys


· Forwarding relevant applications to the OT provider


· Updating the database


· Provision of monthly MI


· Management of Dial a cab


· Issue resolution


5.9. The performance requirements within the Dial a Cab contract are:


· 95% of vehicles have to arrive within either -


· 15 minutes of the agreed time for advance bookings

· Within 30 minutes of booking for ASAP trips

5.10. If the taxi service provider does not meet these targets there is a sliding scale of penalties (deducted from the management charge) depending on the scale of failure and how many months in a row they fail.

6. Background to the Consultation

6.1. The consultation period ran from 11th April to 6th June 2011 and included public meetings, distribution of over 5,000 questionnaires and a telephone hot-line.  All of the consultation responses have been collated and made available to Cabinet Member for his perusal.  



6.2. The consultation document, attached at Appendix 3, set out four proposals for changes to the way Westminster’s Taxicard Service currently operates.  The consultation document included an estimated number of members who would be affected and the estimated amounts that would be saved from implementing these options.  The proposals were as follows:

6.3. Changing the eligibility criteria – it was proposed that the eligibility criteria be raised to cover only those with the most complex needs.  This meant that only those who meet the “automatic” eligibility criteria would be eligible for a Taxicard, ie only people on higher rate Disability Living Allowance, higher rate Attendance Allowance, a war pension mobility supplement or people who are registered blind would be eligible for a Taxicard.  People who do not meet these criteria would not be eligible.  Officers estimated that this would affect approximately 2,400 Taxicard members and would make by far the biggest saving of approximately £480,000.

6.4. Taking account of other transport benefits – At the moment, the City Council does not consider whether people applying for Taxicards have other transport benefits (like a Disabled Person’s Freedom Pass or a disabled parking badge).  This option proposed that tighter eligibility criteria be implemented based on other transport benefits received.   This included:


· Giving people who have a disabled person’s freedom pass a reduced number of Taxicard Journeys, or saying that they would not be eligible for a Taxicard;


· Saying that those people who are refused a disabled parking “blue badge” would not be eligible for a Taxicard.


Officers estimated that this would affect approximately 600 Taxicard members and might save approximately £100,000.

6.5. Paying more towards Taxicard journeys – At the moment people who apply for Taxicards do not have their financial situations taken into consideration.  This option proposed that a financial assessment be introduced as part of the application process, so that people who could afford to would pay the full cost of Taxicard journeys.  Officers estimated that this would affect approximately 1,200 Taxicard members and might save between £136,000 and £204,000.

6.6. Reducing the number of additional journeys – At the moment, all Taxicard members receive a minimum of 70 journeys per year.  Those with the greatest mobility needs can apply for additional journeys on top of these 70 journeys.  This can range between 15 to 45 additional journeys.  It was proposed that the number of additional journeys that Taxicard members can apply for be reduced.  Officers estimated that this would affect approximately 200 Taxicard members and might save £30,000

6.7. Other suggestions – the City Council also asked people to put forward other ideas as to how to make the required saving to the current taxicard scheme. 

7. Summary of key concerns from Consultation Findings


7.1. Consultation forms were returned by just over 2,000 people, a response rate of over a third (39%).  Just over 300 people completed an online version of the form with in most cases, support from the consultation helpline; just over 50 more people completed an easy read version of the form.  Approximately 80 people attended the consultation meetings.


7.2. Details of the consultation methodology and a detailed analysis of the responses are attached as Appendices 1 and 2.  In addition all consultation responses have been collated and made available to the Cabinet Member.  A summary of the key concerns to each proposal are listed below:

(1)Changing the eligibility criteria

7.3. Respondents expressed a range of concerns about this proposal. These are grouped in summary below:

7.4. The criteria proposed are too narrow: Some people felt that the criteria proposed were too narrow, too restrictive or too severe in that they would exclude people who have genuine needs and who would find it difficult to use other means of transport.  This included people who are visually impaired but not registered as blind, those who are unable to walk far (without pain), who were unable to carry heavy shopping, who need support from an escort to travel, who have to make frequent visits to hospital, whose conditions were not immediately apparent, visible or ‘harder to prove’ such as those with heart conditions or mental health needs including dementia, or whose conditions were changeable or unpredictable such that they might be well one day but not the next. 

7.5. People who would automatically get a Taxicard are already in receipt of a lot of other support. There was a strong sense among those who disagreed with this option that the Taxicard service should be available not just to those who were entitled to the different benefits listed but to others as well as a matter of principle, in particular as a matter of fairness, equity and equality of opportunity. Many felt that those who qualify automatically at present already received a lot of support and accordingly those that do not presently automatically qualify could be needier.  This sense of unfairness was all the greater where people were very appreciative of the service and limited their use of it to essential trips.  There was also a sense that the tendency for older people not to apply for benefits to be a characteristic of their generation and something for which they should be praised, not penalised; with a view that ‘people on benefits always qualify for more of everything’.


7.6. What is meant by ‘complex needs’? A number of respondents emphasised the importance of fairness specifically with reference to the proposal to make the Taxicard scheme available only to those who had ‘complex needs‘. They felt that establishing who had complex needs was something that was difficult to do and open to wide interpretation since needs varied from person to person.


7.7. Requiring the Taxicard service to get to hospital and other health appointments. One of the main reasons respondents gave for needing the Taxicard service was to be able to get to medical appointments at hospital or clinics.


 (2)Taking account of other transport benefits 

7.8. In responding to the question about Option 2 a number of respondents said that they did not know of any other transport benefits that were available, or that they were unclear about what transport benefits were being referred to. In the event most people responded in terms of the Freedom Pass and to a lesser extent the disabled person’s parking badge:


7.9. I depend on my Taxicard. Many of those who disagreed with this option said that they were unable to use public transport, or could do so only with great difficulty, and that as a result they were wholly reliant on the Taxicard service. This was because their condition had become worse or was deteriorating, they used a wheelchair, that they were unable to walk any distance and certainly not to the nearest bus stop or tube station, unable to walk up or down stairs or climb steps, unable to walk without support or an escort, had black outs or experienced pain when travelling.


7.10. I have a Freedom Pass but that doesn’t mean I can use it. Many of those who disagreed with this option made the point that while they had a Freedom Pass this did not necessarily mean that they used it or could use it. As with others who disagreed with this option they pointed to the difficulty they had in walking to a bus stop, in getting on or off a bus safely, in negotiating steps or slopes, in carrying shopping, and their reliance on the support of others to get about


7.11. You need to be able to use different means of transport. Many respondents said that it was important to be able to use different means of transport as each had particular advantages in particular situations. It was clear from their responses that many were discerning about which mode of transport they used for which journey, sometimes using one mode for one leg and another for the return trip, depending on a number of factors, including how well they felt on the day, if they were going to places that were not well served by public transport, if they were travelling at night, or if they had the assistance of a friend or a family member. To this extent they felt that the Freedom Pass and disabled parking badge were not substitutes for a Taxicard.


7.12. Barriers to using other means of transport. Many of the circumstances which respondents identified were to do with limitations of other means of transport – especially buses. Among those they mentioned were not being guaranteed a seat or a smooth ride when travelling on public transport, the distance of the destination from the drop-down and pick up points, the lack of parking spaces at some destinations, the unavailability of some transport at particular times (e.g. dial-a-ride) and being dependent on a family member to drive you when you do not drive yourself.


(3) Paying more towards Taxicard journeys

7.13. The phrasing of the question is unclear.   Some respondents  said that the title of the proposal (“to pay more towards journeys”) was misleading as the smaller print clarified that the introduction of a financial means test would mean people paying the full cost of their journeys.  Many respondents distinguished between paying more towards their taxi journeys (ie receiving a smaller subsidy from the City Council for each taxi journey) and paying the full cost of each taxi journey. The wording of the proposal has therefore been amended throughout the rest of this report to give more clarity; and these have been treated as two separate proposals in the options appraisal.


7.14. Asking people to pay more is unfair. Many of those who disagreed with this option commented on its fairness. While some felt that the system was fair as it is and should not be changed, others felt strongly that to ask people to pay more towards their journeys was unfair. These respondents felt that this would penalise, or ‘squeeze’, the most vulnerable in the community, the very people whom the service was designed to support, at a time when the cost of living was rising. These included people with disabilities in general and pensioners who said that they had paid their taxes throughout their working lives and had been prudent and saved, or who were now just managing to get by on a fixed income with little or no savings.  There was also a strong sense among these respondents that this proposal rewarded those who had not paid their dues or been prudent in the same way. 


7.15. Eligibility should be based on need, not income. A number of those who felt that this option was unfair said specifically that eligibility should be based on physical and medical need rather than financial means.  Some respondents said that to do otherwise discriminates against people who have disabilities.


7.16. This would put some people at a disadvantage. Many of those who disagreed with this option felt strongly that people should not be means tested for the Taxicard service. They gave a number of reasons why they felt this should be the case: it would put some people at a disadvantage, for example those who did not wish to be means tested, or who were too proud to explain their financial circumstances; would penalise those who had saved for their retirement or who were on low incomes, would be discriminatory and divisive, and importantly would not be cost-effective or a good use of resources. 


7.17. A financial assessment would be costly to implement:  People also said that means testing would not only be difficult to implement fairly but also costly to implement to the extent that it could result in more costs than savings.


7.18. ‘The Taxicard service is already expensive; I couldn’t afford to pay anymore’. Many of those who disagreed with this option commented that the Taxicard service was already expensive. Although the standard rate per journey was subsidised, it had recently been increased from £1.50 to £2.50 and there could be £5 or more on the meter by the time the taxi arrived. These respondents said that the majority of people who used the service were people like themselves who were on fixed incomes or in receipt of benefits and could not afford to pay more towards their journeys and certainly not the full amount, especially when they incurred additional expenses associated with their disability.  They felt that an increase in fare, especially a requirement to pay the full amount, would hit some groups particularly hard, notably those who had to make longer journeys and those who had a lot of medical appointments


(4)Reducing the number of additional journeys

7.19. Seventy journeys per year is not very much. Many of those who disagreed with this option felt that the standard allocation of 70 journeys per year was not very much. They said it was equivalent to only 35 return journeys per year and a ‘mean’or ‘small’ allowance for disabled people, especially when compared with the number available in some other authorities. Members also commented that it was unfair that other authorities allow double-swiping (swiping your card twice on a longer journey to use two taxi ride allocations) 


7.20. I use all my journeys as I depend on this service. In contrast to those who agreed with this option those who disagreed with it said that they used all of their allocated journeys including their additional ones. While some felt they could just about manage with their allocation, others felt it needed to be increased not reduced. These respondents stressed that many people, especially those who were severely disabled, were dependent on the Taxicard service. They genuinely needed additional journeys as they had no other means of transport for essential journeys.

7.21. Reducing the number of journeys that people can have will affect their quality of life.  These respondents depended a lot on their Taxicard, many stressed the adverse impact that having fewer journeys would have on their quality of life.  Having a Taxicard, they said, provided them with a lifeline, a degree of independence from family members who they would otherwise be dependent on, a degree of dignity, and a reassurance that journeys were available should they ever need them.  Some said that they already restricted some of their activities, such as visiting friends, in order to retain a sufficient number of journeys.  Were the allocation to be reduced, there was a real risk that people would become housebound, less confident, more of a burden to their families, and socially isolated:

Other Suggestions

7.22. In many cases the suggestions people made related to one or more of the four options in the consultation, either endorsing them or extending them in some way, though some did relate to other possibilities. Some individual suggestions were discriminatory and were discounted, in accordance with equalities legislation.  The following suggestions were explored in more detail:


7.23. Issue the Taxicard only to those with the greatest needs.  Suggestions on how to guarantee this were as follows:


· applying the eligibility more strictly or scrutinising applications more closely


· assessing people more thoroughly, on a face to face basis


· requiring people to provide medical evidence to support their application (for example a doctor’s certificate) or to be assessed by a health professional visiting and assessing people at home


· re-assessing current Taxicard members with regard to eligibility


· re-assessing new users after a period with regard to eligibility


7.24. Increase the Taxicard member’s contribution by a small amount, for example by 50p or £1.00 (some said this on the basis that the current rate was £1.50p, not £2.50p) (though some said they would be willing contribute more – the highest figure mentioned being £5.00 per journey)


7.25. Introduce an annual membership fee to join the Taxicard service; and introduce a fee for replacement cards.  People said that other local authorities had introduced a membership fee with success, saying that this would reduce the level of savings required. 


Common themes and issues raised

7.26. Some common themes and issues were raised during the consultation process.  These included: 

7.27. “Find the money from elsewhere”.  Some respondents suggested that the City Council should not be looking to find a saving from the Taxicard Service; saying that savings could be found elsewhere. 

7.28. That the Taxicard Service is a fundamental service for people to access hospital / medical appointments. One of the main reasons these (and other) respondents gave for needing the Taxicard service was to be able to get to medical appointments, at hospital, at clinics, or with their GP.  Part of the value of the Taxicard service for these respondents was that it was reliable, subsidised, took you to the door, and meant that you could get to your appointment on time and / or be picked up in a timely fashion. Some people said that they had to make regular visits, others only occasional ones. Regardless of the frequency, they said they valued the service.  Just under 20% of those who returned a consultation form (approximately 320 people) stated that they used their Taxicard for visits to hospital/medical or for ‘important’ appointments.

7.29. That the current service does not offer good value for money – The feedback gathered through the consultation process also made it clear that Taxicard members are not satisfied with the current provision of service, with current members explaining that they had paid more than expected for journeys due to drivers choosing longer routes, or having a high amount of money “on the clock” before the journey started.  

8. Decision-Making Process


8.1. An analysis of all the consultation responses was carried out (Appendices 1 and 2).  This analysis produced eight proposals for further consideration, three of which were suggested by respondents to the consultation (shown in grey below):

		1

		To change the eligibility criteria so that only the people with the most complex needs are eligible for Taxicard – ie only those who meet the automatic criteria would be eligible



		2

		To tighten the eligibility criteria, not as stringently as above but through other means



		3

		Taking account of other transport benefits – ie freedom pass



		4

		Taking account of other transport benefits – ie disabled blue badge



		5

		To introduce a financial means assessment as part of the application process for a Taxicard, so that people who can afford to pay for their own taxi journeys are ineligible for the scheme.  



		6

		To ask some members to pay more towards their journeys if they can afford to, ie increase some Taxicard members’ contributions by a small amount



		7

		Reducing the number of additional journeys that Taxicard Members are given



		8

		Introduce an annual membership fee to join the Taxicard service; and introduce a fee for replacement cards.  







8.2. An appraisal of these eight options was conducted (Appendix 2).  Equalities impact assessments were also completed (Appendix 5).  Key reasons for discounting proposals 1,3,4,6,7 and 8 were as follows:

· Option 1 – this was discounted because it would have the greatest impact of any of the proposals and in particular a greater impact upon certain groups with protected characteristics as defined in the Equality Act 2010. The proposal would have had a significant impact on groups of people with particular disabilities; for example people with non-severe mental health conditions.


· Options 3 and 4 – these were discounted for the short term, partly because they would give an uncertain level of saving; but also because of the level of administration that would be required to combine the separate assessment processes for the allocation of Freedom Pass and disabled blue badge.  Officers note that respondents to the consultation emphasised how a more holistic approach to allocation of transport benefits would be better, both in terms of fairness to residents and also in terms of reducing complicated assessment processes.  Therefore the City Council will work with its Occupational Therapy providers to design a more joined up approach to the application process for transport benefits in the longer term.

· Option 6 – this option was not feasible because it would necessitate a two-tier system (where members pay different levels of contribution) and the operation of two databases.  This increased burden on the taxi company would in turn lead to increased administrative costs to the City Council, making this option unviable.


· Option 7 – this option would give an uncertain level of saving.  It was also noted that this option could disadvantage those who are in most need of the service.

· Option 8 – whilst this option was initially attractive, a detailed analysis showed that the implementation and ongoing costs would outweigh the benefits.  For instance, an annual membership fee of £20 would deliver benefits that equate to 9,700 journeys.  However, it is possible that were members asked to pay a fee to use the service they may use more of their journey allocation.  Monthly journeys would only need to increase by about 808 per month to wipe out the benefit; with any increases borne by the City Council.   It should be noted that in 2010/11 the average number of monthly journeys was approximately 9000. 


8.3. Key reasons for proposing options 2 and 5 for implementation are as follows:

· Option 2: to tighten the eligibility criteria (not as stringently as option 1) but through other means.   This was suggested by numerous people in the consultation who agreed with the general principles of option 1 (ie restricting the service to those who need it most) but who thought there were better ways of applying this (other than limiting it only to those who meet the current “automatic” eligibility criteria).  Objections to option 1 centred on the fact that it would have more of an impact on members than any other option (nearly 60% of active members); and that it would have a significant negative impact on particular groups of people, for example people with mental health conditions.  People felt that this would be an alternative, fairer way of ensuring that people with the greatest level of need were able to access the service.  Different ways of doing this were suggested, including implementation of face to face assessments by a health professional, this particular suggestion of face to face assessments is now being recommended for implementation.

· Option 5: To introduce a financial means assessment as part of the application process for a Taxicard, so that people who can afford to pay for their own taxi journeys are ineligible for the scheme.  This option is being recommended because it offers a way to target the service to those who are most in need of subsidised taxi-journeys.  It also offers the highest level of confidence that the required saving will be achieved. 

8.4. Section 10 of this paper sets out how these proposals will be implemented including implementation costs and projected savings

9. Other responses and proposed actions

9.1. The City Council propose to implement a number of other actions as a result of what people said during the consultation:

9.2. Transport to hospital / medical appointments: In view of a significant proportion of respondents indicating that they use the majority of their taxi journeys to attend hospital and medical appointments, officers will work with NHS partners to see how improvements can be made to current provision of transport to hospital and medical appointments.  Should the proposals in this paper be approved, when Taxicard members reapply to the scheme, they will be asked to indicate what proportion of their Taxicard journeys are used to attend hospital and medical appointments; and which hospitals are most commonly attended.  This will enable officers to quantify the need for improvements to existing services which will be shared with NHS partners.


9.3. A more joined up approach to allocating transport benefits: Respondents to the consultation also said that a more holistic approach to allocation of transport benefits would be better, both in terms of fairness to residents and also in terms of reducing complicated assessment processes.  In order to achieve this some longer term work needs to be done to improve the City Council’s databases.  Officers will therefore progress this by working with its Occupational Therapy providers to design a more joined up approach to the application process for transport benefits such as blue badge.

9.4. That other transport arrangements are not fit for purpose for people with disabilities and need improvements – Officers will arrange a meeting for interested residents with relevant bus companies and Transport for London to raise and discuss their concerns about accessible public transport. 

9.5. Producing a “Taxicard Factsheet for Users”:  The feedback gathered through the consultation process also made it clear that Taxicard Members are not satisfied with the current provision of service, with current members explaining that they had paid more than expected for journeys due to drivers choosing longer routes, or having an excessive amount of money “on the clock” before the journey started.  To help address these problems, officers will develop a “Taxi card service factsheet” to be issued to all members on reapplication for their Taxicard.  

9.6. Consideration of allocating transport benefits in a more personalised way:  Some respondents suggested that instead of having a contractual arrangement in place with Dial A Cab, with the associated systems and processes, that the City Council should give personal budgets through direct payments to those eligible for help with transport costs.  This would enable the City Council to save at least the 85p administration fee per journey taken (approximately £85,000 per year, based on approximately 100,000 journeys taken in 2010/11); it would also help to resolve issues for users about the meter already having an excessive amount of money “on the clock” before the journey as users could make their own arrangements rather than having to use taxis that are part of the scheme.   It is not clear what financial impact this option would have as people may utilise all of their allocated funds whereas currently many Taxicard members keep their rides as a ‘back up’ for when they really need it.  Further work will be undertaken to look at transport services funded by the City Council on a wider basis. 

10. Implementation Plan


10.1. A ‘process flow’ chart, that shows how the application process would work, is given in Appendix 4.

10.2. If the proposals in this report are approved, the City Council will:

· Design the financial eligibility criteria for access to the scheme.  In view of the concerns raised in the consultation, officers will design a process that is simple, cost-effective and which relies upon the financial information the applicant has already submitted to the City Council, wherever possible;

· Develop a new Taxicard application form.  This will include both financial eligibility and disability eligibility criteria, so that people do not have to go through a two-stage application process;

· Improve the current Taxicard database.  This will need to be customised so that information gathered in the new application form can be recorded;

· Require all current Taxicard members to reapply for their Taxicard under the new terms of the scheme.  This will involve around 6,000 users and will commence immediately.  Taxicard members have never previously been asked to reapply for their Taxicards in the history of the service. This means that there may be some members who received their card up to ten years ago, who no longer have eligible needs.  It should be noted that this work to “clean” up the Taxicard database is relevant to any future work to allocate transport benefits as personal budgets;

· Recruit temporary staff  to support the Enterprise transport team with the re-application process, for a short period whilst applications are processed;

· Introduce a new assessment process.  This will involve the Occupational Therapy Team (Able 2) carrying out approximately 1500 face to face, 1-2-1 assessments.  This assumes that some Taxicard applications will be automatically granted and that there is scope to carry out telephone assessments; and

· Require all current Taxicard members to reapply for their Taxicard immediately; with a new allocation of journeys for those who are eligible from 31st October 2011.

10.3. The proposed timescale for implementation is set out as follows:

		Task

		Deadline



		Decision made

		End of July 2011



		Members sent new application form and asked to reapply

		Beginning of August



		Applications processed: includes one to one assessments. Members notified if they are eligible throughout this period 

		End September



		New terms of the scheme take effect

		31st October





11. Financial Implications


11.1. The 2011/12 gross revenue budget for Taxicard services is £747,600 which is stated after deducting the FSR savings reduction of £330,000.  The revenue budget also includes an income contribution from TFL of £175,900.  The net budget is therefore £571,700.  The budget manager for this service is the Joint Commissioning Manager for Older People. 


11.2. There are no capital implications of this proposal.


11.3. Implementing these options would give an estimated cost in 2011/12 of approximately £74k as follows:  


		Task

		Cost



		Temporary Staff

		£25,000*



		OT one-to-one face-to-face assessment

		£42,250**



		Printing new Taxicard application forms

		£1,500



		Mail out and postage costs

		£1,000



		Ongoing cost of new applications (part year)

		£3,420



		Total

		£73,170





* based on 4000-6000 forms (10 temporary staff employed for 4 weeks)


** based on 1,500 face to face assessments, at £28.50 per assessment, assuming 30% of non automatically eligible members do not pass the means test and therefore do not reach the one-to-one assessment stage.  This cost could be reduced to £15,000 using a purely paper based service, however face-to-face is recommended as it ensures that those who are most in need of the service are granted access to the scheme.


11.4. The ongoing costs of implementing this way of working would be up to £6,840 per year (based on 240 new applications per year and £28.50 per face to face assessment).  This gives an approximated part year cost of £3,420 in 2011/12 as represented above. These estimates represent the maximum amount anticipated because there will be some capacity to carry out telephone interviews and do some paper based screening.  All other costs would be absorbed into the existing service arrangement.

11.5. The projected savings from the implementation of these recommendations are represented in the table below.  This gives full year savings based upon three possible scenarios of the impact of implementing options 2 and 5:


		Financial Implications

		Worst Case

		Expected 

		Best Case



		2011/12 (part year)

		 

		 

		 



		Existing Saving

		£251k

		£251k

		£251k



		Additional Saving

		£60k

		£115k

		£211k



		Cost of implementing

		(£74k)

		(£74k)

		(£74k)



		11/12 Total Saving

		£237k

		£292k

		£388k



		2012/13 (full year)

		 

		 

		 



		Existing Saving

		£251k

		£251k

		£251k



		Additional Saving

		£143k

		£275k

		£506k



		Cost of implementing

		(£7k)

		(£7k)

		(£7k)



		12/13 Total Saving

		£387k

		£519k

		£750k





11.6. The “expected” figure is based on a 20% reduction in the overall Taxicard members through the implementation of a financial assessment upon application; and a 20% reduction in the number of people who are not registered blind; have a war pension mobility supplement; get higher rate Attendance Allowance; or higher rate mobility component of Disability Living Allowance, but who pass the means test.  These assumptions give a £292k saving for 2011/12, slightly below the £330k savings target.  However for 2012/13 onwards the cumulative savings would be £519k, which is above the savings target.


11.7. These figures include the full year estimated saving of £251k from the 1st April increase in member contribution and reduction in City Council subsidy per journey, for an implementation date of 31st October 2011.


11.8. Because of the way the Taxicard Service operates, it is impossible to definitively predict the level of saving to be achieved from the implementation of these options.  These estimates are based on a number of assumptions including:


· The 11% reduction in members using the scheme in April and May 2011 is a consistent trend for the remainder of the year.


· There will be a minimum 20% impact for both options 2 and 5 in reducing costs for the Taxicard service.


· There will be no demographic pressures which partially or fully offset the identified savings.


· There will be no corresponding cost pressures put upon other services provided by the City Council.


12. Legal Implications


12.1
The City Council has undertaken a consultation exercise, the responses to that consultation have been properly considered and are summarised in Appendix 1.   The responses to the consultation must be carefully taken into account before any decision on the proposals contained in this report can be taken.  

12.2
The new public sector Equality Duty (section 149 of the Equality Act 2010) came into force on 5 April 2011.  The Equality Duty replaces the three previous duties on race, disability and gender, bringing them together into a single duty, and extends it to cover age, sexual orientation, religion or belief, pregnancy and maternity, and gender reassignment.

12.3
The new Equality Duty covers the following protected characteristics: 

· age 

· disability 

· gender reassignment 

· pregnancy and maternity 

· race – this includes ethnic or national origins, colour or nationality 

· religion or belief – this includes lack of belief 

· sex 

· sexual orientation 

12.4
The Equality Duty has three aims. It requires public bodies to have due regard to the need to: 

· eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct prohibited by the Act; 

· advance equality of opportunity between people who share a protected characteristic and people who do not share it; and 

· foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic and people who do not share it. 

12.5
When drawing up the proposals contained within this report, the City Council has given careful and conscientious consideration to its section 149 duties. 

13. Staffing Implications

13.1. None 

14. Communications Implications

14.1. The Communications Service has been fully engaged in advising, publicising and implementing the consultation and its support will be sought in implementing any decisions which may be taken to ensure that residents, stakeholders and staff understand any such decisions. 

		If you have any queries about this Report or wish to inspect any of the Background Papers  please contact Emma Haselden Joint Commissioning Manager, Vulnerable Adults – Tel: 020 7641 7431


Email: ehaselden@westminster.gov.uk 





Appendices   

1. Consultation methodology and analysis 

2. Options Appraisal

3. Consultation document


4. Process Flow for the new business process


5. Equalities Impact Assessments – dated March 2011 and July 2011

Background Papers 

1. Individual responses to consultation on proposed changes to Westminster’s Taxicard Service  (Exempt from publication)

2. Financial Model 

For completion by the Cabinet Member for Adults Services and Health

Declaration of Interest


I have <no interest to declare / to declare an interest> in respect of this report


		Signed:

		

		Date:

		



		NAME:

		





State nature of interest if any …………………………………………………………..……


…………………………………………………………………………………………………..


(N.B:  If you have an interest you should seek advice as to whether it is appropriate to make a decision in relation to this matter)


For the reasons set out above, I agree the recommendation(s) in the report entitled Response to Consultation on Proposed Changes to Westminster’s Taxicard Service and reject any alternative options which are referred to but not recommended.


Signed ………………………………………………


Cabinet Member for Adults Services and Health

Date …………………………………………………


If you have any additional comment which you would want actioned in connection with your decision you should discuss this with the report author and then set out your comment below before the report and this pro-forma is returned to the Secretariat for processing.


Additional comment: …………………………………….……………………………………


……………………………………………………………………..……………………………


…………………………………………………………………….…………………………….


If you do not wish to approve the recommendations, or wish to make an alternative decision, it is important that you consult the report author, the Head of Legal and Democratic Services, Strategic Director Finance and Performance and, if there are resources implications, the Strategic Director of Resources (or their representatives) so that (1) you can be made aware of any further relevant considerations that you should take into account before making the decision and (2) your reasons for the decision can be properly identified and recorded, as required by law.


Note to Cabinet Member:  Your decision will now be published and copied to the Members of the relevant Policy & Scrutiny Committee. If the decision falls within the criteria for call-in, it will not be implemented until five working days have elapsed from publication to allow the Policy and Scrutiny Committee to decide whether it wishes to call the matter in. 


� Transport for London Public Carriage Office
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For your consideration,  the attached impact assessments on Door to Door
Transport Services in London. Refer attached. 

Sent from Samsung tablet

This message has been scanned for viruses by the Greater London Authority. 

Click here to report this email as spam.
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https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/aWLPFM10hfLWQxILzJ5p90F7kgtQ06AXxA2zZiPrVcP8m3YmaYXFggF8qPnxpXGtTBaqg2hiQIg0GEHk1CxHIQ==


From:
To: Transport Committee
Subject: Re: Door to Door Transport Services
Date: 30 November 2016 12:27:03
Attachments: Item 9. Taxicard Scheme Progress Report for 23-03-16.docx

ReductionTaxicardAllocationEqIA.doc

Enclosed London Councils and 1 extra Local Authorities IA, further information for
reference and use.

http://www.londoncouncils.gov.uk/node/28858 and attached. 

Sent from Samsung tablet

-------- Original message --------
From  
Date: 30/11/2016 06:47 (GMT+00:00) 
To transportcommittee@london.gov.uk 
Subject Re: Door to Door Transport Services 

Dear Chair,

Attached are various London Councils Impact Assessments found on Door to Door
Transport Services,  Personal Budgets,  this consultation might wish to seek and
ask the City of London and the remaining of the 32 London Authorities for their
impact assessments,  also Health, Cost,  Equality,  Risk IA if completed might be
of interest? 

I raise the point that with Direct Payments/Personal Budgets the local authorities
will complete a financial assessment to access a contribution to the service,  will
this service be excluded? LA do exclude the mobility allowance in full.

Sent from Samsung tablet
Refer attached.  Revised. Please disregard first email.

Thank you. 
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		Summary

		This report informs the Committee of the Taxicard trip budget projected outturn for 2015/16; provides the outcome of the research into the reasons for the reduction in Taxicard journeys in recent years and provides an update on the introduction of charging for replacement Taxicards.

 



		Recommendations

		Members are asked to:



1. Note the Taxicard trip budget projected outturn for 2015/16 based on data to January 2016

2. Note the outcome of the research into the reasons for the reduction in Taxicard journeys in recent years, and endorse the officer responses to the report’s recommendations

3. Note the update on the introduction of a £10 charge for lost and damaged Taxicards 









	Background



1. A report went to this Committee in October 2015 covering a Taxicard budget update, research into the decline in taxicard trips and a proposal to charge for replacement Taxicards. This report provides an update on these items.



Taxicard Budget Projected Outturn 2015/16



2. The Taxicard trip budget is £12.285 million, with £9.63 million funded by Transport for London (TfL) and £2.66 million from the boroughs. 



3. In the ten months from April 2015 to January 2016, 4% fewer trips were taken than in the same period in 2014/15. This has resulted in a projected underspend in the budget in all but three authorities; the City of London, Kingston upon Thames and Merton.



4. The current estimated spend is £10.90 million. The main projections are:



· Combined borough underspends of £1.15 million. Any underspends will be refunded to boroughs at the end of the financial year.

· Three authorities have projected overspends of £20,316

· A TfL underspend of £0.25 million, which will be refunded to TfL at the end of the financial year

 

5. These figures are subject to monthly fluctuations in the number of trips taken throughout the year and the actual spend could be higher or lower, but they are indicative of the likely outturn.



6. TfL has agreed to provide funding for Taxicard for 2016/17 and discussions are underway with them regarding funding beyond next year, which is likely to be linked to the outcome of their Social Needs Transport review.  



Taxicard Usage Review 



7. It was reported to this Committee in October 2015 that a consultant, eo consulting, had been employed to examine why Taxicard usage has declined in recent years. Its brief was as follows: 



· Identify the reasons for the continuing year on year decrease in the number Taxicard trips taken and assess whether there are any appropriate measures that need to be taken based on the results. 

· Examine customer expectations:  What do members expect from the scheme and what is most important to them? 

· Examine members’ overall Door to Door (D2D) transport needs.



8. Eo consulting has now produced a comprehensive report covering its main findings and has made a series of recommendations. 



9. 389 Taxicard holders who had been identified as using fewer trips than in previous years were interviewed as part of the study. Eo consulting also consulted borough officers in nine boroughs, TfL, CityFleet (the main Taxicard contractor), Transport for All and they attended three borough mobility forums.



10. A summary of the main findings can be found below:



Reasons for Decline



· There are a range of reasons for the decline in trips (see Chart 1 below), but no one overriding reason was given. Many of those surveyed stated that they had not consciously reduced their trip making; it had just been a gradual reduction year-on-year, linked to reducing mobility. The main reasons are:  

· 49% said Taxicard no longer met their needs. However, this group did not use the scheme less due to concern about the service; 75% of this category said there was a deterioration in their mobility impairment or physical well-being, making it more difficult for them to travel generally and they went out less and 25% because of a change in personal circumstances

· 53% of members who were using their Taxicard less stated that they were not going out as much.   

· 20% was because of concerns over the cost of journeys. 34% responded that the subsidised fare did not enable them to travel where they needed to get to.  52% of the 34% (i.e. 18% of the total) stated this deterred them from making the trip again 

· 28% was because of a perception that performance in terms of reliability of service had worsened

· 14% said they used other transport instead

· 11% said for other reasons (not specified)

[image: ]Chart 1

11. Nearly half of the 14% who now use other transport instead use public transport more, 21% travel more with family or friends, 16% use a mobility scooter, 16% use Non-Emergency Patient Transport Services (NEPTS) and 5% use ‘other’ door-to-door services. See Chart 2 below.



Chart 2

[image: ]

Customer Expectations



12. The survey showed that customer satisfaction with the scheme is high, with 83% stating that Taxicard met their expectations and 75% were either extremely satisfied, or very satisfied. The consultant did think, however, that some answers were influenced by concerns expressed that Taxicard might not continue or that their survey responses might impact on their personal use of the scheme.  Either way this suggests that the majority of users value access to the scheme.



13. The most common journey purpose is for hospital appointments, at 62%, for which the scheme was not originally designed. A further 56% used their trips for shopping, 43% to attend doctor appointments with 36% for recreational and 36% for visiting family and friends. See Chart 3 below.



[image: ]Chart 3



14. The door-to-door nature of the scheme was the most important element, with 81% answering ‘It picks me up from where I live’ and 77% stating ‘It takes me straight to where I want to go’.  77% use Taxicard instead of other transport due to mobility problems, with 50% due to ease of use and flexibility.  Many members reinforced the point that the service allowed them to get out and was therefore a lifeline.  Approximately 20% had either no alternative or inadequate alternatives means of travel.



15. When members were asked what changes would encourage them to make more trips, 36% stated that there were no changes; their reduction in usage was not related to any aspects of the scheme per se.  22% wanted more trips, 19% a more reliable service.  15% would like to travel further without paying more and 12% stated a lower minimum charge.



Members’ Overall Door to Door (D2D) Transport Needs



16. 91% of those surveyed stated that the mix of door-to-door transport available met their needs. Chart 2 above shows the other forms of transport used. However, the report stresses that this response will have been influenced by the fact that a significant number stated that they are now simply less mobile and do not travel as much on any transport.



Stakeholder Views



17. A number of borough officers were interviewed as scheme and they expressed their concerns as scheme commissioners. These are listed below:  



· Most Boroughs are keeping the scheme sustainable within existing budget

· Boroughs where usage has been maintained are where the scheme is actively promoted and/or the user charge/subsidy have been retained at the pre-2011 level

· Many Boroughs do not promote the service and there is a lack of awareness amongst residents

· There has been a noted shift by users to mainstream public transport

· Concerns over the purpose of the service for health-related trips

· Double swiping having a significant impact on costs. This is because members may take longer trips when they can use two subsidies during a journey that they may not take otherwise.



18. A number of Mobility Forums were attended and members’ main concerns were reliability, punctuality, cost and having enough trips available each year. The main improvements they would like to see are a more assured booking process, efficient journeys with consideration of the impacts on the charge due to congestion, a range of Private Hire Vehicle (PHV) improvements, the need for availability/waiting time solutions and cheaper journey options.



19. Transport for All expressed concern about a lack of affordability, chargeable waiting time, variability in trip entitlement and eligibility criteria between boroughs and the requirement to secure electric wheelchairs as a condition of using Taxicard. Their suggested solutions include 



· Protection of the scheme and its funding in the face of increasing taxi fares

· Reinstatement of the historic subsidy and removal of double swiping restrictions

· Active promotion of the scheme

· New approaches to enable the scheme to evolve but be made affordable



20. Transport for London (TfL) highlighted its ‘Roadmap for Future Provision’ document, which proposes greater consistency, aligned to the recommendations of the London Assembly.  With regards to Taxicard, this includes working towards a single consistent set of eligibility criteria, a single application, booking, customer complaints and feedback processes, a wider integration with other social needs transport and development of a driver training qualification for private hire providers. These objectives were also reflected in TfL’s Social Needs Transport Review document, which was presented in a report to this Committee in October 2015.



21. CityFleet believes that the decrease in trips could potentially be attributed to funding cuts, rising costs, usage inflexibility, service issues and changes in personal circumstances.



Conclusions and Recommendations



22. Most members are highly satisfied with the Taxicard scheme; find most drivers excellent and the Call Centre always helpful. For many, the scheme is their only means of getting out and about. The combination of a significant number of disabled and older Londoners continuing to have difficulty using public transport and the high level of member satisfaction with Taxicard makes it an appropriate and desirable scheme to fund, maintain and develop. The predicted demographic growth in older and disabled Londoners is likely to lead to increased demand in itself.  However, many disabled Londoners are not aware of Taxicard and few Boroughs actively promote the scheme.



23. As no single issue has led to the decline in Taxicard trips, a package of recommendations is included in the report.  The consultant considers that the introduction of these measures will deliver significant user benefits and improve service quality and reliability, but acknowledges that there would be a range of impacts on boroughs, and that an impact assessment would be needed, particularly from a financial perspective, before some elements are introduced.



24. The recommended package of measures is summarised below. A response is included below each one. In many cases it is felt that significant changes to Taxicard cannot be considered in isolation from TfL’s Social Needs Transport Review and more certainty on the future of how Taxicard may be integrated with Dial a Ride and other door to door Transport. Work is continuing with TfL to develop their proposals and a report will be presented to this Committee in June. 

		

		Strategic 



		1

		Core strategy

		· Develop Taxicard’s role within the wider door-to-door transport strategy, including clarity and consistency over use for health-related trips.



		

		London Councils’ response 

		This will be considered as part of the work with TfL on the Social Needs Transport Review.



		2

		Scheme funding

		· Review the funding structure and methodology so that the scheme is sustainable over the longer term. 



		

		London Councils’ response 

		This will be considered as part of the work with TfL on the Social Needs Transport Review.



		3

		Scheme users

		· Research new member use/non-use of the scheme. 



		

		London Councils’ response 

		It is not felt that further research on this particular group is necessary at present pending more certainty on the future nature of the scheme and its potential integration with other services. 



		Service consistency



		4

		User interface

		· Develop common Taxicard eligibility criteria, application process, booking and complaints process, as set out in the TfL Social Needs Transport Roadmap, with complainants advised of the outcome.



		

		London Councils’ response 

		This will be considered as part of the work with TfL on the Social Needs Transport Review, as common criteria and processes may be extended to other schemes.



		5

		Consistency of service

		· Subject to an impact assessment and available funding, develop a common standard for Taxicard trip entitlement, (and a consistency in the banding model if that is preferred) member charge, Borough subsidy and double swiping across London.

· This should look to offer greater flexibility to the user in the use of their allocation.



		

		London Councils’ response 

		This will be considered as part of the work with TfL on the Social Needs Transport Review. Any standardisation may lead to additional costs to boroughs and will need to be developed as part of any potential future integration with other door to door schemes. 



		Operational



		6

		Publicity/promotion

		· Introduce a campaign to promote greater knowledge of Taxicard.



		

		London Councils’ response 

		All boroughs should have information about Taxicard on their websites, but pending the work with TfL on the Social Needs Transport Review, it is not anticipated that an active campaign will be carried out.



		7

		Reliability

		· Develop improved journey allocation system for black cabs to better guarantee vehicle availability for each booking.

· Improve vehicle availability for wheelchair users.



		

		London Councils’ response 

		London Councils has been working with CityFleet to introduce scheme improvements. 

They are introducing ‘Future Bookings’ to their allocation system, which will allow taxi drivers to see bookings further in advance of the journey, which should lead to fewer being sent out just before the journey.

More private hire companies are being recruited

More information will be gathered on members’ wheelchair needs and more specialised vehicles are being sought that can accommodate larger wheelchairs, although these must continue to be legally secured. 



		8

		User affordability

		· Subject to a financial impact assessment, review member charge, Borough subsidy and double swiping so as to develop a more affordable scheme for the user.

· Deliver a significant expansion of the taxi fixed price scheme and/or consider other measures to mitigate impact of waiting/boarding time and traffic congestion on trip cost.



		

		London Councils’ response

		Borough charges have been set for 2016/17, but future changes will be linked to the work with TfL on the Social Needs Transport Review and a review of affordability.

CityFleet is introducing new taxi fixed price fares on a monthly basis and is exploring the potential for extending these to longer journeys. Any other changes to taxi costs will be linked to the Social Needs Transport Review, and a review of charges to a possible future integrated door to door scheme.



		9

		PHV service quality

		· An improved driver training programme as a condition of contract, as set out in the TfL Social Needs Transport Roadmap, to include better disability training and knowledge of the geographic area/s covered.

· Provide greater consistency of PHV provider to user.

· Improve PHV provider/driver to user communication for individual journeys.



		

		London Councils’ response

		London Councils supports any measures by TfL to improve PHV driver training and will work with them to improve training programmes.

Discussions will be held with CityFleet to consider any other measures that can be introduced to improve the customer’s experience when using PHVs.







25. The full eo consulting report can be found on the Taxicard website via this link – http://www.londoncouncils.gov.uk/node/28818



Charging for Lost and Damaged Taxicards



26. Following agreement by this Committee in October 2015 to introduce a £10 charge for lost and damaged Taxicards; the charge was introduced on 30 November 2015. The implementation has gone smoothly with very few complaints from members about the charge.  



27. From 30 November 2015 to 29 February 2016 a total of 565 Taxicards replacements were charged for. These are broken down as follows:

		Payment Type

		Number

		%



		Credit / debit card

		510

		90.27%



		Cheque

		28

		4.96%



		Postal order

		25

		4.42%



		Cash

		2

		0.35%



		Total

		565

		100.00%











	



28. An estimate of £36,000 in annual income was anticipated in advance of charging. Income to date is £5,650, but two of the three months have been non-typical months (December and February). However, it is probable that there will be about 200 chargeable replacements per month, suggesting that £24,000 is a more likely annual figure. 



29. The most likely reason for the lower than expected income from replacement charging is because some members are having another look for their lost Taxicard once they become aware of the charge, and in some cases are finding them. 



	Financial Implications for London Councils



30. The Taxicard budget is forecast to underspend by £1.4 million in 2015/16, based on trips to January 2016, with refunds forecast to be made to 18 contributing boroughs and TfL. The three boroughs projected to overspend have confirmed they will cover any actual overspends. 



31. TEC members approved an income budget target in December 2014 of £36,000 for replacement Taxicards in the approved budget for 2015/16. The delay in implementing this proposal has resulted in a projected reduced income of £8,000 in 2015/16, leaving a projected shortfall of £28,000. This was reflected in the Month 9 budget monitoring report presented to the Executive Sub-Committee in February; which reported a forecast surplus position for the year of £562,000.



 Legal Implications for London Councils



There are no legal implications.



Equalities Implications for London Councils



The Taxicard scheme provides subsidised trips in licensed taxis and private hire vehicles to London residents whose severe mobility or visual impairments make it very difficult for them to use mainstream public transport. The scheme plays an important role in reducing their social exclusion. 



Any discussions with TfL on the future integration of door to door schemes must ensure Taxicard members are not disadvantaged as a result of any scheme changes.



Recommendations



		    Members are asked to:



1. Note the Taxicard trip budget projected outturn for 2015/16 based on data to January 2016

2. Note the outcome of the research into the reasons for the reduction in Taxicard journeys in recent years, and endorse the officer responses to the report’s recommendations

3. Note the update on the introduction of a £10 charge for lost and damaged Taxicards 











Background papers



Taxicard Scheme Update (15 October 2015, Item 8)











Taxicard Scheme Update	 				London Councils’ TEC – 23 March 2016

Agenda Item 9, Page 1
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Q10b If you use other Transport instead of Taxicard, which type of 


transport do you use?
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Q5 What are the main purposes you use your Taxicard trips for?
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Reduction in Taxi card allocation- Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA)
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1. Management of the EqIA 


Taxi Card Consultation group have updated information included  in EqIA over the 3 month period of the consultation.

2. Identification of policy aims, objectives and purpose


What is being proposed and why?


The London Taxicard scheme provides subsidised taxi transport for people who have serious mobility or visual impairment and who have difficulty using public transport. Due to cuts in its transport budget, Transport for London (TfL) has had to cap their contribution to the scheme from April 2011, so any growth in the costs of the scheme in the London Borough of Newham (LBN) will have to be funded by LBN.  It is important that LBN plan for a reduction in funding, as LBN cannot increase funding to bridge the gap or meet the increasing demand on the Taxi Card scheme. In LBN the maximum journey allocation is above that in other Boroughs – a maximum of 552 journeys per person per year compared to 104 across other local authorities.  LBN is proposing to reduce the current maximum journey allocation to 104 per person per year, over a three year period.  This would then place LBN on a par with other London Borough offerings. 


On the 24th May 2012 The Mayor in consultation with Cabinet was asked to agree a three month public consultation period on the proposal to reduce LBN Taxi Card Trip allocation from 552 trips per year per person, to 104 trips per person per year.  This will be done over a 3-year period using a stepped approach.   The table below shows how this will be managed. 

Taxi Card users can use their trips for shopping /social visits/visiting family and friends/GP and dentist. They can not use it to attend hospital appointments as the Taxi Card was not designed for hospital appointments.  Patient Transport can be used for hospital transport. Taxi Card users say that they do not like using patient transport as they can not have a carer with then  and  they have to wait for a long time to be taken home from hospital visits. 

		Year

		Number of trips



		Year 1

		Reduce from 552 to 312



		Year 2

		Reduce from 552 to 144



		Year 3

		Reduce from 552 to 104





Figure 1

Under the proposed scheme for a tiered reduction, in year 3 no taxi card user will get more then the maximum capped journeys of 104.  The funding will be set in advance by TfL and LBN. If a child or adult are "disproportionally disadvantaged" by the changes, the council will look at this on a case by case basis and set out what options are open to the user, such as:

· Using the mobility component of DLA (Disability Living Allowance) to support travel needs 


· Other transport means they have such as Freedom Pass


· If the user receives a package of care /SDS (Self Directed Support) then a Social worker will conduct an assessment and the outcome may be that they receive additional funding for travel (which they would arrange themselves).


Additional support will be based on assessed needs and considered on a case by case basis. 

Figure 2, a breakdown of taxi card usage shows that the majority of users (84.75%) take between 0 and 104 trips per year. Whilst the percentages of users who take between 105 and 552 trips per year is small in comparison, the EqIA will look at how equality groups who would be adversely impacted by a reduction to 104 trips, can be supported.

		Taxi Card Usage



		April 2011 to March 2012

		Total Trips

		Total Members

		% of Active Members



		Total users who used 0 to 104 trips




		58,028

		2,657

		84.75%



		Total users who used 105 to 200 to trips




		41,483

		287

		9.15%



		Total users who used 201 to 312 to trips




		29,521

		121

		3.85%



		Total users who used 313 to 552 to trips




		28,363

		70

		2.25%





Figure 2 Source: Transport for London 2012

LBN commissioned BDRC Continental to conduct a quantitative consultation (a survey with a robust base of interviews) with users of the Taxicard scheme to understand the impact on higher users and to ensure the Council fulfils its duty under the Equality Act 2010.  Public consultation meetings were also held by Council officers. 

*A copy of the consultation report has been appended with the cabinet report. 

3. Scope / focus of the EqIA

The purpose of this EqIA is to help Newham understand the impact of the changes on users and in particular, the impact on each of the different equality groups and understand what mitigations need to be put in place to reduce the impact. 


Who took part in the consultation?


There are almost 4,000 active Taxi Card users. The Taxi Card scheme is not means tested and people apply under automatic set criteria or discretionary criteria. Taxi Card members are each allocated 552 trips per year in LBN under the “Door to Door” scheme which includes Taxi Card and Dial-A-Ride.   LBN wrote to all 4,000 active Taxi Card users informing them that the consultation was taking place and how they can take part. An active Taxi Card user is described by Com Cabs as someone who has used the scheme in the last three months. For the purpose of this consultation, LBN took a more generous definition and extended this to anyone who had used the Taxi Card scheme in the last 12 months to ensure that anyone who had been in hospital or away for a period of time was not disadvantaged. The Taxi Card consultation opened in July 2012 and closed on 31 October 2012.  LBN allowed a few extra weeks over the 3-month period to ensure no respondents were impacted adversely due to the Olympics. 

What other ways did we consult?


 We held twenty consultation meeting during the consultation period. We met with Co-Production groups, Learning Disability groups, Mental Health groups, and older peoples groups. We also held two public meetings and one to one sessions as well as attending GP forums to inform health partners of the proposals. 


Participation in the consultation


The consultation was carried out by an independent research company (BDRC) who conducted an online/paper survey (completed by 437 respondents) as well as a sample telephone survey of 201 people who are registered blind/visually impaired.  In addition, twenty public consultation meetings were held by Council Officers (attended by 509 people). The public consultation sessions included focus groups and feedback sessions with members of the public.   

In total, 1,147 users took part in the consultation.  The main ways users could participate were:

1. Post - users could call a free phone number to request a postal survey to complete. The survey was sent to the user along with a freepost envelope (Self Completion)

2. Online - the survey was available online for users to complete (Self Completion)

3. Telephone – a sample of 201 people registered blind/visually impaired

4. Face to face – public meetings


We wrote to all 4,000 active taxi card users informing them that the consultation was taking place and how they could take part. The telephone sample were contacted at random from the Taxicard database and as such, are most likely to represent a broad spectrum of users and levels of interest in the scheme.  The self-completion survey was open to any user who wished to take part. This method is likely to have attracted more responses from those with more involvement in Taxicard (either in usage or viewpoint), as they have a greater stake in making their views being heard. These differences are visible in results of the consultation conducted by the independent research company. For example, self-completers have a higher usage of the scheme. 


What other councils offer?


The majority of London Councils offer a maximum of 104 trips per person per year. LBN’s proposal to reduce trips to 104 in a phased way over a 3-year period would bring LBN in line with other London boroughs. Some boroughs operate a “Banding System” where they give less then the full allocation of Taxi card trips to those who hold a Freedom Pass and /or a Blue Badge. This system is unpopular with Taxi Card users as its heavy on assessments. Some boroughs are moving away from “Banding” as it’s also very expensive to administer.  LBN do not intend to introduce banding and will allocate 104 trips to all registered users. LBN want to ensure that service users can access all modes of transport available to them. Patient transport should be used for hospital appointments and not Taxi Card scheme, as it was not designed for hospital transport.  The focus of the EqIA is to look at the possible impact on Taxi Card users, of the proposal to reduce the trip numbers from 552 per person per year to 104.

		Protected Characteristic

		Assessment of relevance 


 High, Medium, Low

		Evidence



		Age

		 High

		The Taxi Card scheme is open to all ages including children.  There are 72 children registered for Taxi Card scheme.


 The Consultation report indicates that 80% of Taxi Card users under the age of 55 felt that the service was most useful to them. 



		Disability

		High

		Taxi Card Scheme is   available to people who


1:   Receive  higher rate mobility component of Disability Living Allowance


2:  War pension mobility supplement 


3: Registered blind. 


People can also be assessed under discretionary criteria, which will be determined by an independent Occupational Therapist  assessment. This includes   people with physical disability, learning disability, mental health and older people.


Currently, approx 40% of Taxi Card members meet the automatic criteria. The remainder are assessed under discretionary criteria. There is appeal process in place. 

88% of people Learning Ddisability service users who responded to the Taxi Card Consultation ticked that the scheme was “ very important” to them. 






		Transgender

		Low

		Taxi Card users are representative of the wider community, therefore no disproportionate impact on any specific group



		Pregnancy and maternity

		Low

		Taxi Card users are representative of the wider community, therefore no disproportionate impact on any specific group.



		Race

		Low

		Taxi Card users are representative of the wider community, therefore no disproportionate impact on any specific group.



		Religion / belief

		Low

		Taxi Card users are representative of the wider community, therefore no disproportionate impact on any specific group



		Sexual orientation

		Low

		Taxi Card users are representative of the wider community, therefore no disproportionate impact on any specific group



		Sex

		High

		63% of Taxi card users are Female   2% are Children and 35% are male. 



		Class or socio-economic disadvantage

		Low / Medium

		DLA nor Taxi Card  are not  means tested so no data to indicate disproportionate impact 

There is no cost to users to take up alternatives such as dial a ride, freedom pass and passenger transport. However, there are a small number of users where alternatives will not be suitable. These people may have to pay for a taxi to meet alternative trips. 





4. Relevant data, research and consultation


Relevant data and Research obtained from TfL 

TfL have provided data that indicates that the majority of service users registered for Taxi cards do not use the total number of trips allocated.


84% of Taxi Card users use 104 trips or less, of the 16% that use more then a 104 some used a % of trips for hospital appointments. 

At the time of screening, there were 4,000 active registered users of the Taxi Card scheme in LBN, each registered user is allocated 552 trips per year.  LBN offers the most generous allocation of 552 trips per person per year while other boroughs offer 104 trips per person per year.   Some of these boroughs also offer a complex banding system where Taxi Card users who hold a Freedom Pass or/and a Blue Badge only qualify for a % of the 104 trips. It varies from borough to borough.


Average Number of trips taken per active travelling member between January 2012 and June 2012 is 10. 114 and (4.85%) active members used more than half of their allocation in the same period.


378 (16.10%) active members used more than a quarter of their allocation in the same period.   The 16% of Taxi Card users who use more then 104 a year are made up of over 65’s and children. 


Consultation

A period of three months public consultation opened on the 2 July 2012 and closed on the 31 October 2012.  All “active” Taxi Card users were written to and advised of the consultation.  The consultation was also published in the Newham Magazine and on Twitter.  An active Taxi Card user is described by Com Cabs as someone who has used the scheme in the last three months, but for the purpose of this consultation we extended that period to 12 months to ensure that anyone who had been in hospital or away for a period of time was not disadvantaged. 


Additional weeks were added to allow for any impact the Olympic Games may have had on people travelling to venues. Taxi card users were invited to have their say by taking part in an online/postal survey. An independent consultation company was commissioned to conduct the survey on behalf of LBN. There was also a telephone survey for the 200 Taxi Card users who are registered blind/visually impaired. 

In addition to this, LBN Council Officers consulted with Focus groups/co-production groups including older people, disabled people, people with Mental Health and Learning Disabilities and Health groups.  LBN also offered one to one sessions and enlisted the support of Co production groups to assist people with completing the forms. LBN held two open public consultation meetings, one evening and one day time.  Three members of the co- production group are on the panel of the Taxi Card Consultation Meeting. We have compiled all feedback from these meetings and will present it as an Appendix to the Cabinet report 13th December 2012.

This meeting takes place every two weeks, and looks at all issues raised at the consultation meetings/risk log/project plan.  The meeting is made up of representatives from co-production groups representing disabled service users, Group Manger Commissioning, Finance/research/communications staff and Business change manager who manage Concessionary Fares including Taxicards. 


A full report outlining results of the consultation findings from the commissioned company has been appended with the cabinet report. However, the section below provides a summary of some of the findings in the report. 


Membership and usage


Consultation results show the overall mean (average) of journeys used is 168, but varies from 113 for telephone respondents to 193 for self-completers.  This difference is likely to be a reflection of the bias often observed amongst self-completion surveys towards those with a greater interest or involvement in the area of the survey (as described in section 1.4).  In the case of the Taxicard consultation this is more frequent users of the service. Therefore, amongst the overall universe of Taxicard users, average journey usage is likely to be more similar to telephone respondents than it is to self-completion respondents. The majority of Taxicard members indicate they use the service because they need support to travel independently (75%). When asked what they used Taxicard journeys for, the most common response was for ‘healthcare visits/ hospital appointments’ (66%), closely followed by ‘shopping’ (59%). Hospital and other health related visits were commonly accessed via Taxicard journeys. Respondents were asked specifically how frequently they used the service for hospital transport half report using Taxicard for such visits (80% telephone, 36% self-completion).  Taxicard journeys can be used for GP or clinic visits but is not intended to be used for hospital visits. 

There was a lack of awareness of how many trips the Taxicard is used for (16% were not able to estimate in the telephone survey). Additionally, LBN data suggests 84% of users would not be affected by the change in threshold to 104 journeys per year, however, just 56% reported falling into the 0-100 journeys per year category in the telephone survey. This suggests users are likely to be unaware of actual usage rates and may need to be reminded of the number of Taxicard journeys throughout the year to understand and manage usage to fit within their allocations under the proposed changes to the scheme. 


Reaction to the service changes


Respondents were asked how affected they would be by this proposal. Almost three quarters (74%) felt they will be affected in some way, with half (50%) feeling they would be ‘very affected’, and 24% ‘affected’. Views expressed were marginally weaker amongst the telephone sample.  


Females were significantly more likely to claim to be affected at a ‘very affected’ level (53% vs. 43%).  There were no other significant differences by equality groups, however, those with ‘learning difficulties’ were slightly higher than average for a  strong impact (61%), as were the under 55 age group (56%).  


Just over half (54%) of those saying they currently use Taxicard for fewer than 100 journeys per year claim they will be affected, and 24% said they would be ‘very affected’. Unsurprisingly, the stated level of impact rises with the number of journeys taken, and those suggesting they take 201+ Taxicard trips per year were almost all claiming they will be affected, with most (88%) saying they would be ‘very affected’.  


Taxicard members were then asked to indicate their attitude towards the proposed change to the service, in terms of how strongly they agreed or disagreed with it.  Just over half (53%) of respondents indicate they ‘strongly disagree’ with the change compared to just over one in ten (11%) expressing any kind of agreement.  When looking at respondents with differing usage levels, just under half (48%) of those who claimed they used Taxicard for fewer than 100 journeys per year disagreed with the proposal (33% strongly), but feelings were stronger for more frequent users.  TaxiCard users who currently use 104 or less trips per year wanted to retain the flexibility and choice to use more if they needed to.

Use of other schemes


Dial-a-ride - the Dial-a-Ride service is a bookable door to door minibus service, free of charge for people with mobility problems.  Taxicard members are eligible for membership of Dial-a-Ride as are other groups. Taxi Card members in Newham are automatically registered for Dial a ride and Taxi card at the same time as they are one service under the “Door to Door” scheme.   Two-thirds of the total samples use the service and this is similar between telephone and self-completion samples. More frequent Taxicard users were also more likely to be Dial-a-Ride users suggesting that high usage of Taxicard is not necessarily due to sole reliance on the service.  Taxi Card users using Dial a Ride will have their card swiped for a journey but will not pay for the journey on Dial a Ride. Tere are limitations with the scheme, for example it is not available in the evening and has to be booked far in advance to secure a place. 

Freedom pass: There are two types of Freedom Pass , the “Older Peoples Freedom Pass” which is issued to anyone 66+  and the “Disabled Persons freedom Pass” which is issued used discretionary criteria following  an Occupational Therapy assessment .  All research participants were asked if they had a Freedom Pass, which provides access to public transport.  Four in five Taxicard members claimed to own a Freedom Pass.  The older age groups were more likely to be holders (69% under 55 year olds vs. 89% 65-74 year olds). Those with visual impairments and mental illnesses were most likely to hold a Freedom Pass (86%).  However, the differences in access to Freedom pass between the impairment types was relatively minor. Two in five use their pass once a week or more frequently, so they are clearly relied upon as a form of transport amongst Taxicard members. 

Blue Badge - a little over a fifth (22%) of the Taxicard member database hold a Blue Badge. A higher proportion of the self-completion sample claim to hold one (51%).  

New Personal Independent Payments - Benefit reforms expected in April 2013 will mean changes to the way DLA is paid and calculated. The new Personal Independent Payments (PIP) will mean that criteria to access all modes of concessionary Transport including Taxi Card scheme will be tighter. This may mean that a number of people who qualify under current DLA criteria may not qualify under the PIP assessment.

Information required by Taxicard users


Taxicard members were asked what kind of help or information they would require from Newham Council should the change be implemented and were prompted with various options. Information on other travel options was requested by just over half (54%), just slightly fewer wishing for ‘advice on how to apply for other travel options’ (49%).  Just under a third (32%) would welcome more information on claiming travel expenses for hospital appointments and information on hospital appointments (30%).  Other types of information were required by fewer users, but make up a greater proportion of the telephone sample.  These were: 


· putting service users in touch with other people to travel with (22% of telephone interviewed users);


· informed on how to apply for a Blue Badge (20%); and 

· information on how to apply for a Freedom Pass (13%).  

Providing people with information about other schemes is an important action required to mitigate risk. A communication plan will be required to ensure that information needs are met. The communication messages will need to include information on how the schemes works (to support better understanding on the scheme) as well as to communicate wider changes that are happening with transport for Londoners, for example a new ‘60 Plus Oyster card’ enabling free travel on buses and trains for people who are 60 plus, bridging the gap between the age of 60 and eligibility for a freedom pass.  

In addition, given the feedback received, it is recommended that people who use the scheme are able to access regular information on their personal usage. This will be particularly important after 2015 when the Door2door scheme ends and registration is separated for dial a ride and taxicard usage.

5. Assessment of Impact and outcomes


From both the initial screening and from the consultation findings, it seems the impact on the following 3 groups is likely to be higher than others; Disabled, females and children and over 65’s. The consultation report looks at 4 main areas:


		Protected characteristics

		Issues taken from evidence

		Judgement  (positive / negative)

		Recommendations



		Disability



		Amongst telephone survey respondents, those with a visual impairment and to a greater extent those with hearing impairments had the highest incidence of using Taxicard for healthcare visits/ hospital appointments (87%, 91% respectively). 


Taxicard users who describe themselves as having ‘learning difficulties’ were slightly more likely to use the service for ‘social activities’ (57%), ‘travelling to social care services’ (50%), and ‘travelling to an ‘education establishment’ (23%).  This is likely to be linked with their age, as people with ‘learning difficulties’ are much more likely to under 55 (63% under 55 years vs. 19% total).  


Taxicard users describing themselves as having ‘learning difficulties’ had the highest average claimed usage at 209 journeys per year.  


Those with visual impairments and mental illnesses were most likely to hold a Freedom Pass (86%).


All Taxicard members were asked what the benefits were to them of being a member of the scheme.  Those with visual impairments and mobility impairments were significantly higher than average to welcome ‘the ability to travel to and get support from services’ (65%, 67%).  Those with a visual impairment also only rate lower than those with a mental illness on ‘better safety and security (78% vs. 82%). Better safety and security’ was most valued by those with hearing impairments, and ‘more opportunities for social contact’ by those with learning difficulties.


A little over a fifth (22%) of the Taxicard member database hold a Blue Badge. A higher proportion of the self-completion sample claim to hold one (51%).  


Reaction to taxi card service changes:


Those with ‘learning difficulties’ were slightly higher than average for a strong impact (61%) to the changes. 

Taxi cards are used for attending hospital. If disabled people used hospital transport or other alternatives such as freedom pass, many would have enough trips left for other trips.  However, consultation with users confirms that some disabled people are unable to use Dial a Ride or passenger transport (e.g. wheelchair too wide). Dial a ride is not available in the evening. 

Disabled people feel that they would be at risk of isolation if cannot get out as much to see friends/ family and attend social activities.




		Negative- disabled people who use more than the new trip allocation will be adversely affected

This group would be affected in year 2, so we could use year one to ensure that all are assessed to look at their travel needs. 

Customers that cannot use alternatives would be negatively affected.

		Taxicard users to utilise hospital Transport or Freedom Pass where possible and save Taxicard trips for other healthcare visits and other activities. Check how DLA (higher rate Mobility component)  being used to support Transport training needs.

Review how trips are being used and advise on alternatives in year one to allow time to plan for year two when some people will affected by the proposed changes. 


Mitigating actions required for those that cannot use alternatives

Exceptional circumstances to be assessed on a case by case basis for those where alternatives are not suitable. Support plans to be developed with appropriate mitigating actions. 






		Sex

		63% of registered users are women.


Females reported higher than average journeys (180 vs. 139)  

Females were significantly more likely to claim to use the Taxicard service for shopping (63% v.s 50%), and social activities were more popular for those females under 55 years, as were journeys relating to education.  


Freedom pass: for self-completers, male respondents were more frequent Freedom Pass users (47% vs. 35% females daily/ weekly).  


Males were significantly more likely to welcome ‘more choice and control day to day’ aspect of the service (56% vs. 46%), and were slightly more likely to think the ‘ability to travel to get support from services’ and ‘able to spend money on other things rather than transport’ (38%) were important.


Reaction to service changes:


Females were significantly more likely to claim to be affected at a ‘very affected’ level (53% vs. 43%).  



		Negative- Females would be disproportionately affected  (there are more female users and females  are the highest users of taxicard).  

Males (self completers) more likely to use freedom pass alternative.

		Review how trips are being used and advise on alternatives in year one to allow time to plan for year two when some people will affected by the proposed changes. 


Use alternative transport where available



		Age

		Membership and usage:

Children are the highest users with some using all 552 trips per year. 

Self reported annual trip usage by age: 

under 55 years- (median 124, mean 213) trips


55-64 years- (mean 171) 

65-74 years – (mean 147)

75-84 (mean 160)


85+ (mean 143) 

Usage of other schemes:


Freedom pass: Four in five Taxicard members claimed to own a Freedom Pass.  The older age groups were more likely to be holders (69% under 55 year olds vs. 89% 65-74 year olds). 

Freedom pass usage varies by age: 52% of under 55 year olds use freedom pass daily/ weekly, whereas just under a third (32%) of 85 year olds and over use freedom pass regularly.  


Many older people request dial a ride but they receive Taxicard if dial a ride is not available (e.g. no space/ too short notice/ evening trip)


Reaction to service changes:


Under 55 age group (56%) said they would be affected by the changes.



		Negative- children will be adversely affected

Negative- older people (less usage of alternative transport options)

		Review how trips are being used and advise on alternatives in year one to allow time to plan for year two when some people will affected by the proposed changes. 


Use alternative transport where available e.g. SEN applications for children and new 60+ Oyster;  dial a ride and freedom pass. 



		Ethnicity

		Taxicard users from an Asian background were more likely to place themselves in the 0-100 journeys per year bracket than white or black users

		Negative- white and Black users are more likely to be affected by the proposed changes

		Monitor data on usage by ethnicity



		Religion/belief




		No evidence available. London Councils do not collect this data.

		Proposal is not expected to have a disproportionate negative impact based on this protected characteristics

		N/A



		Sexual orientation

		No evidence available. London Councils do not collect this data

		Proposal is not expected to have a disproportionate negative impact based on this protected characteristics

		N/A



		Class or socio-economic disadvantage

		Disabled and older people are more likely to live in poverty. Consultation suggests that where alternatives (e.g. freedom pass, dial a ride) are not suitable, people affected would struggle to afford to pay for taxis for extra trips. 

		Negative-those where mitigating actions are not suitable will be affected

		Review how trips are being used and advise on alternatives in year one to allow time to plan for year two when some people will affected by the proposed changes. 


Mitigating actions required for those that cannot use alternatives

Exceptional circumstances to be assessed on a case by case basis for those where alternatives are not suitable. Support plans to be developed with appropriate mitigating actions. 





Reduction in Trip allocation may result in a loss on average of 3 trips per month for a subset of the total number of users who may use more than 9 trips a month. The subset may disadvantaged and be unable to experience full citizenship rights due to limited social interaction. 


		Equality Impact Assessment Action Plan for [insert name of policy]



		Issues identified and groups affected

		Actions to be taken

		Timescales of actions

		Who is responsible for delivery

		Intended outcomes

		Performance measures

		Reference to service or other plans



		Disabled people

Those with visual impairment and hearing impairment are the highest users of Taxicard for hospital transport


Those with learning difficulties are higher users and rely on Taxicard to travel for social and educational purposes.

Users with mental health issues will be adversely affected if they use more than the allocated trips. 

Disabled people that use more than the allocated trips would need to find alternatives for hospital transport; shopping; social and other trips.  They would have less be unable to experience full citizenship rights due to limited social interaction.

Barriers to alternative transport are known. 



		Phased reduction to reduce impact

Review how trips are being used and advise on alternatives in year one to allow time to plan for year two when some people will affected by the proposed changes. 


Mitigating actions required for those that cannot use alternatives

Panel applications need to identify transport issues/needs if an individual will be disadvantaged by the proposed changes 


Explore through IB’s that users are using Transport Concessions for intended purpose


Maximise Patient Transport use and other alternatives such as Freedom pass and Blue Badge as appropriate

Encourage users to use mobility component of DLA to support additional transport needs

Discretionary support in exceptional circumstances via support plan where alternatives are not appropriate- case by case basis

Communication plan regarding information on alternative provision and how to access it. 



		Communication plan pre reduction


Pre Y1 reduction for those that currently use more than 312. 


Y1 for those that will be affected in Y2  

		Adult Social Care/ Children’s services


An implementation group will be established to oversee the process.


If someone is open to Adult Social Care, their needs will be discussed  as part of scheduled review) 


People with exceptional circumstances where alternative transport options are not appropriate will be considered on a case by case basis. 

		Outcomes as appropriate e.g. ASC survey: 


% of service users who can get to all the places they want

Personalised travel pans for those with exceptional circumstances

		Monitoring of trip usage 

Follow up survey of how transport needs are met

		Equality and Cohesion Plan

Resilience Framework

SEN transport policy



		Gender

Women will be disproportionately  affected



		Monitor trip usage by gender

Communication plan regarding information on alternative provision and how to access it. 




		As above

		TFL monitoring data

Implementation group to oversee communication plan 

		As above

		As above

		As above



		Age

Negative impact on children (highest users) 


Negative impact on  older people who rely on the scheme to undertake essential journeys and to prevent isolation. 




		Monitor trip usage by age


Communication plan regarding information on alternative provision and how to access it. 


Key messages and on changes for wider transport (such as 60+ oyster).

Maximise Patient Transport use and other alternatives such as Freedom pass and Blue Badge as appropriate


Discretionary support in exceptional circumstances via support plan where alternatives are not appropriate- case by case basis



		As above

		TFL monitoring data


Implementation group to oversee communication plan and mitigating actions

		As above

		As above

		As above



		Class or socio-economic disadvantage


Disabled and older people are more likely to live in poverty. Consultation suggests that where alternatives (e.g. freedom pass, dial a ride) are not suitable, people affected would struggle to afford to pay for taxis for extra trips.

		Review how trips are being used and advise on alternatives in year one to allow time to plan for year two when some people will affected by the proposed changes. 


Mitigating actions required for those that cannot use alternatives

Exceptional circumstances to be assessed on a case by case basis for those where alternatives are not suitable. Support plans to be developed with appropriate mitigating actions.

		As above

		 Implementation group to oversee communication plan and mitigating actions

		As above

		As above

		As above





6. Formal agreement


a. Grainne Siggins, Director Adult Social Care

b.  David Hodgkins, Head of Strategy & Partnerships

7. Publication of results


a. Date EqIA published on Council website (full or summary version)- to be added

8. Monitoring and review


a. An implementation group will be established to oversee an action plan and for monitoring and review. This group will involve Taxicard user representatives.  

b. The implementation group will develop an action plan to cover key milestones and actions including: 


i. Timeframes for identifying those that will affected at each stage of the proposed changes. 


ii. Communications plan (to be delivered prior to the implementation of the first reduction)

iii. Monitoring usage of both dial a ride and taxi card (quarterly)

iv. Planning resources for support planning and case reviews in exceptional circumstances (including panels)

v. A follow up survey will be undertaken with users affected after the proposals have been introduced to monitor the impact (suggested to be 6 months after changes introduced). Findings of the follow up survey will inform the development of further mitigating actions. 

c. Data will be requested from TfL on individual usage (so as to enable people to plan their journeys effectively)


d. Data will be required from TfL to monitor  trip usage (range, breakdown what trips are being used for)

e. Data will be also be required on passenger transport, as to review the impact the changes have on the scheme

f. Review of appropriate Active and Connected indicators e.g. ASC survey: % of service users who can get to all the places they want

g. Feedback from year 1 of implementation to inform review of the EqIA and subsequent mitigating actions
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From:
To: Transport Committee
Subject: Consultation: Door-to-Door Transport Services
Date: 01 December 2016 11:23:19

Dear Madam or Sir,

Door-to-Door Transport Services

My disability is visual vertigo, so I am always having balance problems to
one degree or another, and any movement around me will sooner or later cause
an actual vertigo attack. Sooner or later means from a few minutes to half
an hour, depending on how much movement, and how many moving shadows and
reflections there are.

My partner does not drive. I cannot travel on public transport at all, nor
use the usual minibus type of travel services. I can just about manage to be
in a black cab for half an hour as long as they take corners slowly - cars
are much more difficult for me to travel in.

Hospital appointments are a nightmare, as hospitals are full of movement -
rotating doors, people in the foyer, in the lifts and in the waiting room,
shiny reflective floors. It is very rare indeed for a hospital outpatients
clinic to have an unused room that I can wait in away from movements and
reflections.

So I have to book hospital appointments at the quietest time possible, but
avoiding rush hour traffic, and time my arrival so that I spend as little
time as possible waiting.

Otherwise I end up having a vertigo attack, which leaves me folded up on the
floor for about four or so hours, then having to be black cabbed back home.

For some of my hospital appointments, it costs up to £35 each way. £70 per
trip. Just under one week's pension.

This is because the journey takes so long, even if it is not the rush hour.
The taxi drivers always explain that it is the cycle routes and the road
works combined that are slowing the traffic down.

Even with the 25% discount cab card, this is a lot of money. I guess that
this kind of disability is less common than some others, but I am not the
only one who suffers from visual vertigo. We could do with a bigger
discount!

With regards,

---
This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
https://www.avast.com/antivirus

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

This message has been scanned for viruses by the Greater London Authority.

Click
https://www.mailcontrol.com/sr/L50ihm9ML8LGX2PQPOmvUsrLibhXE7+SlhBF8R26g!RuAvcpudj210spGPBGAb2fro09c453l971VsBVsOva5A==
  to report this email as spam.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From:
To: Transport Committee
Date: 04 January 2017 09:19:00

Dear Caroline & keith.

I have contacted 80 Dial a Ride members, three quarters of whom were over 65
years of age. The overwhelming majority made it clear, that for various reasons,
they have no interest in having the responsibility of managing their own budget
for their door-to-door services. However, what they do want is for Dial a ride to
be more efficient.
My personal concern is if personal budgets are introduced it will lead to money
being taken out of Dial a Ride's operational budget. It also raises other specific
issues

What happens if a member exceeds their budget ? 
(Does this mean they cannot travel until the next financial year?)

By introducing budgets for individuals a two tier system would be created
where the budget holder will take priority as the providers are guaranteed
payment from TFL.

DaR has consistently failed to deliver on their 2007 investment programme
objectives to reduce refusals to 45,000 each year across London due to the
inadequacies of the Trapeze scheduling system. In 2008/9 they actually refused
145,014 for that year. Year-on-year DaR refusals are 200% over their 45,000
each year investment programme target. For the last year 2015/16 they refused
163,996 trips which equates to 10% of all requests across London.

In 2004/5 DaR completed trips was 1,260,669 and refusals 99,821 
In 2015/16 DaR completed trips was 1,245,141 and refusals 163,966

As can be seen from DaR statistics above the number of completed trips has
fallen by 15,528 (1.2%) whilst refusals have increased by 64,145 (64.3%).
The 2015/16 figures would be even worse were it not for the 71,553 trips
completed on their behalf across London by City Fleet (black London Taxis). It
should be noted that this additional resource was not available to DaR in 2004/5.

I strongly believe TFL should get back to focusing on making the Dial a Ride
service efficient and I have been campaigning for this since 2009.

If you require any further information or would like to ask any questions please
don’t hesitate to contact me (
Yours sincerely,
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General questions 

1. What would be the main advantages and disadvantages 

of introducing personal travel budgets in door-to-door 

services? 

 

In theory a personal budget should allow for greater service user control of which transport provider 
they want to use and lead to greater flexibility. However, my experience of personal budgets in 
social care leads me to suspect this may not happen. First the benefit of the current system is that at 
least in theory providers have some idea of what kind of income they are likely to receive. If service 
users are getting budgets to use whatever service they wish people will be using different firms in 
different parts of the capital. This may mean that there is a decline in the overall number of 
transport providers and so less choice for users. 

 

Second how will users be assessed to determine the budget they will receive? The current system for 
social services mean that some users who are assessed as having a lesser need get little, if any, 
support. Someone who is blind may be able to make some of their journeys using public transport. 
They may therefore be assessed as not needing a personal budget for transport at all. However, my 
own experience is that on occasion my taxi card has been invaluable when I am going to an 
unfamiliar location, or in inclement weather when I don’t wish to walk and risk getting wet and 
muddy. 

 

Third, what kind of monitoring will be undertaken to ensure that money is used for transport 
purposes? Under the current system door to door services are subsidised and so monitoring does 
not involve the service user at all. If a personal budget was introduced this would presumably have 
to change and service users may have to keep receipts placing a burden on service users and 
particularly those who are blind. 

 

2. How would introducing personal budgets affect the 

financial efficiency of door-to-door services? 

3. How would introducing personal budgets affect the 

quality of service received by service users? 

 

It may well lead to a decline in providers as service users use different taxi firms in different parts of 
London. This may mean it being harder to find accessible taxis. 

 

Service user views 

4. To what extent do door-to-door service users want to be 
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able to use a personal budget for these services? 

 

I think before we move to this type of option we need to fix the current problems with the system. 
Difficulties in making bookings, reliability of service, poorly trained drivers, accessibility of vehicles 
etc. are all issues which will be unaffected by a move to Personal Budgets. I am concerned that 
moving to Personal Budgets will mean that these more important issues will continue. 

 

5. What are the challenges of personal budgets for more 

vulnerable service users, such as those with a cognitive 

impairment, and how could these be overcome? 

 

Managing money can present difficulties for some service users. Another Personal Budget will only 
add to this. If this option is adopted the same safeguarding measures which are used in Social Care 
will have to be adopted. These include a nominated person to manage the money, advocacy etc. 

 

Good practice 

6. What lessons can be learned about personal budgets 

from their use in other sectors, particularly social care? 

 

One lesson which could be learned from Social Care is that sufficient funding has to be put in place 
to ensure that all those who need support receive it. Sufficient capacity has to be in place so that 
service users can actually find transport providers when they want to use them. Furthermore 
regulations have to be flexible enough so that people can qualify for something even if their need is 
defined as not being extreme. My experience of attempting to get a Personal Budget from Social 
Services has shown that they are not flexible and due to lack of funds only support those deemed to 
have the most need. If Personal Budgets are not implemented properly the risk is that fewer people 
will be able to leave their homes risking social isolation. 

 

7. Are there any other cities that have introduced personal 

budgets for door-to-door services? What lessons have been 

learned? 

Implementation 

8. What would be the main challenges of implementing 

personal budgets in door-to-door services, and how could 

these be addressed? 
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9. To what extent would implementing personal budgets

rely on greater integration of service provision than 

currently exists? 

Demand for services 

10. To what extent would providing all service users with a

personal budget increase demand for services, including 

from those who currently use services infrequently? 

I’m not at all sure it would make much difference. 

11. To what extent would the introduction of personal

budgets affect usage of bus-based services like Dial-a-Ride 

and community transport? 

Other issues to consider 

One significant problem I have experienced when booking a taxi using my Taxi Card has been the 
accessibility of the web booking form. I found it complex to use and not very accessible with speech 
software. When I tried to find someone to speak to about this I got nowhere. I am currently involved 
in user testing the proposed Taxi Card App but again am experiencing accessibility issues. It is very 
disappointing that proper accessibility testing was not done prior to public testing. 

Consistency of regulations. Different boroughs have set different provisions in place for how Taxi 
Cards can be used. In Croydon, for example, double swiping is not allowed which means that 
travelling from one side of the borough to the other, Waddon to Norbury will cost on average 
around £5.00, double the standard £2.50. It would be preferable to have greater consistency across 
London. 
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