SCRUTINY LEADERSHIP BOARD

Minutes of a meeting of the Scrutiny Leadership Board held on 19 November,
2009 at 4.00 p.m. in the Civic Offices, Telford, Shropshire

PRESENT: Councillors D.R.W. White (Chairman), R. Aveley, A.A. Mackenzie, A.A.
Meredith and K.L. Tomlinson

ALSO PRESENT: Ken Clarke (Head of Finance & Audit), Fiona Botterill (Scrutiny
Manager), Andy Meredith (Customer Services Manager), Stuart Freeman (Traffic &
Transportation Business Manager — Network Policy & Management), Helen Hill
(Transport Business Manager) and Kathy Swallow (Senior Education Officer —
Admissions)

SLB-90 MINUTES

RESOLVED - that the minutes of the meetings of the Scrutiny Leadership
Board held on 16 September 2009 and 24 September 2009 be confirmed and
signed by the Chairman.

SLB-91 APOLOGY FOR ABSENCE

Councillor J.A. Francis

SLB-92 DECLARATION OF INTEREST/PARTY WHIP

None.

SLB-93 UPDATE ON THE FIRST POINT RECOMMENDATIONS

The report of the Head of Customer Services & Business Transformation gave the
Board an update on the progress made against their recommendations in respect of
First Point Telford and the Cabinet’s response.

RECOMMENDATION 1: CONTINUAL MONITORING OF FIRST POINT TELFORD
TO ENSURE THAT THE APPROPRIATE RANGES OF SERVICES ARE
PROVIDED TO THE PUBLIC

Since opening in February 2009, First Point Telford had helped over 4,600
customers. An analysis of the services that had been used was shown in Appendix
2 of the report and the outcomes of customer visits, with debt and benefits advice
enquiries creating the largest demand in Appendix 3.

Whilst it was recognised that First Point Telford had limited capacity for expansion,
additional services had been introduced, as set out in Appendix 4 of the report.
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RECOMMENDATION 2: THE CABINET CONSIDER PROVIDING A PERMANENT
POINT OF CONTACT FOR COUNCIL SERVICES IN THE TOWN CENTRE
VICINITY

The creation of a One Stop Shop on the Ground Floor of Civic Offices had been
agreed by Cabinet on 21%' July 2009 with the aim of it being opened on 1% March
2010. Cabinet would shortly be asked to agree that, initially, the One Stop Shop
would be open: Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Friday 8:30 am to 6:00 pm;
Thursday 8:30 am to 8:00 pm; Saturday 9:00 am to 1:00 pm. This would be
reviewed on an ongoing basis to ensure that, subject to affordability, the service met
the needs of customers. In addition, the Cabinet would be asked to continue with
the funding for the Citizens Advice Bureau, to allow it to continue to provide debt and
welfare advice through the One Stop Shop.

In addition to the Council services currently provided, a range of partners and
additional Council functions would also provide services at the One Stop Shop, as
set out in the report.

RECOMMENDATION 3: THE CABINET CONSIDERS THE USE OF LIBRARY
FACILITIES TO OFFER A FIRST POINT OF CONTACT FOR COUNCIL
SERVICES THROUGHOUT THE BOROUGH; ESPECIALLY IN AREAS WHERE
THE LIBRARY IS USED ON A PART TIME BASIS.

In their response to this recommendation, the Cabinet had stated that a review of
Leisure and Culture was being undertaken by Northgate Kendric Ash and the
Business Efficiency Team and they had been asked to consider this
recommendation as part of their review. It was now anticipated that the review’s
findings would be reported in January 2010.

The report also detailed the further developments under way, including a ‘Making
Ends Meet’ Booklet, the development of the Corporate Contact Centre and changes
to the Council’s website. A copy of the Booklet had also been sent to all Members
as it provided good signposting information.

Councillor A.A. Mackenzie emphasised the need for there to be a planning presence
in the One Stop Shop and for an increased use of electronic access to information.
The Customer Services Manager responded that this was currently dependent upon
the implementation of the new planning system but it was the intention under Phase
2 of First Point Telford to consider the closure of Darby House as a public reception
including the transfer of planning services to the One Stop Shop.

Councillor Mackenzie also requested information on the number of users of First
Point as a direct result of the economic recession. The Customer Services Manager
explained that this level of analysis was not possible but referred Councillor
Mackenzie to Appendix 3 of the report which showed a breakdown of the issues
dealt with by the Citizens Advice Bureau staff and those by the Revenues & Benefits
staff. In addition, the Scrutiny Manager said that Members could be provided with a
copy of the usage information from the customer satisfaction perspective.
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Both the Board and the Customer Services Manager commended the staff of First
Point for their work in setting up the facility in the Telford Library. Whilst welcoming
the developments set out in the report, the Chairman stressed the importance of
appropriate access being available in Civic Offices. He said that the current location
was very useful for people also going to the Shopping Centre and expressed some
concern that the usage could decrease if First Point Telford was moved.

Members welcomed the development of First Point but commented that the Council
also needed to improve its other methods of providing information to people. The
Customer Services Manager agreed and informed them that a new Council website
would be going live in April 2010. This would be customer focussed and give a high
profile to those areas people most needed to access. In conclusion, the Chairman
asked that a further progress report be brought to the Board at an appropriate date.

RESOLVED - That the progress made against the recommendations of the
Scrutiny Leadership Board be noted.

SLB-94 UPDATE ON IMLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS FROM
SCRUTINY SCHOOL TRAVEL REPORT

At its meeting on 24 September, 2009 the Board had received an update report on
those recommendations that had not yet been completed or where no update had
been provided by the responsible officer. As no such update had been provided in
respect of the Review of School Travel, the responsible officers had been invited to
attend this meeting of the Board to provide a verbal update.

The Transport Business Manager and the Traffic & Transportation Business
Manager, gave a verbal update on progress on the Review of School Travel. Overall
the ongoing provision of transport to schools was now being considered as part of
the wider transport review that was currently being undertaken by Northgate Kendric
Ash.

With regard to transport provision for children attending faith schools as the choice of
their parents, the Senior Education Officer — Admissions informed the Board that a
report was to be submitted to Cabinet in February 2010 on the issue.

With regard to the Working Group set up, it was noted that, due to organisational
changes, Community Services representation had been replaced by representation
from Children & Young People and from Environment & Regeneration. The Group
was now established and had met several times and would be writing to all schools
to establish how many Safe Routes to School had been set up.

In conclusion, the Scrutiny Manager stressed the need to for updates on reviews to

be provided as soon as the work had been completed in order that they could be
taken off the list of those requiring an update.
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SLB-95 REVIEW OF SCRUTINY ARRANGEMENTS AND SCRUTINY LEAD
MEMBERS’ APPRAISALS

The report of the Head of Finance & Audit sought approval to undertake a review of
the Scrutiny arrangements in early 2010 and to incorporate into that process the
appraisal of Lead Scrutiny Members.

The current Scrutiny arrangements, which had been in place since January 2009,
were aligned to the Council priorities with the Board currently being responsible for
scrutiny of the overarching priority of Transforming Telford & Wrekin. Each of the six
Lead Scrutiny Members on the Board was responsible for scrutiny of one of the
remaining priorities. As part of the process to assess the effectiveness of Scrutiny
and provide appropriate support to Members, an annual appraisal of Lead Scrutiny
Members had previously taken place and it was now proposed that the 2009/10
process be incorporated into the wider review.

It would be appropriate to assess the effectiveness of the current arrangements
twelve months after implementation and it was proposed that a review was
undertaken by an independent expert in Local Government Scrutiny. As well as
seeking the views of both Scrutiny/Executive Members and co-optees, the review
would seek the views of officers from the Council and partners involved in scrutiny.
A range of methods would be used including questionnaires, interviews and focus
groups. Based on the evidence gathered during the review, recommendations would
be made on possible developments for Scrutiny.

In addition, the Audit Committee had requested that a report on the effectiveness of
the Scrutiny arrangements introduced in January 2009 be made to its meeting on 30
March 2010. The focus of that report would be the role of Scrutiny in the Council’s
governance structures. In order to include the report in the wider review it would be
necessary to bring the findings of the review to the meeting of the Scrutiny
Leadership Board on 25 March 2010, which would enable any recommendations on
the scrutiny structure to be considered prior to Annual Council.

The Chairman commented that this was a very positive process and the Head of
Finance & Audit informed the Board of the intention to use Professor Steve Leech to
undertake the review of the current Scrutiny arrangements, which was supported by
Members.

RESOLVED:

(@) That the Members of the Scrutiny Leadership Board agreed to
commission and participate in a review of the Council’ Scrutiny
arrangements;

(b) That the appraisal of Lead Scrutiny Members be included in the above
review.
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SLB-96 EMPLOYEE SUGGESTION SCHEME

In 2005 Scrutiny had undertaken a review of Employee Suggestion Schemes but this
had not been accepted by the Cabinet. However, in the light of the current economic
climate, Councillors Derek White and Bob Groom, as members of the review, had
decided that now would be a good time to reconsider Employee Suggestion
Schemes as a potential money saving and service improvement initiative.

The 2005 review had been updated by revisiting Ricoh, which had been consulted
then and which Members considered to have an exemplary scheme, and by
researching Employee Suggestion Schemes in operation in other local authorities.
Concurrent with this, there was growing support for such a scheme from both the
Corporate Employee Focus Group and a range of members, including the Cabinet
Member for Policy, Performance & Partnership and the Value for Money Scrutiny
Group.

The Policy & Value for Money Manager had, therefore, submitted a report and
proposed scheme to the Cabinet of 10 November 2009, a copy of which was
appended for Members’ information. The Scrutiny members had been consulted on
the proposals and had put forward a number of recommendations which they would
like to see taken into account in the further development of the Scheme should it go
ahead.

On 10" November, Cabinet had approved the following recommendation:

e That the key principles and outline process in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of the report
be agreed; and

e That the next steps in Section 5 of the report and delegation of authority to the
Head of Policy, Performance & Partnership, following consultation with the
Cabinet Member: Policy, Performance & Partnership, to finalise details be
agreed.

The Scrutiny recommendations had been noted and the Cabinet Member for Policy,
Performance and Partnership had expressed broad support although he considered
that the second recommendation might not be possible in the current economic
climate.

The Chairman welcomed the report and emphasised the need for a system that was
appropriate to the Council to be drawn up and given due consideration before it was
introduced. The Suggestion Scheme should also be operated as a computer based
system with appropriate linkages.

SLB-97 CHAIRMAN’S UPDATE

The Chairman informed the Board that an additional Scrutiny Assembly would be
held, on a date to be confirmed, at which Members would have the opportunity to
ask questions of the Chief Executive on ‘One Council One Vision’. This was a very
important initiative in which Scrutiny should have a role.
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SLB-98 SCRUTINY FORWARD PLAN 2009-10

The updated Scrutiny Forward Plan for 2009-10 was noted by the Board.

The Scrutiny Manager reminded the Members that the meeting of the Board on 25
March 2010 was scheduled to consider the Crime & Disorder Reduction Partnership.
As this was a wide ranging area, she asked Members which areas in particular they
would wish to look at. Members suggested the following:

The results of the Dawley DPPO and an update on its operation
Crime hot spots

The expansion of CCTV

The effectiveness and efficiency of Community Support Officers
An update on work in relation to ASBOs

Given the number of issues identified, the Scrutiny Manager undertook to go back
the Crime & Disorder Reduction Partnership and identify which of the issues it would
be timely for Members to discuss.

SLB-99 COUNCIL FORWARD PLAN EDITION 98

Edition 98 of the Council’s Forward Plan was noted by the Board.

SLB-100 DATE OF NEXT MEETING

Members noted that the next scheduled meeting of the Board would take place on
Thursday, 14 January, 2010.

KEN CLARKE, HEAD OF FINANCE & AUDIT

The Chairman informed the Board that this would be the last meeting to be attended
by Ken Clarke. On behalf of the Board he wished to record their appreciation and
thanks for all the work Ken Clarke had done in establishing the Scrutiny function in
Telford & Wrekin.

The meeting ended at 5.52 p.m.
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TELFORD & WREKIN COUNCIL

SCRUTINY LEADERSHIP BOARD - 14™ JANUARY 2010

RESPONDING TO THE EMPLOYEE SURVEY 2009

REPORT OF THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE

1.

1.1

PURPOSE

To set out how the organisation has responded to the findings of the
Employee Survey carried out in 2009

2.

2.1

RECOMMENDATIONS

That the report be noted.

3.1

3.2

OUR CORPORATE RESPONSE TO THE EMPLOYEE SURVEY 2009

The Employee Survey was carried out in early Summer 2009, with
detailed results available from mid-September. The organisation’s
response to the survey’s findings has been at two levels:

- Corporate — our primary response has been to consider the results at
a ‘whole organisation’ level and it is our response at this level
which is outlined in this report;

- Service Area/Business Unit — managers and their teams have been
tasked to look at the results for their specific areas to identify areas
for change/improvement.

Our key corporate response to the Employee Survey has been to
develop ‘One Council, One Team, One Vision’ which sets out
proposals to reorganise and reshape the organisation, structurally,
operationally and culturally, to create a “a Refocused, Re-energised
and Affordable Organisation to deliver Council Priorities”. This Vision
was launched on 3 November. It set out very clearly that it was
drawing from the key messages for improvement which had emerged
from the Employee Survey where ‘headline’ messages were around
the need:

> to improve the ‘corporate glue’, break down silos and improve
teamwork and consistency across the organisation

» for clearer leadership and ownership.

» to improve communications




3.3

3.4

3.5

» to strengthen employees’ connection with the Council

> to set, articulate and deliver clearer, more tangible priorities, goals,
targets

» to focus on the factors that drive and motivate people.

Therefore, in responding to the Employee Survey to date, we have:

Set out a vision for changing and improving the way the Council works
that is based on feedback from employees and elected members. This
encompasses seeking to re-energise the organisation (Only 45% of
employees felt motivated in their present jobs)

Launched E.news, a new information newsletter for employees (only
around 50% of employees were satisfied with communications within
the Council).

Established a new Council Employee Focus Group and put in place an
engagement plan to seek views on the vision for the organisation.
Developed a new ‘One Council’ approach for the way the organisation
works to break down barriers and promote corporate working (only
34% of people feel a strong association towards the Council)
Developed a structural model that focuses more on the Council and
removes a layer that few felt strongly about (73% feel most loyal to
their teams/fellow colleagues. Only 34% overall felt a commitment to
their Portfolio)

Moved the Organisational Development function to the Corporate Core
so that it can play a more prominent and central role in making us more
effective (only 30% felt that change is managed well by managers).
Agreed to establish an Employee Suggestion Scheme so that all
employees have an opportunity to contribute ideas to change and
improve the way we work

Have taken decisions to ensure that Single Status is concluded in 2010
and that the new organisation is built on fair pay. (This was the most
commented upon free-text area in the survey).

In the Employee Survey, only 33% of employees felt that the Council
would act on the issues raised. Corporate Management Team treats
outcomes from the Employee Survey very seriously. The development
and implementation of ‘One Council, One Team, One Vision’ is a
comprehensive and fundamental response to some of the key
messages in the survey.

While we have moved very fast to progress and implement this vision
for the organisation, there is much still to be done through 2010 to
change the way the Council operates and improve the impact it makes.
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1. INTRODUCTION

We decided to carry out a review of the Bus Service in Telford & Wrekin
because Members were aware of concerns raised by ward residents about
various aspects of the service and wanted to review how the Council could
support improvements to the service for the future.

The review had four main objectives:

e To address immediate and future issues of reliability and quality of
provision, and to improve the bus services in Telford & Wrekin

e To review the Quality Bus Partnership between the Council and Arriva

e To identify the needs of Telford & Wrekin with regard to bus services and
assess whether the current provision meets these needs

e To change perceptions of the bus services and increase bus patronage.

We have gathered information for this review from a number of sources,
including:

e Meetings with, or gathering views in writing from, the Bus Users Group,
Senior Citizens’ Transport Action Group, the Disability Forum, the Young
People’s Forum and other young people, the Rural Transport Users’
Group, Town and Parish Councils.

Transport Officers at Telford & Wrekin Council

Transport Officers at Shropshire Council

Representatives of Arriva Midlands

Representatives of National Express West Midlands

Community Panel survey of bus users and non-bus users

Legislation including the Local Transport Act, Telford & Wrekin’s Local
Transport Plan, Disability Discrimination Act 2005, Concessionary Travel
Act 2007.

The review coincided with the Transport Review undertaken by the Council’s
commissioned consultant, Northgate Kendric Ash. The reviews have very
different objectives: the scrutiny review focuses on the quality and reliability
aspects of the bus service provided by Arriva Midlands as the major operator
serving the borough, while the Transport Review focuses on best value
improvements and cost efficiencies to be derived from Council owned assets
and Council funded services across all wheeled transport. However, there are
some areas of common interest which include how the Council communicates
with Arriva and the subsidised routes and rural transport issues.

In reading this report, it should also be noted that the people involved in direct
face-to-face consultation constitute a small number of overall bus users. The
views expressed need to be set in the context of the total number of
passengers who are satisfied with the bus service. As is typical with this type
of study, people are more likely to come forward with complaints rather than
compliments.



Section 2 of this report summarises the information that we have gathered as
part of our review. We would like to thank all those people who have taken
the time to meet with us. We have made a number of recommendations in
Section 3 of the report which we believe will help improve the way the Council
and Arriva Midlands can work together to meet the future bus transport needs
of residents in the borough. These recommendations will be presented to the
Council’s Cabinet and to Arriva Midlands at a partnership meeting, and for
those recommendations that are accepted by the Council, we will monitor the
progress to implement them.

Scrutiny Lead Member
Councillor Roger Aveley

Other Members of Review Group:
Councillor Keith Austin

Councillor Bob Groom

Councillor Terry Kiernan

Councillor Clive Mason

Councillor Hilda Rhodes

Councillor Kuldip Sahota

Scrutiny Co-optee Lynda Baker-Oliver
Scrutiny Co-optee Dag Saunders
Scrutiny Co-optee Maurice Viney
Scrutiny Co-optee Mel Ward



2. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Telford & Wrekin Council became a unitary authority on 15' April 1998 when it
took over the highway and transport functions from Shropshire County Council
in the former Wrekin District Council area. Telford & Wrekin has a population
of around 158,325 (2001 Census) covering some 112 square miles of which
73% is classified as rural in character. The majority of the population live in
urban Telford.

Furthermore, Telford is one of the 29 new growth points announced by the
Government in October 2006. For the Council, housing, employment and
population growth are seen as vital stimulants to meet the ambitions for
Telford, and public transport has a vital role to play in ensuring economic,
social and environmental sustainability ambitions are met.

Nationally, buses account for over two thirds of all journeys made by public
transport, connecting people to education, employment, leisure, goods and
services, friends and family. High-quality bus services can provide an
attractive alternative to the private car so buses can contribute to a wide range
of local authority goals: tackling social exclusion, supporting a vibrant
economy and helping with the fight against climate change.

This supports sub-priority 4 “Improving Access, Mobility and Public Transport”

of the Council’s Priority Plan for “Maintaining a High Quality, Attractive and

Sustainable Environment”:

e Design and manage a transport network which supports sustainable
economic growth and promotes sustainable travel

¢ Reduce social exclusion and optimise accessibility to local facilities
including healthcare, education and employment in Telford Town Centre,
Borough Town and the rural area

e Increase public satisfaction levels with public transport

In Telford & Wrekin, Arriva Midlands (known as Arriva in this report) is almost
the sole commercial bus operator servicing the borough.

2.1 Regulation of Bus Services
Bus services were de-regulated and taken out of local authority control
and into private ownership in 1985. Bus operators are now registered
and licensed to operate individual routes and regulated by the Traffic
Commissioners, completely outside local authority control. Nationally
there are seven Traffic Commissioners appointed by the Secretary of
State for Transport who have responsibility in their area for (amongst
other things) the registration of local bus services. Any operator
meeting the Traffic Commissioner’s requirements can register to
operate a route and run the service at their own risk.

Contractual redress for poor performance on commercial routes is
done through the Traffic Commissioners. The Traffic Commissioners
monitor performance and have powers of enforcement over operators
for failure of service, including revoking registrations and licences and
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2.2

imposing fines. However, these can be blunt instruments. Traffic
Commissioners are able to set a fine on the whole company but not on
an individual route and often this means that they are reluctant to use
this power as it could prohibitively affect the viability of the business.
Similarly, they can restrict the operator’s licence but this would mean
reduced services for passengers. In practice, the Traffic
Commissioners are only likely to take remedial action in cases of very
severe non-performance.

This is an important point. We found that there is still a prevailing
perception amongst some members of the public that the bus services
are within Council control when this is not the case.

The position is different on non-commercial routes which are
subsidised and contracted out by the Council on a competitive tender
basis and are currently operated in Telford & Wrekin by Arriva.
Subsidised routes still have to be registered with the Traffic
Commissioner, but the authority specifies the routes, times and service
frequency, and has powers of sanction for breaches of contract terms.

A major concern for regular and infrequent passengers alike is the
punctuality and reliability of services. The reason for poor punctuality
may lie either with the bus operator, the local traffic authority (the
Council), or a combination of the two. Operators have control over
issues such as mechanical problems and staffing issues, but often poor
traffic management which is the responsibility of the local traffic
authority (such as badly coordinated road works) also contributes to
poor performance. Therefore, partnership working is essential to
ensuring that passengers have bus services that they can really
depend on.

Most authorities manage network and route development/improvement
through non-contractual partnership arrangements with operator/s. In
Telford & Wrekin this is done through the Quality Bus Partnership
which is described in the next section of this report. Under these
voluntary arrangements, it is up to the operator to provide a reliable,
affordable, high-quality service for passengers and up to the local
authority to provide infrastructure such as bus lanes, traffic
management, bus shelters and accessible kerbs, dependent on the
availability of funding and priorities.

There is no “magic formula” for this, and one of the objectives of the
Local Transport Act 2008 has been to try to provide local authorities
with a wider range of options to help them meet local people’s transport
needs.

The Local Transport Act 2008
The Local Transport Act 2008 lays out various options for working
arrangements between local authorities and bus operators:



2.2.1

2.2.2

2.2.3

Voluntary Partnership Agreements

These are voluntary agreements where local authorities and bus
operators agree to work in partnership to improve bus services. The
local transport authority undertakes to provide particular facilities such
as to install new bus lanes, invest in bus shelters or to do other things
of benefit to passengers, while the operator undertakes to provide
services to a particular standard, to invest in new vehicles and to
increase frequencies on particular routes. There are no contractual
obligations on either side and effective voluntary partnerships usually
depend on strong leadership.

Quality Partnership Schemes (QPS)

A Quality Partnership Scheme is very similar to a Voluntary Partnership
Agreement except that the council providing the “facilities” and
operators wishing to use those facilities must undertake to provide
services to a particular “standard” specified in the scheme. A QPS may
have slightly more robust standards than a voluntary agreement, but
these are no more legally binding than the voluntary agreements.

In Telford & Wrekin, the Quality Bus Partnership (QBP) is the main
mechanism for managing the Council’s relationship with Arriva. This
fits somewhere between the Voluntary Partnership Agreement and the
Quality Partnership Scheme. The QBP was formed in 1999 and
enjoyed early success with the development of the Quality Bus Routes
funded though the Urban and Rural Bus Challenge. Telford & Wrekin
Council, Arriva Midlands and rail companies Wrexham & Shropshire
railways, Arriva Midlands North and London Midland are all members
of the QBP. There is a loose set of agreements relating to service
standards and routes between each party, but these are not legally
binding. Consultation with Arriva on the Local Transport Plan happens
through the QBP as does the joint Data Quality Sharing agreement and
specific consultation around the Bus Punctuality Improvement
Partnership (PIP) which was established as a requirement of the Local
Transport Plan. Other lines of communication with Arriva are covered
later in this report.

Quality Contract Schemes (QCS)

A QCS involves replacing the existing deregulated market with a
system of contracts. Under a QCS, the local transport authority
specifies the bus services that are to be provided in the area of the
scheme, and invites tenders from operators to provide those services
under contract. At face value this would appear to give local authorities
more clout, but in practice could be prohibitively more expensive and
onerous for local authorities to set up and operate and would only be
worth considering in a multi-operator area. The QCS would be much
less attractive to a commercial operator, and the risk to authorities with
a sole incumbent operator is that if the work were to be tendered out,
no bidders would come forward.



2.3

The Act allows regions to undertake governance reviews and establish
Integrated Transport Authorities (ITAs) as a body to govern transport
for a particular region/sub-region, and to allow for the establishment of
Quality Contracts. A West Midlands Transport Governance Review is
currently being led by Centro (the Passenger Transport
Executive/Authority for the Metropolitan Area) on behalf of the whole
West Midlands region and although the results of the review have not
been finally published, prevailing opinion seems to be that it will not
recommend any significant changes across the region. This does not
preclude authorities working together to look at different governance
arrangements in their area.

No authorities in the country have progressed setting up an Integrated
Transport Authority yet except for Passenger Transport Authorities in
Metropolitan Areas which became ITA’s by default in February 2009 as
part of the Local Transport Act. The creation of an ITA would not
directly give the Council greater powers or control over Arriva (or other
operators), and although it would allow Quality Contracts to be
established where quality of bus fleet, frequencies etc. are specified,
these take a long time to establish and would cost the authority more
money rather than less. A Quality Contract may enable the Council to
lay out the rules operators would need to abide by to run services along
that route, but the operator would have the right to challenge the
contract rules. As Arriva operates safe, efficient, compliant buses there
would be no gain in pursuing a Quality Contract at this point.

Development of the Bus Network in Telford & Wrekin

The development of the bus network in Telford & Wrekin was originally
part funded by national Urban and Rural Bus Challenge funding. Along
with funding from the Local Transport Plan, this enabled Arriva and the
Council to work together to develop a series of Quality Bus Routes
across the borough. The combined funding covered the procurement
of buses, improvements to the highway with bus only lanes and kerb
improvements. This “kick-started” the Quality Bus Routes which Arriva
took over as fully commercial routes once the market had been
sufficiently developed. At this time the Council procured two buses for
use on the 76 and 77 routes which are operated by Arriva.

The initial funding meant that the 3% p.a. decline in bus patronage
during the 1990s was turned around to a 20% growth from 1999-2006
and the authority won national recognition as a Beacon authority for
transport (the only authority to achieve two transport awards) and as a
Centre of Excellence for local transport delivery. However, the end of
the Urban and Rural Bus Challenge has resulted in a decline in the
patronage growth trend in recent years reflecting the lack of investment
in routes.

Funding for transport is now allocated nationally to local authorities to

deliver Local Transport Plans. This is a statutory document which must
be produced by each Local Transport Authority in England. It sets out
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2.4

2.5

2.5.1

2.5.2

the transport policies and programmes of the Local Transport Authority
(the Council) and the associated targets and performance indicators
over a five-year period.

Local Transport Plan

Telford & Wrekin is now part way though delivery of its second Local
Transport Plan (LTP2) which covers the period 2006-2011. In 2006,
the Department for Transport rated the LTP2 as good. It sets out 5 key
transport objectives, including improving accessibility to ensure people
can reach the services they need, recognising that the ability of people
to access places of work, education, health care, shopping, leisure and
other opportunities has a real impact on peoples’ quality of life.

There are 2 funding strands in the LTP which are for highways
maintenance and integrated transport. These have funded
improvements to public transport facilities in the borough such as bus
only lanes in the town centre, rail station highway improvements, the
new Wellington Bus Station, refreshing key quality bus routes in the
borough, rolling out the Transportal terminals and providing low-floor
accessible facilities at some bus stops. The funding allocations are
confirmed in three year settlements and the current settlement period
ends in March 2011. The next LTP will be written next year and
submitted at the end of 2010. Funding is not allocated for the purchase
of new buses as this would not be a sustainable, long-term benefit to
the Council.

Current Bus Services

Bus services in the borough are made up of commercial and non-
commercial routes. Arriva currently operates almost all the commercial
routes in the borough. The Council funds non-commercial routes either
as contracts which are tendered out for bidders to operate on behalf of
the Council, or through its own in-house fleet management service
which is provide a flexible mix of demand responsive and community
buses. Under the Local Transport Act, the Council has a statutory duty
to provide services where there is a social necessity but the route is not
commercially viable. Across the 112 square miles of Telford and
Wrekin, 73% is classified as rural in character. With the vast majority of
the population living in the urban area of Telford, providing transport to
fulfil the needs of the rural community poses a particular challenge.
Services are provided in the following ways:

Commercial routes
Arriva Midlands operates the commercially viable routes, the Quality
Bus Routes, as a private operator independent of the Council.

Subsidised routes

Non-commercially viable routes are subsidised by the Council and put
out to competitive tender. Arriva currently operates all subsidised
routes with the exception of the 701/02/03 school buses which are run
by Elcocks. The cost of subsidised services for 2008/09 was £632,867,
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including a £120,000 contribution from Children and Young People for
the Elcocks service. The subsidised routes are:

822 Rodington/Roden
76/77 Coalbrookdale

66 Wellington to the Town Centre which becomes the 23 and
splits for Oakengates

44 Madeley/Wellington/Leegomery - night time

33 Brookside/Muxton - night time and weekends

55 Wellington/Trench/Donnington — night time and weekends

11/22 Sutton Hill/Madeley - night time and weekends

519 Shrewsbury to Newport (Shropshire pay 36% of the subsidy)

341/342 Telford to Market Drayton - Telford & Wrekin Council
pays Shropshire County Council 50% of the subsidy.

The commercial and subsidised routes are shown below.
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2.5.3 Integrated Transport
e Fleet Management Services (FMS) branded as Integrated Transport
is the in-house transport provider for the Council, operating 43 fully
accessible mini-buses for Education & Social Care, transporting
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both adults and children with various disabilities to schools and
centres around Telford & Wrekin.

In addition to these core operations other services are provided
where access to conventional transport is not easily available in the
form of Dial-a-Ride giving people in urban areas access to services
such as doctors, dentists and shopping.

Wrekin Connect serves outlying rural areas providing essential
transport links, terminating at key centres such as Telford and
Wellington, linking with main line bus services to other towns.
Twister operates on demand for people living in two zones: Little
Wenlock-Wrockwardine and Ercall Magna-Rodington-Waters Upton
parishes, terminating at key centres in Telford and Wellington with
connections to main bus routes.

Local Community Buses also provide similar links to Asda,

Morrison’s, Wellington Baths and district centres such as
Oakengates and Madeley.

e Vehicles are also used by youth groups and others affiliated to the

council.
2.6 Performance Indicators
BV104: Satisfaction with Local Bus Services
Measured in the Place Survey and the Citizen’s Survey
Target 09/10 10/11 11/12 Qutturn 06/07 07/08 08/09
62% 53% 63% 59% 61% 52%
Citizen’s Panel Survey, April 2009: Bus Satisfaction
Base Gender Age Group Disability Ethnicity Community Cluster
§2] o o 02} ] + ] = < = b c £ = £
5 S |E sl |8 5 |5 2 | £ 853|823
2 ) - | < ° & | O 2|2 |28 |&
g - z 2 | @ z |5 |29 |3
Q = = o ° o
= =13 = le|F
< =
w
=
s}
Yo Yo Y% Y% | % Y% Y% Yo Y% | % Yo | %o | % | % | %
To what Strongly 10 12 8 0| 10 11 11 8 10 7 8| 10| 10| 11| 13
extentdo you | agree
agree or Agree 50 51 48 42 | 49| 50 49 | 53 48 | 61 54 | 46 | 52 | 53 | 27
disagree that
bus services Neither 20 15| 25 50 | 20 17 20| 13 20 | 17 16| 15| 26| 17| 20
within Telford
& Wrekin Disagree 13 16 11 8| 17 13 15| 13 14 | 10 14| 22 6| 11| 27
meet your
travel Strongly 5 5/ 5 o] 4] 5 4] 9 5| 2 8] 6| 3] 6] 0
requirements? | disagree
Don't 2 2 3 0 0 3 2 5 3 2 0 1 3 2|13
know
Base 282 152 | 129 11| 71| 157 199 | 64 240 | 41 37| 72| 94| 64| 15
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N177: Number of local bus passenger journeys

Target 08/09 09/10 10/11 Qutturn 07/08 8 month | Predicted
08/09
6,477,000 | 6,513,000 | 6,549,000 6,035,000 | 4,075,000 | 6,007,000

2.7

National Indicator BV104 (customer satisfaction) in 2007-08 showed
that 59% were satisfied with local bus services overall, and 18% were
dissatisfied. This figure for 2008-09 is being compiled and is within
0.3% of the average of Telford & Wrekin’s family group of comparable
authorities, ranking 4™ in the group of 14 or 15 authorities.

As part of the review, a survey was conducted with the Community
Panel. The results of this are attached as Appendix 1 to this report. In
answer to the question “To what extent do you agree or disagree that
bus services within Telford & Wrekin meet your travel requirements?”
10% strongly agreed, 50% agreed, 20% neither agreed nor disagreed,
13% disagreed and 5% strongly disagreed and 2% did not know.

Similarly, Arriva undertakes its own annual customer satisfaction
survey. The 2008 survey showed that in the UK as a whole, 61% were
either satisfied or extremely satisfied with the service and in Telford &
Wrekin this figure was 59% which is inline with our own Community
Panel Survey.

Transport Review

The scrutiny review coincided with the Transport Review undertaken by
the Council’s appointed service review partners Northgate Kendric Ash.
The terms of reference for the Transport Review are to recommend
service efficiency improvements and value for money savings that
could be made from Council funded/run provision, largely around
integrated transport, adult and children’s social care, schools transport,
community transport, bus subsidies, transport information and
management of transport The scope of the review did not include a
qualitative analysis of the commercial service operated by Arriva
Midlands which is the main focus of the scrutiny review.

The two reviews are therefore not in conflict. The recommendations of
the Transport Review will take time to implement, and the scrutiny
Members will be consulted on the development and implementation of
recommendations so that evidence gathered as part of the scrutiny
review will be fed in as actions are progressed.

-13 -




3. KEY ISSUES

As part of the review, we consulted a number of bus user groups to explore
their views of the bus service. These included:

The Bus Users Group

The Senior Citizens’ Transport Action Group

The Disability Forum

The Young People’s Forum, and wider work through the Active
Involvement Service

e The Rural Transport Users’ Group

e Town and Parish Councils

Additionally, we conducted a Community Panel survey of bus users and non-
users to get a broader view of public opinion from a wider sample.

Inevitably with this type of review, there were some common themes that
emerged, but there was also a large amount of anecdotal evidence put
forward about individual experiences which could be “one-off” occurrences
affecting a particular passenger at a particular time, and not symptomatic of a
wider spread issue. It should also be borne in mind that the user groups
consulted may represent bus users with specific needs and interests, and
these need to be set in the wider context of the Community Panel survey as
representing a wider cross-section of the bus user community.

3.1 Reliability and Punctuality
Reliability and punctuality were issues raised by all groups consulted,
with comments about buses not sticking to timetables, running early or
late and missing out parts of routes. The 55 route was adversely
disrupted by road works during 2008 and this is reflected in the
comments we received.

There are 2 national indicators relating to reliability and punctuality
which both show an improvement for 2008-09 compared to 2007-08.

N178: Bus services running on time (non-frequent services on-time)

07/08 08/09
76% average 80.5% average

N178b Bus Services running on time — excess waiting

07/08 08/09
1.72 min average | 1.04 min average

Comments of Consultees
e Changes to services are not publicised so people cannot rely on the
service e.g. No. 55, Trench.
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Scheduled buses were noted as missing from routes 55, 22, 33 in
July 2008

There were various issues of unreliability with 66, 55, 44, 481 routes
and overcrowding in the morning

A Member had received many complaints about the 55 from
residents.

The last 55 bus did not arrive one day and a Member had to take a
taxi home.

The 55 to the hospital is not reliable.

55 route still poor and missing parts of the route. (Lilleshall &
Donnington)

55 misses out part of the route. (Lawley & Overdale)

The 55 is not a good or reliable bus route.

There have been problems with the 44 and 55 routes, especially
with the road works caused by the gas works.

The 44 is an excellent service although there can be long waits in
the town centre. A through route to the hospital is needed.
Buses don’t run to timetable - run late and leave early and people
can miss connections. (Lawley & Overdale)

Services do not always stick to the published timetable or can be
taken off altogether. There is often a problem with the 33 on a
Saturday at 5.30pm. Problems are exacerbated by road works.

A bus was missed at 7.04pm on 14/03/09 from Ainsdale Drive
because it left 4 minutes ahead of the scheduled timetable.

The 99 service is bad when the route is not congested

A 22 from Sutton Hill running 10 minutes late changed route when
the bus following caught it up.

Drivers unhelpful and timetables are not kept to

The 481 constantly fails to call in at Lamb Corner, Wrockwardine
Wood leaving passengers waiting. There have been problems with
this service for several years despite letters of complaint to Arriva.
The 33 & 44 are very good, the 481 is faster and reliable.

The 44 is an excellent service (although there can be long waits in
the town centre)

The 44 bus from the Town Centre does not always stop at the
railway station

The Donnington bus is usually very punctual

No notification of bus stop closure during road-works

Buses leave stops early

Buses pull into and depart from the wrong bays at the bus station
without an announcement being made.

Community Panel Survey Results:

The overall results of the Community Panel survey on punctuality
showed generally good levels of satisfaction.

“How do you rate the punctuality of the buses in general?”
Very good 30%
Good 46%
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Neither good nor poor 17%

Poor 4%
Very poor 3%
Base 273
e “In an average week, how often, if any, do buses run late?”
Never 5%
Almost never 27%
Sometimes 39%
Most of the time 7%
All of the time 1%
Don’t know 21%
Base 270

e “What is the average length of time you have to wait for the delayed
bus?”

Less than 5 minutes 26%
5-10 minutes 49%
10-20 minutes 19%
20-30 minutes 5%
30 minutes - 1 hour 1%
Base 193

Comments from Arriva

During 2008 services overall were not as reliable as they could have
been. Arriva failed to operate 1% of their mileage which although a low
percentage, is a large number of journeys given the number of
frequency of bus routes in Telford. Arriva shares the same aims as the
Council and Councillors for the local bus services — to move people
around as efficiently and cheaply as possible, and there is a joint
responsibility to do this.

There are a number of factors that contributed to the poor reliability and
they are not all within the control of Arriva. For example, there were an
inordinate amount of road works by utilities companies in Telford during
2008-09 which have disrupted services. Route 55 was particularly
disrupted by road works which meant the buses could not adhere to the
usual frequency.

Arriva feels that the Council is very poor at providing them with
advance notification of road works which makes it difficult for Arriva to
plan in advance to mitigate disruption. The utility companies must
inform the Council of their work, but the Council rarely passes this
information on. Other authorities are much better at providing advance
notification. As an example, the traffic lights on route 55 were meant to
be in operation for only part of the day, but this was not enforced by the
Council so the lights operated all day and led to more delays than
necessary. Arriva was also given 3 separate dates when the road
works would be finished which made planning for resuming normal
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3.2

service difficult. Arriva acknowledged that there had been a bad patch
with the 55 but all the issues had been resolved and the service is now
running well.

Reliability was also affected by an acute driver shortage mid-year in
2008. Some temporary drivers were brought in from other areas to
cover the shortage where possible. Drivers work on 1 week notice, but
it takes 8 weeks to train new drivers. This situation has now stabilised
and there are no staffing or recruitment problems in the current climate
so the workforce is expected to be much more stable in the coming
year.

In 9 out of 10 cases non-arrival of a bus is due to breakdown, and in
these cases buses are not taken off a route to replace the broken
vehicle but are replaced by buses standing in the bus station to
minimise further disruption.

There are problems with vandalism in some areas, including vandalism
of bus stops but also towards and on buses e.g. bricks thrown through
bus windows. For example in March 2009, there were 2 instances of
bricks thrown through bus windows in Woodside, one resulting in the
hospitalisation of the driver. This meant these buses were not
available on that day, and that we were a driver short for a period of
time. Vandalism is not tolerated on buses, and by the end of the year,
all vehicles will be equipped with CCTV, but there needs to be a better
level of management of vandalism in the urban areas of Telford.

Routes and route planning

There were various issues raised about routes and route planning by
people interviewed. The scope of the review did not by any means
include a detailed analysis of gaps or potential markets for services, but
does provide a snap shot of public opinion as to where the people
interviewed would like to see more or different services.

Arriva is currently undertaking a route review and developing proposals
for a new network which will come into force in Spring 2010. As a
commercial operator, there is an imperative for Arriva to review the
routes as a commercial exercise, although as some of the routes are
subsidised, the Council has some influence over those routes. 80% of
services that Arriva run are commercial services in the more urban
areas with the highest passenger numbers and the most frequent
journeys. The remaining 20% are rural services, mostly supported by
Telford & Wrekin and Shropshire Councils. Arriva will look for
assistance to provide services to rural areas where the population is
insufficient to sustain the service.

The issue with the subsidised services is that they try to do everything
for everybody which means that passengers on the current routes can
take a very long time to get to their destination. Historically, the

subsidised routes have been tendered out to replace like with like, but
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a more strategic approach is now being taken with the development of
a Subsidised Bus strategy. The idea is to straighten routes out (the
66/76 and 77 for example) so that they can be developed and taken
over as commercially viable routes, and to make sure the west of
Telford as a population growth point is serviced. Performance
indicators for proximity to bus routes need to be met, and where the
Council is unable to provide a subsidised route it works with parish
councils to run community buses using the Council’s fleet during
downtime.

The comments and information gathered during the course of this
review will be presented to officers in Transport and to Arriva to feed
into Arriva’s route review and the development of the business case for
the Council’'s demand responsive services for rural areas.

Summary of comments:

e There is a perception of a lack of regular through-services to the
hospital and the railway station especially from changes to the 55
service. In fact the 44 runs every 10 minutes to the hospital and all
the Quality Bus Routes call at Telford Central.

e There is a lack of services in rural areas.

e There is a need for more Sunday and later services.

e There is a need for a more joined-up approach between
regeneration, planning and transport so that the transport
infrastructure is properly integrated into new developments,
especially developing a Quality Bus Route on the west of Telford
where housing growth is happening.

Specific points raised:

Hospital and rail station services

e Loss of the 55 service to the hospital

e Services to the hospital. Changes to the 55 service have made
travel to the hospital much more difficult for residents of Hadley,
Trench, Donnington and beyond

e Very poor service to PRH with passengers having to catch two
buses

e Lack of a direct service between Shifnal and Newport to PRH

A more frequent 55 service when attending appointments at the

hospital

Reconsider bus access to PRH

Direct routes to PRH

A direct bus service to both PRH and RSH

The 55 does not always stop at the railway station

The 55 Sunday service should run at least every hour

Sunday and evening services

e There is no bus service after 11.00pm for people going out or
working late shifts in the town centre

e There are not enough Sunday services
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Perhaps a need for a later bus service after 10.45 to serve shift
workers

More buses on Sundays and bank holidays

More early morning/late evening buses

33 route not fully served in the evenings or on Sundays

The 66 does not start early enough

Insufficient Sunday service from Priorslee

Rural services

In the longer-term, bus routes need to be planned to service new
residential developments and demographic changes

Problem for college & university students who live in rural areas
have problems accessing transport, and there are inflexible hours.
Rural areas lack bus services

Rodington is not very well served by bus services but the recent
introduction of the New Twister Bus has gone some way to solving
some of the problems.

Rodington Parish Council recently made representations to have
the 519 service diverted from Haughton Cross Roads through
Somerwood to Sunningdale, and to then take the 822 service route
back up to Roden to continue its journey on its original Route. This
would provide a passenger catchment of Drury Lane, Somerwood,
Rodington Heath and Rodington Village, with only an additional
extra less than 2 route miles. This suggestion was rejected by
Arriva on the basis that the lane used by the 822 was too narrow
and it would cause passengers from Roden to have to walk to the
corner of the lane rather than have a direct service. The population
of the Rodington far exceeds that of Roden so we think this
suggestion needs further investigation

WR69 service to start at 10.43 instead of 11.43 at New Works
WR69 to stop at Wrekin Retail Park (Wellington) for all runs or at a
minimum on a Tuesday or a Friday.

Twister service from Little Wenlock to call at Wrekin Retail Park
Service to and from Ironbridge is too limited

Poor service from Dothill

No buses to Halesfield

Not enough buses from Horsehay to Telford Town Centre

A service from Leegomery to Donnington

Earlier buses and connections to Much Wenlock

Route planning and infrastructure

We need to look at providing routes on the west of Telford, greener
buses etc. This will contribute to the Council’s climate change
agenda.

We need to invest in public transport in order to ensure sustainable
transport is the key to accessing the new town centre and ensure
that there is a high quality bus station in a key location in the new
town centre.
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We need to develop a quality bus route in the west of Telford to
serve Lawley and Lightmoor and improve access to Ironbridge and
the World heritage site

Bus routes need to be planned alongside the Town Centre and
Borough Town developments

There are issues around transport planning and housing
developments in Telford & Wrekin that need to be addressed. Old
estates such as Sutton Hill are not suited to bus provision as
residents have to walk to the ring road around the estate to get to a
bus stop. New developments also seem to be designed around cul-
de-sacs leading off a central spine road, for example in Lawley,
which makes bus routes less easily accessible for residents

The Sutton Hill service only runs anti-clockwise so people cannot
get to the surgery. Residents have been told by Arriva that they will
not change this as it would be too dangerous for people crossing
the road to get to the bus stop on the opposite side

Lack of a direct service from Sutton Hill to Telford Town Centre
With the new Lawley Square in development and suggestions about
bringing in a bus link to Lawley from Horeshay & Lightmoor we
have yet to see hard evidence of a terminus being incorporated into
the plan. We need more joined up thinking from planning,
regeneration etc. to get the infrastructure correct from the offset.
Lack of services between residential areas and main industrial
areas.

Cross border services

Poor service from Rodington to Telford and Shrewsbury. Problem
for Rodington/Roden residents wishing to travel to Shrewsbury.
Most people drive to the Park and Ride, but many elderly residents
cannot drive. The only Bus Service is the 519 from Roden, a walk of
1.5 + miles along country lanes. The first bus of the day, the 822 to
Telford is at 1103 and takes an hour to arrive at Telford. If the 0910
service starting from Roden was extended to start from Rodington
then this would provide an additional service. No services from the
village in the evenings either by the Twister or the 822 service.
Cross-boundary co-operation to provide a service to Shrewsbury is
needed.

More direct services from Wellington, Services to Shrewsbury and
Newport are very difficult, and more timetables should be available
in Wellington

More regular Newport-Shrewsbury service

Regular service from Wellington to Shrewsbury

ther

There is no service to the crematorium in Priorslee

44 is a good service but some have been taken off

Residents have to catch 2 buses to get into Wellington from the
Dawley Bank area when the bus travels down the adjacent West
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Centre Way where no residents live, but this happens to be the
quickest route

e Trench is well served but some areas of Ketley only have 2 buses a
day

e The 33 should go to Brookside on Sundays so that the 11 is not

crowded

Have the 33 go through Brookside on a Sunday

No direct route from Leegomery to Hadley

Better service for West Street, St Georges as it finishes at 2pm

Better services from Dawley

Better services to Edgmond

Later buses back to Newport when AFC Telford are playing at home

Community Panel Survey Results
The Community Panel Survey asked several questions about the kind
of journeys that passengers make and the convenience of the routes.

The overwhelming majority of bus journeys made by Community Panel
members are for leisure purposes with relatively small numbers using
the bus on a regular basis.

e What journeys do you make on the bus?

For leisure 90%

To work 17%

To college 3% (the survey audience was over
age 18)

Base

e How often do you use the bus?

Daily 4%

Several times a week 13%
Less than once a week 12%
Less that once a month 17%
Not in the last 12 months 55%
Base 617

Most journeys (77%) were made on weekdays off-peak, most regular
journeys (83%) were on a direct route with most (58%) having a service
at intervals of 20 minutes or less. In response to the question “Does
the bus timetable coincide with when you want / need to travel?” 80%
relied yes.

In response to the question for non-bus users “Why did you stop using
the bus service?” out of 203 people who gave a reason, 57 said
because the journey time is too slow, 28 said their required route is not
available, 31 said there is a lack of a direct service and 57 said that
alternative forms of transport are more convenient.
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3.3

Condition of the Vehicles

The review found that the condition and cleanliness of vehicles was an
issue for bus users, and that there is a perception that the fleet in
Telford & Wrekin is older than in other areas.

Some typical comments made to the Members were:

e The bus fleet in Telford & Wrekin seems to be older than in other
areas

e The 33 is one of the main routes through Donnington but uses very
old vehicles

e C(Cleanliness and litter is a problem on some buses particularly after
school runs. Examples of chewing gum and an orange on seats
were given

e |t was noted that there are no litter bins on the buses

e Cleanliness is generally poor with a lot of litter on the buses

It was however acknowledged that litter on buses is not only a matter
for Arriva, but one of wider public responsibility for keeping the buses
clean and the culture of litter dropping is largely to blame. It was
acknowledged that the turnaround of buses makes cleaning difficult,
and that drivers cannot watch passengers as they need to concentrate
on the road, and not all parts of the bus are visible in the driver’s mirror.

Community Panel Survey Results

In reply to the question in the Community Panel Survey “If you could
improve one thing about the bus service, what would it be?” 21 people
out of 252 cited cleaner buses and in better repair.

In terms of comfort and cleanliness of the buses, the results of the
Community Panel Survey showed that the majority of respondents
rated each as good as follows:

e “How do you rate the overall comfort of the buses?”

Very good 7%
Good 45%
Neither good nor poor 32%
Poor 13%
Very poor 2%
Don’t know 1%
Base 273

e “How do you the overall cleanliness of the buses?”

Very good 6%
Good 40%
Poor 16%
Very poor 6%
Don’t know 1%
Base 270

Comments from Arriva
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3.4

Arriva undertakes annual surveys of passengers and the main issues
that come out of this are punctuality and reliability. The quality of
buses does not appear to be a high priority for customers, based on
these surveys. Older vehicles can be as reliable, or more reliable, than
new models, so the age of the vehicles being used in Telford is not an
issue. The average age of Arriva fleets in the Midlands is 7.5 years,
and the majority of the Telford fleet are 6 years old. The normal
lifespan of a bus is 15 years.

The buses are cleaned externally and internally each night, however,
as they are out for at least 10 hours each day they do become dirty
again during the day. A deep clean is carried out every 6 months.
Maintaining cleanliness inside the vehicles also relies on passengers,
and the worst times are after the school runs. A trial is being run with a
cleaner in depots doing a sweep-out after school runs.

During the 15 year life of a vehicle the seats will be replaced about 3
times, and will always be replaced if they are worn or damaged as it is
an offence for the vehicle to be on the road with a damaged seat.

Arriva has just introduced 5 new vehicles on the Wolverhampton-
Telford-Shrewsbury route and is planning to introduce a number of
additional new vehicles in the near future. Investment in new stock is
difficult in the current economic climate. Any future investment in new
vehicles will need to be thoroughly researched and justified, and Arriva
would hope to see similar investment from the local authority in relation
to the roadside infrastructure, bus priority measures etc. to ensure the
network review is a success.

Views of an alternative operator about the vehicle life-cycle

As part of the review, we met representatives from National Express
West Midlands to get the views of another operator on a number of
issues. From their point of view, the average life cycle of a bus (to
make a profit) is 12-15 years and the average target age for buses is 8
years. In their experience, the public is more concerned about
cleanliness and security than the age of a bus. National Express West
Midlands currently has only 100 out of 1700 buses left that are at the
end of their life span and these are all about to be decommissioned
and replaced. During the life of a bus, engine parts, chassis and
furniture can be replaced to upgrade the bus. All 2000/01 buses have
undergone a complete upgrade over the last 2 years.

Accessibility

As part of the review Members met with groups of bus users including
the elderly and people with mobility issues who may have particular
needs in relation to accessing public transport.

A key problem for elderly, disabled and people with mobility issues is

getting onto buses with steps. Between 70-80% of the fleet is now low
floor, but there are still some old buses with steps in use. Problems
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usually occur when a bus breaks down and the older vehicles with high
steps are used as replacement buses. Members heard reports of old
buses being used on the 11, 22, 23, 24, 25, 33, 76, 77 and 99 routes.
Of these, the 76 and 77 are fully subsidised and Council owned, and
the 11, 22 and 33 are partially subsidised at night times and weekends.

The following issues for elderly people, people with push chairs and
people with disabilities or mobility issues were raised:

Space allocated for push-chairs and wheelchairs is often fully
occupied by push-chairs, making the bus inaccessible for other
push-chair or wheelchair users further down the route. There was
anecdotal evidence about a wheelchair user being left at a bus stop
because the allocated space was occupied by push-chairs, and
another incident of a bus driving past a stop where a wheelchair
user was waiting, possibly because it was already full of buggies.
High steps are difficult for disabled people, parents with push-
chairs, elderly and less mobile people.

Drivers sometimes pull off before elderly and less able passengers
are seated.

There was a lack of clarity about whether mobility scooters are
allowed on the buses, and it was suggested that there should be
clear instructions about this on the buses.

Overcrowded buses (such as school and college buses) can be a
deterrent to disabled people

There is an issue with high kerbs in Donnington which means some
people cannot get onto the pavement

There was a mixed view about the helpfulness of drivers towards
disabled people

Stops are not announced for blind people, the timetable is only
available in print and there is often no room for guide dogs on the
old buses

There is no pick-up/drop-off point at the bus station for blue badge
holders

Community Panel Survey

Of 280 respondents, 10% travelled often or sometimes with a buggy
Of the 29 respondent who travel with a buggy, 58% found it easy or
very easy to get on the bus with a buggy

Out of 30 respondents who travel with a buggy, 80% had often or
occasionally not been able to get on the bus because of lack of
space for the buggy

There were 52 out of 272 respondents with a disability or mobility
issue, or with care responsibility for someone with a disability of
mobility issue.

Of these 52 respondents, 66% thought low steps would make travel
easier, 11% said a bus stop nearer to home would make travel
easier, 18% wanted more help from the driver to get on and off and
23% wanted dedicated seats near the door.
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3.5

3.5.1

Government legislation requires bus operators to have 50% low floor,
accessible buses by 2010 and all buses to be fully compliant by 2016.

Comments from Arriva

Arriva has already exceeded this requirement. 70% of the fleet is low-
floor and this will increase to 80% by the end of 2009 and to nearly
100% by the end of 2010, well ahead of national targets. This is ahead
of national government targets. Accessible vehicles are used as much
as possible, with step vehicles filling in where necessary e.g. if other
vehicles are temporarily out of action.

As parents with children are the 3" biggest market for Arriva, they are
concerned with their needs as passengers. However, this must be
balanced with the needs of other passengers. Drivers are trained to
ask passengers to fold up buggies to make way for wheelchair users,
but this relies on the goodwill of the public. It can be frustrating if
parents refuse to collapse their pushchairs and drivers must ask
wheelchairs users to wait for the next bus. The able elderly are the
largest market, and they can experience difficulty in getting through the
wheelchair and pushchairs at the front of the vehicles to the seats.
Drivers should not move off before passengers are seated, but they
may do so if it takes a long time for the passenger to sit down, as
waiting would delay the timetable.

On the subsidised routes, the Council will get quotes from bidders for
low-floor / new buses, but there is an issue with resources as newer
stock carries a cost and there has been no budget for this.

We have not made a specific recommendation about accessibility as
this is down to investment in new vehicles and Arriva is already ahead
of government targets for introducing compliant buses. There may be
additional training that could be undertaken with drivers to make them
more aware of the issues for older, less mobile and disabled people so
that additional care of their needs is taken.

Customer service and customer complaints

The review found 2 issues relating to customer service:
e Bus drivers’ attitudes

e Arriva’s customer complaints procedure

Bus Drivers

There were mixed views about bus drivers’ helpfulness with both
positive and negative comments. Most of the negative comments were
about drivers not being helpful towards less able bus users by finding
them space on the bus, drivers pulling off from stops before less able
people are seated and some comments about general levels of
courtesy. Some typical comments received were:
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Scrutiny Members had received complaints from ward residents
about driver attitudes

Members of the Disability Forum had experienced drivers pulling off
too quickly before they were seated which could cause falls

The Disability Forum commented that some drivers are very helpful
but some are not helpful at all

Some bus drivers are surly and unhelpful

We need patient and courteous drivers

We need bus drivers to be more polite

Drivers do not drive smoothly

A blind passenger had tried asking drivers to tell her when the bus
had arrived at her stop, but if she is travelling more than a couple of
stops the drivers tend to forget.

There were equally some positive comments:

(Some) bus drivers are polite

The politeness and helpfulness of fleet bus drivers was commented
on very favourably by Little Wenlock Parish Council

It is not drivers but the design of buggies and the attitude of the
public that creates problems.

Community Panel Survey Results

The Community Panel survey showed quite favourable opinions about
drivers.

“To what extent do you agree or disagree:
Bus drivers are generally considerate of passenger safety and
comfort?”

Strongly agree 18%
Agree 50%
Neither agree nor disagree  19%
Disagree 10%
Strongly disagree 1%
Don’t know 1%
Base 278

“To what extent do you agree or disagree:
Bus drivers are generally friendly and helpful?”

Strongly agree 21%
Agree 47%
Neither agree nor disagree  19%
Disagree 9%
Strongly disagree 3%
Don’t know 1%
Base 277

Comments from Arriva

There are 1500 drivers on the fleet and there may be some who do not
do the job properly but if they are found out, it is taken very seriously
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3.5.2

and the issue addressed as poor driver attitudes or behaviour gives
Arriva a poor reputation.

With regard to helping wheelchair users onto buses, all the driver can
do is ask people occupying the space to move or to fold up their
buggies, but it is up to the passengers to co-operate and if they refuse
then there is nothing more that the driver can do. This can be difficult
when there is no other space available.

National Express West Midlands made a similar point. Their drivers are
trained to ask people with buggies to fold them up to get on or they
may have to wait for the next bus. Drivers will ask people to move to
enable wheelchair users to get on, but it is up to the public as to
whether they move.

Suggestion for Arriva resulting from the review

Although not included as a recommendation in this report, witnesses
interviewed suggested that Arriva consider prioritising wheelchair users
for the disabled space over people with buggies which can be folded
up, and encouraging drivers to make this a priority.

Customer complaints procedure

There was some speculation about Arriva’s response to complaints,
how thoroughly complaints are investigated, and the perception that a
common response by Arriva is to deny the legitimacy of complaints. An
example was given about a complaint about the non-arrival of a bus
which Arriva had denied.

We did do an assessment of a sample number of complaints to draw
any conclusions about the level of complaints and how they are dealt
with, but did gather some anecdotal and written evidence of specific
complaints which were not considered to have been satisfactorily
managed.

The Senior Citizen’s Transport Action Group provided a file
documenting the progress of a number of complaints about the bus
service and bus stations which had been variously addressed to Arriva,
Telford & Wrekin Council, Telford & Wrekin PCT and to national
government.

The group considered Arriva’s response to the complaints
unsatisfactory. There are often long delays, initial letters of complaint
had not been replied to and follow-up letters had provoked letters of
denial from Arriva about having received the original complaint. If
pursued, complaints then appear to be dispersed to various staff at
Arriva to deal with. One resident had received 3 separate replies to
one complaint. One complaint had been escalated to the Commercial
Manager in the West Midlands, who replied by referring the complaint
back to the complaints department. When decisions are taken, they do
not seem to be applied consistently across the whole organisation.
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The Group further said there had been a problem with Arriva not
attending public meetings about the bus service. Arriva had been
invited to residents meetings in Sutton Hill and Wrockwardine, but had
not attended. Regular staff changes at Arriva appeared to have made
the complaints process more difficult as there had been no continuity or
named point of contact.

Arriva also has an on-line complaints procedure, and although we did
not receive any feedback on this, one of the Members had been onto
the site and felt it was not very user-friendly and it was not clear
whether a record of what had been sent could be saved by the user.

Comments from Arriva

The Arriva annual customer survey is undertaken across the UK every
October. The survey is conducted face-to-face on buses by an
independent market research company. Around 19,000 customers are
surveyed nationally, and the results are given on a depot by depot
basis. The survey covers punctuality, reliability, driver attitudes, and
some areas that lie within the remit of the local authority such as the
standard and security of bus stops and the pathways leading to them —
the “whole journey experience”.

The 2008 survey showed that in the UK as a whole, 61% were either
satisfied or extremely satisfied with the service. In Telford & Wrekin,
this figure was 59%. Although there is clearly room for improvement,
these results do challenge the perception that all Arriva users are
dissatisfied with the service.

Complaints are taken seriously and investigated. In 2008, 16
complaints were made about the service in Telford & Wrekin out of a
passenger number of around 100,000. It is recognised that in addition
to these complaints, there are likely to be other people who complain to
friends, family, Councillors etc. but do not make a formal complaint.
Complaints are monitored by way of monthly reports.

It is important that people making complaints are specific, giving the
date, time and route of the bus, to enable Arriva to investigate the
complaint adequately and provide a conclusive answer. CCTV footage
can be checked as part of the investigation.

Arriva has recognised the need to standardise the complaints
procedure and to have consistent systems in place. To achieve this,
Arriva has opened two new call centres in Luton and Liverpool to
handle complaints nationally within corporate guidelines. From 1% April
complaints for Telford & Wrekin have been handled by the Luton call
centre with a target four day response time.

Comments from Shropshire Council Transport Officers

As part of the review, we met Transport officers from Shropshire
Council to find out more about their experience of Arriva as a local
operator. Their view is that although the Council receives complaints
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about bus services, there proportionately fewer about Arriva than there
are about the other smaller operators. Generally, Arriva is able to
provide a better service because unlike the smaller operators it has the
support infrastructure that a major operator is able to provide.

The Council’s role in complaints about the bus service

As outlined in section 2.1 of this report, bus services were de-regulated
and taken into private ownership in 1985. Since then, bus operators
have been the responsibility of the Traffic Commissioners and not the
local authorities.

Essentially, the Council has no direct power over Arriva and there is no
contractual mechanism for redress of performance on commercial
routes. The Council can try to negotiate with Arriva and the national
indicators for reliability (frequency) and punctuality (1 minute before
and 4 minutes after) can help when making representations to them.
By working in partnership with Arriva, the Council can indirectly support
improvements to the network through improvements to the
infrastructure such as bus shelters, bus stations, kerb improvements,
bus lanes and traffic management.

Currently, the Council issues complaint forms to residents and sign-
posts customers to the Traffic Commissioner. Complaints are
submitted directly to Arriva so that the Council does not record or
monitor complaints. It is made clear to the public that the Council only
has powers of sanction on the subsidised routes and none at all on the
commercial routes. Arriva ask for tickets to be submitted with
complaints forms, and residents are made aware that they should also
keep a copy of the ticket for their own records.

On the tendered routes, an industry standard contract is used which
allows the Council to charge a set administration fee or stop a day’s
subsidy for breach of the contract for poor performance and this has
been imposed occasionally.

Communication with Arriva

As previously noted, there is no contract in place between the Council
and Arriva with the exception of the subsidised routes. We wanted to
find out how the Council works in partnership with Arriva and whether
anything could be done to improve the partnership.

The Council has several levels of engagement with Arriva:
e The Quality Bus Partnership

e Council organised groups

e Day-to day officer involvement

The Quality Bus Partnership

This is the main mechanism for formal consultation with Arriva over
strategic partnership issues and is described in section 2.2.2 of this
report. The Quality Bus Partnership has been extremely successful
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since it was formed in 1999. The availability of government funding
through Urban and Rural Bus challenges enabled the council and
Arriva to work together to improve bus routes in the borough turning
around a 3% p.a. decline in bus patronage during the 1990s to a 20%
growth 1999-2006. The impetus of the QBP changed as the grant
funding came to an end and there was no money to support joint
working. But the QBP remains active. Arriva provided 5 new buses
this year on the Wolverhampton-Telford-Shrewsbury route, and a
number of additional new buses are anticipated in Telford in the near
future. Transport officers said that discussions at the partnership
meetings have contributed to the investment decisions.

Arriva has made the Council aware of the route review at the
partnership meetings and have undergone consultation with various
officers in Transport. We should be mindful of the fact that the review
is a commercial exercise and that there is no obligation on Arriva’s part
to consult with or take account of the Council’s views. It is important for
the Council to have a good relationship with Arriva to be able to plan
and balance the commercial routes with the subsidised routes, but it
has to be accepted that Arriva is an independent commercial operator.

Council organised groups

The Council facilitates a number of groups where members of the
public can meet to discuss issues relating to buses and public
transport. These include the Bus User Group, the Rural Transport
User Group, the Disability Forum and the Senior Citizen’s Transport
Action Group.

Arriva is invited to the quarterly Bus User Group meetings and a
representative at depot level usually attends. The group has become a
useful forum for raising issues and having a dialogue with Arriva, and is
gathering momentum. Issues with Lamb Corner, the 55 service, the
bus station and other infrastructure problems have started at the forum
and have been successfully resolved. There had been an issue with
the consistency of Arriva staff attending the Bus User Group due to
staffing changes at Arriva, but according to Transport officers this is
now improving. Arriva has tried to resolve the issue of stability with the
appointment of a new General manager in June 2009 and of 2
Assistant Managers covering north Shropshire/Oswestry and
Wellington.

We noted that there was not always consistency of communication
between the various groups and Arriva staff, and no single point of
contact between the groups and Arriva and we felt this would make
communication more effective.

Bus Shelters - and Vandalism

We received a number of complaints from bus users, and from Arriva,
about bus shelters being in poor condition or vandalised. The quality of
roadside facilities — bus shelters, timetable information display,
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pavements — are all part of the “whole journey experience”, and these
need to be of a good standard to attract people onto the buses.

The local authority is responsible for maintaining and upgrading bus
shelters and other roadside facilities. The problem is that there is no
council budget allocated for this. Currently, Transport officers work
with the Parish councils to upgrade and improve bus shelters using
Parish council funding. There is much work being done to vandal-proof
bus shelters, but more needs to be done. Funding is secured through
LTP2 and this may address the maintenance issues.

Vandalism does not only affect bus shelters. There are serious
incidents of vandalism on, and towards, the buses, such as bricks
thrown through bus windows. In March 2009, we received evidence
from Arriva of an incident, the second that week, of a brick being
thrown through a bus window in Woodside resulting in the driver being
hospitalised and the potential suspension of the service. Arriva does
not tolerate vandalism on buses and by the end of the year all vehicles
will be equipped with CCTV. Clearly, vandalism is part of a much
bigger problem of anti-social behaviour which is outside the remit of
this scrutiny report.

Concessionary Fares

In England, people over 60 or with a disability as stated by the
Department for Transport are eligible for a concessionary bus card
which entitles them to free travel between certain hours anywhere in
England on local buses. The scheme is funded nationally for journeys
made between 9.30am-11.00pm. Local authorities have discretion to
extend the free hours of travel, but if they chose to do this then the
local authority must subsidise all journeys made outside the nationally
specified hours. In Telford & Wrekin, the concessionary travel time was
extended from 9.30am to 9.00am in March 2009 at an annual
estimated cost to the authority of around £170,000. Other options are
available as part of the concessionary fare scheme.

Operators (including Arriva) re-charge a flat fare which is agreed with
each transport authority annually and is based on an average fare
formula.

Competition

There was speculation about the quality of the service provided by
Arriva compared to services available from other operators in other
local authority areas. Arriva is currently the sole operator in Telford &
Wrekin, and there was a perception that if another operator could be
attracted into the borough, the increased competition would stimulate
improved service levels. This raises two questions: what is required to
attract an alternative operator/s into the area, and would more
operators make a difference to the service?
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Attracting other operators into Telford & Wrekin

The sole operator situation in Telford and Wrekin is not unusual in
similar sized towns outside a metropolitan area where the commercial
market is to small and compact to sustain more than one operator.

The subsidised routes are put out to open tender through OJEU and
can be offered to any bidder but in Telford & Wrekin, Arriva is usually
the sole bidder. The problem with attracting a major operator into the
borough is that the contracts tendered are too small in value to justify
the necessary investment in a depot and staff that an alternative
operator would need to make to move into the area.

We met representatives from National Express West Midlands (NEWM)
to find out what the barriers are for outside operators to bidding for
contracts in Telford & Wrekin. NEWM is always looking at areas where
it can grow the market. The market in Telford (and similar towns such
as Lichfield and Tamworth) has been looked at in detail, but there are
challenges with the size of the market and being able to move into it
quickly enough. From their point of view, there is better potential for
more rapid growth in the West Midlands.

The problem is that the tender market comes out on a route-by-route
basis and NEWM cannot submit a competitive price on such small
contracts. The nearest NEWM depot is in Wolverhampton, 15-20 miles
away, and operating in Telford would mean setting up a local depot to
maintain and overnight buses and recruiting new staff. To make a
tender economically viable for a new operator moving into the market,
the council would need to offer a big enough package of work for a long
enough period and with a long enough lead time. The lead time from
award of contract to starting operation is around 9 months. The
contract would need to be for a minimum of 30 buses and for at least 5
years to make the required investment in Telford a viable option for
outside bidders. The total value of the subsidised routes in 2008/09 in
Telford & Wrekin was £632,867 and this is contracted on a route-by-
route basis, although they are all up for tender in October 2010.

The Transport Review looked at how to use tender processes to
encourage bidders and competition. Transport officers felt that an
option could be to advertise tenders at the same time as Shropshire
Council to encourage other operators to tender for services in both
authority areas, and the Park & Ride contract may provide an
opportunity to do this, although a joint contract is unlikely as the timing
of contracts will constrain this.

Multi-operator services

We met Transport officers from Shropshire Council to compare its
experience as an authority with more than one operator. There are a
number of commercial operators working in Shropshire, although Arriva
is by far the biggest operator and predominantly covers the Shrewsbury
Town area while the smaller operators tend to operate more rural
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services. As commercial operators, the companies themselves
determine the commercial network. In addition to the commercial and
subsidised routes, there are 140 school buses virtually all of which are
run by smaller independents, and Arriva is not involved with these.

We asked how Shropshire Council encourages more operators to bid
for contracts to improve competition. Procurement (as in Telford &
Wrekin) is undertaken using the OJEU framework and complies with
EU regulations including advertising all tenders. Operators are made
aware of new opportunities coming up in advance, and e-procurement
and web based technology has digitised and simplified the process to
encourage bids from smaller companies without a large infrastructure
and back-office staff. Market building is done by visiting operator
forums to help operators understand the opportunities better and to
stimulate interest in new markets such as school routes, although there
is a shrinking number of independent bidders. Telford & Wrekin has
been using e-procurement for 12 months, although as mentioned
previously, in the smaller market, this has not helped to bring forward
new bidders.

In practice there are really only 3 or 4 operators able to meet the
required standards, and Arriva is usually able to offer better value for
money services derived from economies of scale such as newer and
different types of buses, greener fuel technology and a better customer
service infrastructure which smaller companies cannot provide. This is
why the other operators tend to cover the rural areas such as Market
Drayton and Ludlow, and it is unrealistic to expect them to be able to
compete against Arriva for the Shrewsbury Town services.

Shropshire Council involves Arriva in strategic policy planning because
they are the main operator in the area and the scale of operation gives
Arriva the capacity to take risks that the smaller operators, who rely on
subsidies, are unable to take. As noted in section 3.5.2 above,
Shropshire Council had found that they receive proportionately fewer
complaints about Arriva than about the other smaller operators and that
generally Arriva is able to provide a better service because it has a
bigger support infrastructure. On one exceptional occasion, there had
been an issue when the Council withdrew a contract from an operator
who then chose not to deregister the route, but continued to operate
the route commercially which precluded another operator being
contracted in because the route was still registered with the Traffic
Commissioner. As the route was not commercially viable, the service
was very poor and left passengers stranded but the Council was not
able contract an alternative operator in. The message is that that
although increased competition is generally regarded as good for the
market, there are potential pitfalls that we need to be mindful of.

Views of Young People

We visited the Young People’s Forum to find out what young people
think about the bus service. The Active Involvement Service also
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undertook a number of focus group sessions with young people in
Charlton, Sutherland and Newport Schools as well as with the Young
Carers’ Forum and we would like to thank them for their assistance with
this consultation.

The young people were asked to say what is good about the buses,
what is bad about the buses, and what would convince them to use the
buses more. The results of the consultation are shown in the table
below. To a large extent they reflect many of the same benefits and
issues as the adults we spoke to. There were differences though; the
young people were the only group to mention the environmental
advantages of buses compared to cars.

The affordability and cost of buses emerged as a big issue, and there
were comments from some of the young people that they could not
take advantage of bus passes because although they would save
money in the long run, the initial outlay was too high. Supporting this
view, the Active Involvement Service conducted a survey of 1407
young people in January and February 2009. The survey asked them
what they would change in their schools, local area, the borough and
nationally. Of the top 5 most popular changes, cheaper public
transport featured second, selected by 64% of the young people. Flexi-

student passes are available.

Fare setting is done by Arriva, and this is therefore difficult to make a
recommendation about. Although this was not agreed as a
recommendation for this report, the Council might want to consider
exploring the viability of providing some form of discounted ticket, in
addition to the flexi-student pass, targeted at young people with
particular needs as part of the NEET Strategy.

Results of Consultation with the Young People

Group Good Points Bad Points What would
Surveyed convince you...?
Better for the e Poor bus shelters Cheaper fares
environment e Behaviour of other Cleaner buses
Cheap fares passengers Buses driven more
Handy, frequent e No refreshments carefully
service in general available More facilities/
Good source for e Payment options entertainment on bus
employment e Long slow journeys A higher frequency of
CHARLTON Enable young people with too many stops buses
SCHOOL to have e Bad time keeping More reliability
independence and | e  Poor condition of CCTV on buses

freedom

Smoking prohibited
Good variety of
places to visit
Regularity

Some have seat belts

buses.

e Not cleaned or

inspected regularly
enough

e Bad attitude from

drivers

More concessionary
fares

Good facilities on
board (TV’s)
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Helpful/friendly

drivers

Better for the e Low frequency at Nicer bus drivers
environment certain times Seat belts

Good for social e Not enough bus Improvements in
networking shelters general condition,
No smoking/drinking | ®  General lack of cleanliness and
alcohol cleanliness/poor entertainment (such

SUTHERLAND Cleanliness of seats condition as music)
SCHOOL High frequency into | ®  No seat belts A higher frequency of
town centre e Expensive buses all the time
e Bad attitude from the and to more places in
bus drivers Telford
School bus service
Discounted/free fares
Amount of bus stops | ®  Time keeping and Frequency to
Frequency on reliability different areas
weekdays e Expensive (Market Drayton,
Good for social e Drivers have bad Wolverhampton etc )
networking attitude/unhelpful/ Cheaper
General condition smoke and are fares/reintroduction of
and cleanliness is unable to control bad return fares
good behaviour Nicer bus drivers
Easily accessible for | ®  Not enough bus Better facilities (such
NEWPORT wheelchairs/ shelters and as bins/luggage
GIRLS' HIGH pushchairs frequency to rural holders)
areas Improved general
e Infrequent on condition/cleanliness
weekends and
evenings
e Not enough capacity
at peak times
e Poor general
condition
The bus service in e Expensive fares Free travel for under
Telford and Wrekinis | Drivers attitude and 16
considered much unhelpfulness More concessionary
better than insome | e  Not enough bus fares
places in the UK. stops and frequency More frequent,
Environmentally more to rural areas quicker routes,
friendly than lots of | e Infrequent on Better time keeping
YOUNG car on the roads weekends and Nicer bus drivers
PEOPLE’S Bus lanes evenings Better information for
FORUM e Journeys take too public
long with too many More bus lanes
stops Music on bus

e Time keeping and
reliability

e Lack of cleanliness
and poor condition of
bus shelters
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e Buses incorrectly
identified with where
they are going

e No seatbelts

e Enablesyoutotravel | ® Expensive fares, e Reliable service
from one place to rising frequently e More fast track routes
another e (Concessions not e Cheaper bus

e Some services are available at certain fares/more
regular times concessions

e Some drivers are e Not enough bus e School bus service
friendly if you are a stops and frequency | e  Better attitude from
frequent user to areas other than drivers

thetowncentreand | e  Heaters on buses
evening/weekends e Bigger capacity

e Bad timekeeping buses
e Information/ e CCTVtoaid
g A%LIJEI\I!{GS time'fables are hard to prevention of ASB
FORUM obtain
e Poor condition of
buses
e Drivers attitude and
unhelpfulness
e Not enough pram/
disabled spaces
e  Other passengers are
disrespectful
e Buses too busy, too
small
e Poor condition of bus
shelters
3.10 Increasing bus patronage

It has been noted above that although the investment in bus services
turned a 3% decline in passenger numbers to a 20% increase in
patronage between 1999 and 2006, growth has slowed with a lack of
investment in the buses.

Of the Community Panel survey, only 4% of 617 respondents use the
bus on a daily basis, 13% use a bus several times a week, 12 % less
than once a week, 17% less than once a month and the majority, 55%,
had not used a bus in the last 12 months denoting a falling off of usage.
Regarding why people use buses, 80% use the bus for leisure
purposes and 17% to get to work. (This was a multiple choice
questions, so respondents could tick more than one box.)

As part of the Community Panel survey, we asked non-bus users why
they do not use the buses, what would encourage them to use the
buses and whether, if all their requirements were met, they would be
prepared to try using the bus.

-36 -




The results showed that, unsurprisingly, of the 203 respondents who
had not used the bus for 12 months, the most popular reasons for
stopping were that the journey time is too slow (57) and that alternative
transport is more convenient (57). The same 2 reasons were top of the
list of respondents who had never used the bus service, at 60 and 59
respectively out of 207.

In answer to the question “What would encourage you to use the bus
service?” the top 5 answers of 364 respondents were:

e Availability of direct service to required destination 48
e Services available at the required time 38
e Quicker journey times 34
e Cheaper prices 32
e More reliable service 23

In answer to the question “If all your requirements were met by the bus
service, would you try using the buses?” 46% of 388 respondents said
they would try to use the bus service, 35% said they would continue to
use the car or other methods of transport and 19% did not know.

This points to the perennial problem of attracting new users onto the
buses. Growing the market by supporting younger passengers, and
looking at employment growth areas could be potential markets to
consider.
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The review was an unusual one for scrutiny in that it was focussed on a
service that is provided almost entirely by an independent, private company
outside the Council’s authority. Under current legislation, Scrutiny has no
powers of scrutiny over private transport operators. Scrutiny can request a
meeting with an operator, but there is no obligation on the operator to attend,
nor to take any Scrutiny reports or recommendations into account. In
undertaking this review, we are therefore mindful of this and would like to
thank Arriva for allowing us the opportunity to discuss some of the issues
which had been brought to the Scrutiny Members’ attention. We would
welcome the further opportunity to discuss the findings of the review, and
hope that some of the observations and suggestions will be useful.

The Scrutiny review was undertaken because of the number of issues that
ward residents had raised with elected Members about the bus services. This
in itself implies a lack of public understanding about the powers of the Council
over Arriva. We were concerned as the review progressed that some
members of the public persist in thinking that the Council is still responsible for
bus services when this is not the case. The risk in undertaking the scrutiny
review was that it could raise unrealistic expectations about what scrutiny
could achieve and we hope that this report will help allay any lingering
misapprehensions. Although the Council is committed to working in
partnership with Arriva, in practice it has no influence over the company other
than on the tendered and subsidised routes.

The recommendations in this report therefore focus on the Council’s role in
developing the bus network, and how it can work with Arriva to deliver more
reliable, more frequent and more affordable services to more residents.

Whereas Arriva provides the actual fleet service, the Council has a
responsibility for developing and improving the infrastructure within which the
service operates, such as bus only lanes, traffic management, improvements
to timetable display information, bus stations, bus shelters and accessible
kerbs. These improvements are dependent on resources and are voluntary
rather than statutory obligations. We have made the following
recommendations to support this aim:

1. To introduce a system of cleansing of bus shelters by TWS.

2. To allocate a budget for erecting, maintaining and repairing bus
shelters, potentially as a match funding scheme with the Parish
Councils. (This is also a recommendation in the Transport Review.)

3. Senior Transport officers to be informed by Highways officers as
soon as possible about planned road maintenance and other road
works affecting bus services so that advance warning can be given
to Arriva and the public and arrangements can be made to minimise
disruption and inconvenience.
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4. To strengthen the Quality Bus Partnership by developing the

5.

relationship at Chief Executive / Head Office level to get better buy-in

To incorporate a suitable area for the Bus Station as part of the new
Town Centre Development Plan, including a dropping-off and
picking-up area.

The review was predominantly about issues of reliability, punctuality and
quality of service on the commercial network which are within the remit of
Arriva, although also touched on the Integrated Transport service and
subsidised routes funded by the Council, which are also within the scope of
the Transport Review. We would like the findings of this review to inform both
Arriva’s work and to inform the development of strategies arising from the
Transport Review. We have therefore made the following recommendations:

6.

The Bus Services Scrutiny Review Group members to present the
findings of the review to Arriva Senior Management. This will feed
into Arriva’s route review, and provide further feedback to Arriva
from customers which may be useful in planning service.

The Bus Services Scrutiny Review Group members to be consulted
on the development of the Subsidised Bus Policy and the business
case for demand responsive rural transport. These are being
developed by Northgate Kendric Ash as part of the Transport Review.
The evidence gathered during the scrutiny review will be fed into this
process.

To develop a comprehensive bus access policy in conjunction with
the Ironbridge Gorge Museum Trust as part of the World Heritage
Access strategy to ensure sustainable transport links the museum
sites. The Council needs to improve links into the Gorge but the
museum should fund transport around the museum sites.

We understand that, along with all local authorities, the Council will need to
cut spending over the coming years and will have some tough budget
decisions to take. But we would urge the Council to consider transport not
just as a direct cost but as an enabler to unlocking many social and economic
problems in the area. Public transport is integral to meeting the economic and
social aspirations for Telford & Wrekin as well as delivering the Council’s
climate change agenda. We need to take a more strategic approach to
transport; it needs to be planned to provide access to the new town centre
development, the new Sport and Learning Community facilities and linked to
the residential growth points in the borough - and there needs to be a funding
commitment to drive change from the top.

Without investment national core indicators are in jeopardy. N177, the national
indicator for the number of bus passenger journeys in the local area is below
target. Experience has shown that investment in quality bus routes, bus lanes

and the roadside infrastructure will increase passenger numbers and help to
address this failing indicator. BV104, satisfaction with local bus services as
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measured in the Place survey, has also been identified as a high risk
performance indicator and will impact on future Comprehensive Area
Assessments. We have made the following recommendations to support
these aims:

9. The Council to review the transport budget in proportion to projected
population growth and declining patronage. The wider social,
economic and environmental benefits of investment in bus services
should be taken into account.

10.Senior Transport officers to be involved at the early planning stage of
development projects so that transport is planned and budgeted for
in a strategic way.

11.To review the cost implications of removing time restrictions on
concessionary travel with a view to offering unlimited free travel
throughout the borough to all concessionary pass holders. This
should be done when the current extension from 9.30am to 9.00am
has been operating for 12 months.

We were concerned to make sure that in contracting out the tendered routes
that the Council continues to strive to make sure that Telford & Wrekin has the
best value for money services available. To support this, we have made the
following recommendations:

12.To explore the opportunity to advertise tenders at the same time as
neighbouring authorities to encourage operators to tender for
services at the same time. Explore the opportunity to do this with
Shropshire Council for the Park & Ride contract due to be renewed in
October 2010.

13.The Council to ensure that as many operators as possible are aware
of OJEU contracts for bus services.
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5. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations are summarised in the table below. We have assigned
a priority level to each of the recommendations, and given an indication of the

cost.

It is not possible to provide detailed costings for the recommendations within
this report without a considerable amount of additional work being undertaken
by both scrutiny and finance officers. However, the recommendations have
been placed into one of three categories as follows:-
e Low cost indicates that the recommendation could be funded from
within existing resources, although not necessarily in the current year.
e Medium cost indicates that the recommendation is anticipated to cost
up to £10,000 which is not currently budgeted.
e High cost indicates that the recommendation is expected to cost more
than £10,000 which is not currently budgeted.

Recommendation

Indication of
cost

Priority level

Recommendation 1
To introduce a system of cleansing of bus
shelters by TWS

LOW/MEDIUM

8

Recommendation 2

To allocate a budget for erecting, maintaining
and repairing bus shelters, potentially as a
match funding scheme with the Parish
Councils. (This is also a recommendation in the
Transport Review.)

HIGH

Recommendation 3

Senior Transport officers to be informed by
Highways officers as soon as possible about
planned road maintenance and other road
works affecting bus services so that advance
warning can be given to Arriva and the public
and arrangements can be made to minimise
disruption and inconvenience.

LOW

Recommendation 4

To strengthen the Quality Bus Partnership by
developing the relationship at Chief Executive /
Head Office level to get better buy-in

LOW

11

Recommendation 5
To incorporate a suitable area for the Bus

HIGH

10
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Station as part of the new Town Centre
Development Plan, including a dropping-off
and picking-up area.

Recommendation 6

The Bus Services Scrutiny Review Group
members to present the findings of the review
to Arriva Senior Management. This will feed
into Arriva’s route review, and provide further
feedback to Arriva from customers which may
be useful in planning service.

LOW

Recommendation 7

The Bus Services Scrutiny Review Group
members to be consulted on the development
of the Subsidised Bus Policy and the business
case for demand responsive rural transport.
These are being developed by Northgate
Kendric Ash as part of the Transport Review.
The evidence gathered during the scrutiny
review will be fed into this process.

LOW

Recommendation 8

To develop a comprehensive bus access policy
in conjunction with the Ironbridge Gorge
Museum Trust as part of the World Heritage
Access strategy to ensure sustainable
transport links the museum sites. The Council
needs to improve links into the Gorge but the
museum should fund transport around the
museum sites.

LOW

12

Recommendation 9

The Council to review the transport budget in
proportion to projected population growth and
declining patronage. The wider social,
economic and environmental benefits of
investment in bus services should be taken into
account.

HIGH

Recommendation 10

Senior Transport officers to be involved at the
early planning stage of development projects
so that transport is planned and budgeted for in
a strategic way.

LOW

Recommendation 11
To review the cost implications of removing
time restrictions on concessionary travel with a

HIGH

13
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view to offering unlimited free travel throughout
the borough to all concessionary pass holders.
This should be done when the current
extension from 9.30am to 9.00am has been
operating for 12 months.

Recommendation 12

To explore the opportunity to advertise tenders
at the same time as neighbouring authorities to
encourage operators to tender for services at
the same time. Explore the opportunity to do
this with Shropshire Council for the Park &
Ride contract due to be renewed in October
2010.

LOW

Recommendation 13

The Council to procure bus contracts through
the OJEU process and ensure as many
operators as possible are aware of the
opportunities.

LOW
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APPENDIX 1 - COMMUNITY PANEL SURVEY

Base Gender Age group Disability Ethnicity Community Cluster
3
2 5| S < £ E =
[} — 2] [0} 4 €
g 2 ol o e £| = sl 2 2| s 8
of |8 g |38 ¢4 |52 |35 |88 3 g¢2
@ S| o ® Q| © ol =~ 2 = a3 Z| 8| B 5
(0] L - =z = [8] zZ (% — [e) .,,_9
: = = ; o % (0]
= = o [ 2=
=
m
% % % % | % % Yo Yo % | % % | % Yo % | %
How often do Daily 4 3 6 8 3 3 4 5 4 4 0 2 5 5
you use the bus?|Seyeral times a| 13 13 12 1] 14 13 14 13[ 13 10] 10| 16 14 10
week
Less than once 12 13| 10 12| 12 12| 13 11 14 12 9 13
a week
Less than once 17| 15/ 18 17 14 17| 14
a month
55| 54 54| 55 55| 54
Base 337 278 439 133 5211 90
How far away
from home is
y?ur?nearest bus 5-10 minute of|
Stop:: walk
10-20 minute 5 5 6
walk
More than 20 2 1 3 0 3 2 1 6
minute walk
Base 284 149 134 11 71 158 200 66 243 40
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To work 17 14| 19 18] 12 18.
What journeys
do yOLJJ makgon To college 1 6 3 6 3] 3
Base 119 103 158 50 186 36
Week day - 25 25| 25 26| 20
Peak
What times of
the day do you
nerally travel
?hee ;gsy Ve \Weekends 29 37
Base 150 127 198 61 237] 40
Is the journey 79| 86 82| 82 82| 85
you most
regularly make 21| 14 18 18 18] 15
direct?
Base 146| 1223 11 69 148 192 60 228 40
And how regular 58| 59 * 56| 58 58/ 60 58| 63
is this service?
More than one 23 25 19 25| 24 23| 19 23| 20
bus an hour
Hourly 10 7| 15 11 9 9 15 10 11
Less frequent 9 10 7| * 8 9 10 6 9 6
Base 221 117 103 71 61 11§ 158 48 185 35
Wnybuses_ 79 79 80| 81 80| 76 81
does your
journey involve? two 20 20 20 * 18 18| 19 24 18
Three or more 1 1 1 * 2 1 2 0 1 4
Base 171 85 86 6 45 94 128 33 143 28 24 44 54 43
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To what extent |Less than 10 30, 31 *
does changing |minutes
buses extend 50| *
your journey
time? 20-30 minutes 9 8
More than 30 9 10 *
minutes
Base 56 48 4
Does the bus 80| 83
timetable
coincide with
when you want / No 20 18/ 21 19 23 20| 18
need to travel?
Base 270 146 123 192 60 229 40
How do you rate [Very good 30 30 29 28| 34 30 30
the buses in - 6 6 8-
general? Neither good 17| 15| 20 16/ 20 19
nor poor
Poor 4 5 4 3 6 2 5 0
Very poor 3 4 1 3 2 5 2| 5
Base 273 152
In an average  |Never 5 8
week, how often, fAimost never 27 29
if any, do buses
run late? [Sometimes | 39| 36
Most of the 7 5 9 5
time
All of the time 1 1 0 0
Don't know 21 21| 22 22
Base 270 144 125 150 193 60 230 39
What is the Less than five 26| 26| 28 21 26| 24

average length

minutes

- 48 -




of time you have _ 46| 53 54| 48 48-
o wait for the 0> ) inut 19 19| 18 18 22 17| 21
delayed bus? ~=U minutes
20-30 minutes 5 3 7 6 5 2
30 minutes to 1 1 1 0 0 1 0
hour
Base 193 1000 923 100 500 101 139 42 163 29 240 45 70 43 11
At the bus 42 40, 44 4 44
station
How do you find . .
out bus timetable [Arriva website 17| 16| 17 21 13
information &  |Telford 8 8 9 * 8 9
changes to the |Travelink
timetable? website
From a friend / 20 16| 24 220 20
relation
Base 251 134 116 9 63 143 179 55 214 36
To what extent  |Strongly agree 12 11| 13 14 12 10| 14 11| 15
do you agree or
disagree that bus_ 49 49 %2 49- 47 5
timetable Neither 23 25| 22 25| 23 24| 22 25-
information is Di 9 6 13 14 o 13 a 10
easy to find? Isagree
Strongly 4 6 2 4 4 5
disagree
Don't know 4 3 5 6 2 4 5 3| 7 3 4 5 3] 0
Base 278 150 127 11 71 154 1970 63 2361 41 39 72 92 59 16
How do you rate: [Very good 10 9 10 9| 10| 10 10 10 10| 10
oberature on [Good N[s] | 6 6 58
o b _ o [l 56 5
Neither 25 22| 28 24 24
Poor 5 5 6 4 5
Very poor 1 1 2 0 1 1 0 3 1 2l 0
Don't know 3 1 4 0 4 1 3 3 2 5 0 4 2 3 O
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Base 277 149 127 11 70 153
Very good 5 5 6 H 6 6
Good | 49| 52| 46 45 45 51
How do you rate:|Neither 27, 27| 28 27| 30| 26
S:;?Sf"" ofthe I5oor 15 16| 15| [029 16| 16
Very poor 2 1 3 0 3 1
Don't know 1 0 2 0 0 1
Base 273 147] 125 11 67 151
Very good 7| 8 6 9 9 6
How do you rate: ——
The overall Neither 32 31| 32 34 30
comfort of the  |Poor 13 13 13 13 15
buses Very poor 2 1 3 o 3 1
Don't know 1 1 2 0 0 1
Base 273 146 126 11 68 151
Very good 4 0 3
Good | 37 41
B_OW do Iyoful'i?te: Neither 29 28
Disposl o1 iy zo a
Very poor 8 5
Don't know 2 2
Base 273 152
Very good 4 5 4 3
How do you rate:|Ngither 34 35 34| 38
giii?“”eSSOf Poor 15 15 15 15
Very poor 7| 6 7| 9 9 6 7 7|
Don't know 1 0 2 0 0 1 1 2 1 O 0 1 1 0 O
Base 273 147] 125 111 68 152 193 61 235 37 38 73 91 55 16
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Very good 6 8 5 6
H 41| 38 36/ 39 41
How do you - -
rate:The overall |Neither 31 31| 30 26| 30
cleanliness of the|Poor 16 13| 20 18 17
buses Very poor 6 71 6 55 5
Don't know 1 0 2 0 0 1
Base 270 145 124 11 66 151 192 60
Very good 5 5 5 9 7 4 5 5
Howdoyou  [Geed |48 50 44 52 50 48 48
fate:Youlf ot Neither 35 34| 37 34 35 34
personal safety
whilst waiting for |P0" 6 6 6 4 / 6 5
the bus Very poor 4 3 4 4 3 3 7
Don't know 2 1 3 0 3 2 3 2
Base 273 147 124 11 67 151 193 61
Very good 8 9 6 9 11 7| 8 5
How do you rate: —
Your personal  [Neither 28 26/ 31 29 31
safety whilst on |Poor 5 7 3 3 7| 5 3
the bus Very poor 3 3 3 o 1 3 o[ §
Don't know 3 3 3 0 3 3 4 2
Base 277 149 127 11 70 153 197 62
To what extent  |Strongly agree 16 19| 18 17 17 17 13
do you agree or
Bus drivers are  |\oiiner 14 13 16 16| 14 13 17
generally
considerate to  Disagree 6 71 5 4 6 6| 6
other road users
Strongly 2 3 1 1 2 3 2
disagree
Don't know 2 1 3 0 4 1 2 2
Base 278 149 128 11 70 154 196 63
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21
To what extent 54| 53
do you agree or
disagree: Neither 19 16| 23 17) 14
Bus drivers are -
gerally Disagree 10] 11 9 9 11 10
considerate of
passenger safety gitggn?éﬁ 1 1 2 0 1 1
and comfort 9
Don't know 1 1 2 0 3 1 2 2 1 8 0 1 2 2l 0
Base 278 11 70 154 197 63 237 40 37 73 94 58 16
Strongly agree | 21 16| 25 22- 21| 21
do you agree  |Neither 19 15 19) 23 21
or disagree: -
) Disagree 9 7 10 9 11 10
Bus drivers are
generally Strongly 3 3 2 0 1 3 3 3
friendly and ~ |disagree
helpful Don't know 1 2 2 1 3
Base 277 196 62 237 39
Do you ever Yes, most 3 4 0 3 2 0 3 1 7l 6
travel with journeys
childrenina & ome 7 71 6 77 3 8§ 11 7 6
buggy” .
journeys
 F E BEriccl KLk
Base 280 151 12§ 111 71| 155 200 62 238 41 371 73 93 61 16
How easy is itto [Very easy 3 * 5 * 0 * 5 " 4 7 * * 0 b
get on the bus [ 59 1 60 A 57 A I " " " ——
with the buggy?
Neither 24 ¥ 23 * 29 * 20 * * * * *
Fairly difficult 10 * * * * 12 * * * 8 * m
Very difficult 7 * 9 * * 5 “ 8 * * 8 b
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Saver

_53 .

Base | 24 71 22 25 4
Have you ever |Yes, often 23 27 24|
not been able to
get on the bus
because of lack * 59 56| ¥
of space for the
buggy?
No 20 20|
Base 30 25 5
Which of the The buses are 10 10| 10 10[ 10
following overcrowded
statements most
applies for the 7379 73.
bus journey you
most regularly  [The buses are 15 15| 15 16| 10
make? under used
The buses are 1 1 1 1 0
empty
Base 268 143 124 228 39
Do you ever use |Yes, often 10 8 12
asaverbus - \yes 10 10/ 11
ticket? sometimes
82| 77
Base _ 279 150 124 236 42
84| 79 80 *
Telford Weekly 17| 12| 21 18 *
If yes, what Saver
types? Telford 4 7| 8
Weekly Saver
Telford 10 Trip 11 12 * 11




Midlands Day 22 20| 24 * 21 24 20 *
Saver
Midlands 0 0 0 * 0 0 0 0 0 * 0 0
Weekly Saver
Midlands 4 0 0 0 * 0 0 0 0 0 * 0 0
Weekly Saver
Midlands 10 0 0 0 * 0 0 0 0 0 * 0 0
Trip Saver
Base 54 25 29 5 19 1§
What mostly * 65 63
determines the
E}’FI)(etOf sa\éerv Your travel 33 35 38
icket you buy? pattern
Ease of buying 2 4 0 * 0 0
the pass
Base 49 24 25 4 17 1§
Do you have a |Yes 19 17 22 23] 20
disability which
makes bus travel
difficult, or care
responsibilities
for someone with
a disability or 83| 78 77| 80
mobility issue?
Base 272 144| 127 11 69| 149
What Low steps 37 38 38 36
improvements, if |A bus stop 10 11| 10 13| 10/ 10
any, could be nearer to where
made to make |you live
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bus travel More help from 18 15 21 20| 16
easier? the driver to get
on/off the bus
Seats near the 32 29| 36 37 29
door dedicated
for use by
peeople with a
disability
None | 4 | 4ofg 474
Base 227 123 103 60 125
To what extent  |Strongly agree 10 12 8 10 11
do you agree or
disagree that bus 51| 48 49 50
services within
Telford & Wrekin |Neither 20, ‘15- 20 17
meet your travel | —
requirements? D|Sagree 13 16 11 17 13
Strongly 5 5 5 4 5
disagree
Don't know 2 2 3 0 3
Base 282
To what extent  |Strongly agree 5
do you agree or Agree 24

disagree that
local bus fares
offer value for

money for the Disagree 16
service Strongly 8
delivered? disagree

Don't know 18
Base 268
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Non bus users - 53| 55
have you ever
used the bus
service for local 48| 45
travel?
Base - Non users 367 200 166
Too expensive 28 25 31
Required route 28 25 31
not available
Lack of direct 31 34| 27
services
Proximity of 8 7 9
bus stop
56| 59
Why dig ygu StOP(Concerns 18 19| 17
using t » PUS labout personal
service? safety
Service not 30
available at the
required time
Lack of comfort 18 17| 18
of travel
Not accessible 11 12 11
with a disability
Unpleasant 11 9 14

53

56

47

44

312

50
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experience
Base - Non users| 203 109 94
Too expensive 28 25 31
Required route 33 34| 33
not available
Lack of direct 29 32| 27
services
Proximity of 8 8 9
bus stop
Alternative 59 62| 55
transport more
convenient
Why do you
Currently not use Concerns 18 17 19
buses? about personal
safety
Service not 29 30| 28
available at the
required time
Lack of comfort 15 16| 15
of travel
Not accessible 9 9 9
with a disability
Unpleasant 5 4 6
experience
Base - Non users| 207 113 94
\What would Cheaper prices 32 29| 34
encourage you
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to use the bus
service?

Base - Non users

bus service,
would you...?

More reliable 18| 28 22
service

47| 50 53| 51
Proximity of 16 18/ 14 19 16
bus stop
Quicker journey 34 30| 39 34| 29
times
Cleaner buses 18 18| 17 13| 18
Less crowded 16 13| 20 15
buses
More 16 14| 17 21 21| 13
comfortable
buses
Services 38 35 41 37| 36
available at the
required time
More 15 13| 17 13 17
accessible for
people with a
disability
None of the 20, 21 21
above

364 197 166 24 106 174

44| 48 48 44

Continue to use 35 37| 33 31 34

car or other
methods of
transport

If all your
requirements
were met by the
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Don't know

19

20

19

22

17

22

19

16

20

15

Base - Non users

384

210

177

25

113

192

271

88

330

55

23

19

E

115

105
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TELFORD & WREKIN COUNCIL
SCRUTINY LEADERSHIP BOARD - 14™ JANUARY 2010

BRIEFING - EMPLOYEE/MEMBER SUGGESTION SCHEME

1. PURPOSE

To consider the attached briefing paper.

2. RECOMMENDATIONS

2.1 To consider the briefing paper and give views.

3.0 BACKGROUND PAPERS

Briefing paper — Employee/Member Suggestion Scheme.

Report prepared by Debbie Byle (Suggestion Scheme Project Lead) Tel:
(01952) 380137 e-mail: Debrah.byle@telford.gov.uk



Employee/Member Suggestion Scheme

Why have a Suggestion Scheme?

The Council does not currently have an official Employee Suggestion
Scheme, although this has been considered a number of times in the past.
Research into a number of private and public sector organisations suggests
that the potential benefits of Employee Suggestion Schemes include:

Cost and efficiency savings;

e Service improvements;

e Improved communication;

¢ Improved employee satisfaction/engagement;

e Greater innovation, creativity and sharing of good practice.

Employee Suggestion Schemes also give employees an opportunity to initiate
change and a voice when change is happening (only 59% of employees in the
recent Employee Survey were satisfied with the influence they have in
decisions that affect their job and just 30% agreed that change in the
organisation is well managed by senior managers in their Portfolio).

In addition, Members and employees have raised the need for a suggestion
scheme here at the council and on 10 November 2009 Cabinet approved the
development of a new scheme.

What are our objectives?

The new Suggestion Scheme will be another tool which is a formal route for
employees and members to put forward their ideas on how we can improve
the way we do things at the Council — improving the way we deliver service,
how we can be more efficient and effective and improve how we manage the
Council.

The Scheme’s objectives of are to:
e To deliver efficiencies / service improvements

e To contribute to improving employee satisfaction/engagement
e Torun a lively scheme ongoing that continues to generate suggestions

Key Messages

e Directly involve employees, managers, members and Trade Unions in the
development of the scheme

e Launch the scheme in February 2010

e Keep it simple and accessible to everyone

What has been agreed?
e Key principles agreed by Cabinet, which will inform how the scheme will
run (see Appendix 1)

e Debbie Byle will take lead the development of the scheme



A Steering Group will oversee the development of the scheme (see
Appendix 2 — Terms of Reference)

What still needs to be decided?

Name of the Suggestion Scheme — a shortlist of names have been
selected from all employee ideas. We are now asking for employees and
members to vote on a preferred name. The closing date for voting is 20"
January and the winning name will be announced on 22" January (vote
on the Council Intranet:
http://intranet/Pages/CouncilEmployeeSuggestion%20Scheme.aspx or
complete the voting form)

Look and feel of the Scheme — Once the name has been announced, 3
designs will be produced: 1. As per corporate image 2. Slightly different
but linked to corporate image 3. Completely independent look and identity.
Employees and members will be asked to vote on a preferred design

Assessment process for all suggestions submitted through the scheme /
key roles — following feedback from employees regarding who they think
should evaluate suggestions, a number of options have been developed
and reviewed. A preferred option will be agreed by the Suggestion
Scheme Steering Group on 12" January 2010 and comments will be
sought from employees and members.

Suggestion Criteria - This is a checklist of criteria for all suggestions to
be checked before they are fully evaluated. Comments will be sought from
employees and members on the proposed criteria

Final principles of the scheme - all feedback from employees will be
considered. Scrutiny Leadership Board to give their views on anything else
which they think should be considered as a principle (14" January 2010)

How we will manage the recognition and reward element of the scheme

How performance of scheme will be managed —performance measures
monitoring and reporting framework, etc

Resources required to run scheme one it is launched

Future role and membership of Steering Group



Appendix 1 — Suggestion Scheme Principles

The list below sets out some employee/ member suggestion scheme
principles agreed by Cabinet, which will inform how the scheme is run:

a)

To encourage suggestions that save money, improve the way we deliver
services and manage the organisation

To be accessible to all employees

To include an 'independent' assessment to ensure that feasible
suggestions are recognised and acted upon

To identify suggestions that could have a Council-wide impact

To record and track all suggestions and make this information available to
all employees

To allow employees to submit ideas anonymously if they wish

To recognise and/ or reward employees, ideally even for people whose
suggestions are not taken forward

To run for a period of 2 years, with a formal review of its effectiveness at
the suggestion is about

We will be asking employees, managers and members to identify
anything else they think should be a principle. This information is being
collected and will help us to come up with the complete list of scheme
principles.



Appendix 2 — Suggestion Scheme Steering Group Terms of Reference

The Steering Group is responsible for overseeing the development of the
Suggestion Scheme.

Responsibilities include:

e Making key decisions and approving changes during the development of
the Scheme

e Ensuring that employee’s and member’s views are taken into
consideration when making key decisions about the scheme

e Ensuring that the Suggestion Scheme complies with agreed principles

e Reviewing progress and agreeing next stages of the scheme development
and delivery

e Agreeing the future role and membership of the Steering Group following
the launch of the new Suggestion Scheme

Members:

ClIr. Sean Kelly — Chair

Debbie Byle — Project Lead

Clir. Derek White

Clir. Adrian Meredith

Collette Tyrer — Chair of Council Employee Focus Group

Emma Harvey — Deputy Chair of Council Employee Focus Group
Jo Flynn - Senior HR Officer

Pauline Harris — Corporate Finance Manager

Debbie Germany — Change Management & Organisational Development
Manager

Gail Rider — Programme Leader, Business Efficiency Team
Felicity Mercer — Policy and VFM Manager

Leo Fisher - Unison Representative

John Adams — GMB

Bob Bragg - Unite



TELFORD & WREKIN COUNCIL
SCRUTINY LEADERSHIP BOARD - 14™ JANUARY 2010
SCRUTINY WORK PROGRAMME UPDATE

REPORT OF SCRUTINY MANAGER

1.

1.1

PURPOSE

To enable Members to review the Scrutiny work programme of In-depth
Reviews, Spot Light Reviews and Special Interest Meetings.

2.1

2.2

RECOMMENDATIONS

Members agree the Scrutiny Review and Special Interest Meeting
work programme schedule.

Members agree to review the Scrutiny Work Programme of In-depth
Reviews, Spot Light Reviews, Special Interest Meetings at the May
2010 SLB Meeting.

3.1

4.1.1

5.0

5.1

PREVIOUS MINUTES

20 January 2009 SLB - 13

SCRUTINY WORK PROGRAMME 2009/2010

Under the scrutiny arrangements introduced in 2009 Scrutiny
Leadership Board agreed the work programme of In-depth Reviews,
Spot Light Reviews and Special Interest Meetings. It was agreed that
this would form the basis of a 2 year work programme and that a
minimum of 3 Members would be required to sign up for each item in
the work programme. During the year there have been some
amendment and additions to the work programme which attached as
Appendix 1. The Scrutiny procedure allows additional scrutiny topics to
be suggested for consideration by Scrutiny Leadership Board.

REVIEWING THE SCRUTINY WORK PROGRAMME

It is appropriate that Scrutiny Leadership Board should review the
progress of the work programme. A number of factors including




5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

staffing cover in the Scrutiny Team and the number and broad scope
of the reviews has resulted in the work programme slipping.

A proposed work programme schedule is attached as Appendix 2
which provides a realistic plan for the delivery of the current in-depth
reviews, spot light reviews and special interest meetings. It is vital that
Scrutiny focuses its efforts on the issues where it can add the greatest
value to make the most effective use of Member time and the
resources available to support Scrutiny. It should be noted that this
work programme is in addition to the work of Scrutiny Assembly and
the 5 Sub Groups.

In Depth and Spot Light Reviews: In order to effectively manage this
work load it is proposed that the In Depth and Spot Light Reviews that
have not yet been scoped are deferred until the next municipal year.
Members may review the Work Programme in May to determine if
these topics are still appropriate issues for Scrutiny to consider.

Special Interest Meetings: It is proposed that Special Interest
Meetings with less than 3 Members signed up are removed from the
work programme. Members are asked to decide which 2 of the
remaining Special Interest Meetings topics will take place between
February and July:

Young People with Mental Health Problems

Planning Applications and the Role of Parish and Town Councils
Advertising and Road Signage

Council Complaints Procedure

Supporting local Business

Development Projects

Child Protection and Chid Protection Plans

It is suggested that the topic of how effectively Police and Community
Together (PACT) meetings are in achieving their objectives could be
brought to the March SLB meeting under the Crime and Disorder
Reduction Scrutiny. It is also suggested that the issue of ‘Sustainable
and Balanced Development’ is too large a topic for Special Interest
Meeting and therefore removed from the work programme.

Scrutiny Suggestions: Members are also asked to consider the 2
topics that have been submitted as Scrutiny Suggestions. Given the
existing work load if Members wish to undertake this work between
January and July they are asked to substitute these topics for existing
work or alternatively to defer these items for consideration at the May
SLB meeting when the work programme will be reviewed again.

EQUAILTY AND DIVERSITY
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7.0
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All Scrutiny Reviews and Special Interest Meetings will consider the
equality and diversity implications of the issue under consideration.
Scrutiny Members are also undertaking work to scrutinise the
effectiveness of Equality Impact Assessments across the Council.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

This report does not have any direct environmental impact but the
reviews will consider the environmental implications of the issues under
consideration.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

The Council has a duty to scrutinise its work and that of NHS and
partner organisations.

LINKS WITH CORPORATE PRIORITIES

The work of the Scrutiny Reviews and Special Interest Meetings cuts
across the corporate priorities. The Scrutiny function supports the
Corporate and Community Focused Council priority.

OPPORTUNITIES AND RISKS

This is an opportunity for Members to reassess the Scrutiny work
programme and agree a realistic work programme for the remainder of
the year. There is a risk that additional work generated by Scrutiny
Subgroups could result in reviews carrying over further into the next
municipal year.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The work outlined will be undertaken with in the Scrutiny Resources
available.

WARD IMPLICATIONS

There are not ward implications directly from this report.

BACKGROUND PAPERS

Report prepared by Fiona Bottrill (Scrutiny Manager), Tel: (01952)
383113
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Scrutiny Review and Special Interest Meeting Work Programme

11 In-depth Reviews:

Waste Management including Bulk Collection
Helping Residents Access Benefits

Cluster Arrangements and Locality Working
Child Protection and Child Protection Plans

End of Life Choices

Developing Future Skills for Business

Extended Schools and Healthy Communities
Bringing together Health-Related Agencies
Highway Infrastructure

Services to Young People Outside School
Accessibility for People with Disabilities / Older People
Surface Drainage of water to Telford and Wrekin

2 Spot Light Reviews:

Adoption of Roads and Green Spaces
Keeping Elected Members Informed

10 Special Interest Meetings with a Minimum of 3 Members:

Domestic Violence

Supporting Local Business

Development Projects

Young People with Mental Health Problems

Sustainable and Balanced Development

Planning Applications and the Role of Parish / Town Councils
Advertising and Road Signage

Transition of Disabled Children into Adult Services

Council Complaints Procedure

Police and Community Together (PACT) Meetings

11 Special Interest Meetings with Less than 3 Members

Customer Contact Centre

Transport for Tourism

Car Parking Enforcement

Equality and Diversity Policy

Music Lessons or Specialist Provision in Schools
Co-ordination of CCTV across T&W

Employee Travel to Work

Inconsistencies in Young People paying Adult Prices
Bringing Together People of Different Age Groups and Cultural Backgrounds
Accommodation for Tourism

Providing Reassurance through Positive Media)




Appendix II
Draft Scrutiny Work Programme Schedule

Month Jan Feb Mar April May June July

Week 1&2 | 3&4 1&2 | 3&4 1&2 | 3&4 1&2 | 3&4 1&2 | 3&4 1&2 | 3&4 1&2 | 3&4

In-depth Reviews

1)Section 106 Report

2) Bus Services Review

3) Equality Impact Assessments

4) Cluster Arrangements and Locality

working

5)Helping Residents to Access Benefits

6)Developing Skills for Business

7)Housing and Homelessness

8)Palliative Care

9)Waste Management & Bulk Collection

10) Surface Water Drainage

Spot Light Reviews

1)Keeping Elected Members Informed

Special Interest Meetings

1)Domestic Violence

2)Transition of Disabled Children

3)TBA

4)TBA
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Scrutiny Suqgestions

Suggestion 1: What would you like scrutiny to look at?

Please state the service area, Council activity or issue
This can relate to work of the Council, the NHS or other local organisations

How this council deals with Gypsies and travellers etc camping on
unauthorised sites throughout the Borough

Why should scrutiny look at this issue?

Please consider:

. The situation/problem/concern that has made you raise this issue
. How many people are affected
° What benefits a scrutiny review could bring for local people

Gypsies and Travellers are currently using Business Estates and
other places throughout the Borough usually illegally, causing
Business and Factory owners a great deal of stress, in fact | have
received calls from Business owners telling me that they will move out
of Telford if the problem is not sorted out.

There is an officer cost of multiple visits to the sites, court costs for
orders to remove them and for deep cleaning of the site when the
people move off.

There is a lack of transit and permanent sites within the Borough.

The Scrutiny needs to look at this problem and help to suggest a long
term solution.

Suggestion 2: What would you like scrutiny to look at?

Please state the service area, Council activity or issue
This can relate to work of the Council, the NHS or other local organisations

Children and Young People

Variation in the formula’ allocation of school funding

Why should scrutiny look at this issue?

Please consider:

. The situation/problem/concern that has made you raise this issue
. How many people are affected
° What benefits a scrutiny review could bring for local people

On studying school funding information there appears to be a wide
variation in funding to schools in the Telford and Wrekin borough.

All children in education ( approximately 24,000)

A more equitable distribution of funds to schools
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TELFORD & WREKIN COUNCIL
SCRUTINY LEADERSHIP BOARD - 14™ JANUARY 2010
ONE COUNCIL — PRIORITIES AND IMPLICATIONS FOR SCRUTINY]

REPORT OF SCRUTINY MANAGER

1. PURPOSE

1.1 To agree the Lead Scrutiny Members roles in relation to the Council’s
priority policy areas and identify implications of the recent restructure
for Scrutiny.

2. RECOMMENDATIONS

2.1 Members agree the role of the Lead Scrutiny Members in relation
to the Council’s priority policy areas;

2.2 Members identify implications for Scrutiny following the recent
restructure of the Council

3. PREVIOUS MINUTES

3.1 SLB 3, SBL 4 — Scrutiny Leadership Board on Monday 5 January
2009

4, SCRUINTY AND COUNCIL PRIORITIES

4.1  Under the Scrutiny Arrangements agreed by Scrutiny Leadership
Board on the 5" January 2009 each of the Lead Scrutiny Members
agreed to take a lead in the Community Priority assigned to them.
Part of this responsibility included attending regular meetings with the
Cabinet Member(s) within their area of responsibility to stay up to
date with current issues, including discussion of upcoming decisions
and the Forward Plan. It was agreed that the Scrutiny priorities would
mirror the Council’s Priorities as:

e Giving children and young people the best possible start in
their lives

e Maintaining a high quality, attractive and sustainable
environment

e (Creating a safe, strong and cohesive community

e Promoting healthy communities and improving the quality of
life of vulnerable and older people

e Strengthening the local economy and the skills of local people

1



e An efficient, effective and customer-focussed Council that
delivers value-for-money for the community.

42 At the Cabinet meeting on the 8" December 2009 the following
priority policy areas were agreed and Cabinet Members have taken a
lead for each of these:

Housing Regeneration and Prosperity
Children and young People

Active Lifestyles Leisure and Culture
Adult Care and Support

Environment and Rural Areas

Community Protection and Cohesion
Efficient and Community Focused Council

4.3 At the Scrutiny Assembly Meeting on the 30™ November 2009
Members discussed the One Council, One Team, One Vision
restructure with the Chief Executive. The notes of this meeting are
attached as Appendix 1.

4.4 |t is for Scrutiny Members to determine the structure and Scrutiny
arrangements however it is important that Scrutiny can demonstrate
how it contributes directly to the Council’s priorities and the keeping
in touch meetings between Lead Scrutiny Members and Cabinet
Members are an important part ongoing dialogue between Scrutiny
and the Executive. In order to facilitate this Scrutiny Leadership
Board is asked to consider how the Lead Scrutiny Members relate to
the agreed priority policy areas .Members may also wish to identify
other issues that could be included in the Review of Scrutiny or
brought to a future Scrutiny Leadership Board meeting.

Report prepared by Fiona Bottrill (Scrutiny Manager), Tel: (01952)
383113



Scrutiny Assembly Meeting

One Council, One Team, One Vision
30" November 2009

Present:

Victor Brownlees  Chief Executive

Scrutiny Members: ClIrs. Derek White (Chair), Keith Austin, Roger Aveley,
Joy Francis, Gill Green, Yvonne Hicks, Terry Kiernan,
Alan Mackenzie, Clive Mason, Adrian Meredith, John
Minor, Kuldip Sahota, Charles Smith, Karen Tomlinson,
Adrian Williams

Scrutiny Co-optees: Shaukat Ali, Sue Harris, Val Lindley.

Fiona Bottrill Scrutiny Manager

Stephanie Jones  Scrutiny Officer

Introduction by Victor Brownlees

The One Council, One Team, One Vision proposals are about the officer side
of the organisation and how it relates to itself i.e. how officers work with
officers. It is up to Scrutiny to decide how it organises itself and the new
structure will work regardless of this.

The change was prompted by the Employee Survey which showed that
whereas 70% of staff enjoy their jobs and are committed to their individual
teams, 2/3 did not identify with the Council as a whole. It also showed that a
large part of the organisation feel close to senior management and trust them.
Victor wants to create an organisation that is focussed on the delivery of good
public services, where people work together and are proud to work fro the
Council. These are the issues that the proposals are aimed at addressing;
they are about what goes on within the Council, how people think and feel, but
not about changing the delivery of services.

People generally think of the organisational structure as a triangle with the
Chief Executive at the apex and other layers of staff underneath. This is the
opposite from Victor's view. Front line staff who deliver services and touch
people’s lives should be at the top of the organisation. The Council delivers
over 700 different services to people: some touch most people (such as
highways, transport) and others are for specific groups or vulnerable people
(such as children in care for whom the Council is a corporate parent). The
focus of the organisation should be on these services. Everything else is
underneath and should support service delivery. The job of the Chief
Executive is to provide the structure and resources to enable the organisation
to deliver services.

Questions, Answers and Comments

Will you scrap the internal charging market (for example grass cutting
can come from education or highways or community budgets)? (CS)
Yes, we must act as one team — if it's Council grass it's one public service.

KA\DEMSERV\MEETINGS\MTGS0910\Scrutiny Leadership
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We need a collective approach to things that are a collective problem. For
example, the increased numbers of children coming into care means costs
have increased but this should not just been seen as a budget issue for CYP
as we are all responsible for looking after children in care.

Will staff be located on a single site? (TK)

Not all, as we will still need people working out in the community amongst
people and re-connecting with them, but we would like other staff to be based
in a single location.

Do we still need face-to-face contact, or could we use more technology?
(DW)
No - a pc screen cannot replace face-to-face contact.

Can you clarify the role of the Assistant Chief Executive and at what
level this post sits? Will it add to costs? (KA)

The Assistant will support the Chief Executive, Corporate Directors and
Heads of Service. It is not a Deputy Chief Executive and the post will bring a
net saving to the authority.

How do officers perceive elected members will fit into the structure and
how will communication with members work? (GG)

There is an issue with keeping elected members informed but the
reorganisation is about officer to officer communication and not officer to
member communication. When officers are working better together, this
could make communication with members better.

Some staff may be worried that they will be expected to take on extra
responsibility which is outside their area of expertise, and if this
happens expertise will be watered down. (KT)

Victor has spoken to a large number of staff over the last few weeks and they
obviously want to understand where they fit in the new organisation but the
feeling has been very positive about the proposition. This was the original
vision for Telford & Wrekin Council.

We do not want to water down expertise and we will keep skills where they
are needed and where people are qualified, but some staff have skills in areas
that could be applied across different areas of work such as finance or
marketing.

DW expressed a concern that skills will be spread too thinly and could
be diluted.

The new structure is welcome but we have seen from a current scrutiny
review about skills that there are a lot of services that are delivered that
are not joined up. The NEET Strategy, Employer Engagement and the
14-19 Agenda are all cross-cutting themes that need to be joined-up.
Can you give us an idea of how you see these linking up internally under
the new structure? (AMac)

Within the model, there is a responsibility on senior management to knit these

KA\DEMSERV\MEETINGS\MTGS0910\Scrutiny Leadership
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issues together. We also need to work with partners such as TCAT about
how we reach out to young people but we need to plan earlier from 0-5 years
and not wait until 14-19.

....s0 how will the links be made? (AMac)

The Employment & Skills Board is trying to join this activity together and we
are now talking to TCAT and partners on the Local Strategic Partnership
(LSP) about pulling work together. The whole mindset of the One Council,
One Team, One Vision is joining up.

Is One Council, One Team, One Vision really about saving money? (DW)
The context is the huge pressure on public sector budgets and the
Comprehensive Spending Review, so although the changes are not about
saving money, they will be in this context. Over the next few years we will
have a smaller leaner organisation, but hope to lose staff gradually so it is not
too painful. The original timetable for implementing the new structure was for
Heads of Service to be in place for 1% April 2010, but this has been brought
forward to 11" January with the final outcome in place at the end of March
2010.

You said you preferred staff to be on a single site: will this be in the
town centre? (CM)

Victor's personal view would be to have all staff in one headquarters in the
town centre. The new building should house as many staff as possible that
do not need to be in the community. We could also join up with partner
organisations such as the police or PCT to co-locate. There is an issue with
being locked into the lease on Darby House and any vision or proposals have
to make sense financially.

What are the plans for Darby House — are we trying to buy it or negotiate
out of the lease? (AW)
This will be part of the analysis, and there is no easy answer.

Do you feel that staff are being honest with you when they give you their
views? (KT)
Yes, | do. Some staff are getting very good at being honest!

If staff are centralised in one town centre location what will happen to
Highfield House, the Mount and other properties that are part of the
Wellington regeneration? (KT)

We are not talking about bringing everything together. There are some very
vulnerable people in communities who can be in a state of distress when they
come to us so we need to bring together the people who can be brought
together, but we will still need staff out in the communities.

Will you keep staff in the clusters?

We will review this. Some people think that it can be a barrier as staff get to
know and get used to working with a smaller number of people. We also
need to see how we can work better with families together.

KA\DEMSERV\MEETINGS\MTGS0910\Scrutiny Leadership
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The Integrated Teams are working well, but we need to join children’s
services together in the clusters and not separate early years out from
other children’s services. They should be joined up. (SH)

| absolutely agree.

If children move, they should not have to leave their familiar cluster
based support and have to get to know new people. (JF) If a child
moves school they can be in a different cluster area from their families,
but the eths is that services work better together. (KT)

Yes, and this will be our response as a Council.

Under the Locality Management arrangements, the Woodside project
office is working extremely well as housing and other council staff have
face-to-face contact with local people in a joined-up way which is very
important. This is also now starting to happen on Sutton Hill. (AMac)
The single-point-of-contact approach is the biggest single success of
the Woodside regeneration project. (DW)

Does the One Council, One Team, One Vision proposal have the backing
of all the Corporate Directors? (AW)

Yes, it is the collective viewpoint of Corporate Directors. There may be
different styles and nuances, but this is a collective belief.

The Donnington neighbourhood officers are very good, but money is the
biggest problem. Will the system be kept going as it works very well in
Donnington? (CM)

It is horses for courses. This approach could work well for some people, but
others could need a “rapid response” approach so staff go where the
problems are. It is not always about money, although one proposal is to have
a pot of money which can be allocated to specific areas for specific projects at
a local level.

This would be welcome. Scrutiny is looking at the Locality Management
model at the moment, and is also being reviewed internally. Scrutiny
members visited other local authorities to see how other models were
working, and in Walsall there was a community chest which could be
spent on local activity such as fun days. This helped local areas to keep
their local identity. (KT)
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TELFORD & WREKIN COUNCIL
SCRUTINY LEADERSHIP BOARD - 14™ JANUARY 2010

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE JOINT HEALTH OVERVIEW AND
SCRUTINY COMITTEE

REPORT OF SCRUTINY MANAGER

1.

1.1

PURPOSE

To consider the Terms of Reference for the Joint Health Overview and
Scrutiny Committee with  Shropshire County and agree the
representation from Telford and Wrekin.

2. RECOMMENDATIONS

2.1 Members consider the Terms of Reference for the Joint Health
Overview and Scrutiny Committee attached as Appendix 1;

2.2 Scrutiny Leadership Board agrees to increase the total membership
of the Joint Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee to 18
comprising of 6 Elected Member representatives from each local
authority and 3 independent co-opted representatives appointed by
each local authority;

2.3 Scrutiny Leadership Board appoints 6 elected Members and 3 co-
opted Members as the representatives from Telford and Wrekin on
the Joint Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee with Shropshire
County Council. Members may wish to consider appointing the
additional Members to the Health Scrutiny Monitoring Sub Group;

2.4 Members consider the voting rights for co-optees.

3. PREVIOUS MINUTES
3.1 NA
4. MEMBERSHIP _OF THE JOINT HEALTH OVERVIEW AND

SCRUTINY COMMITTEE WITH SHROPSHIRE COUNCTY COUNCIL




4.1

4.2

4.3

Towards the end of 2009 Telford and Wrekin and Shropshire County
Council’'s Joint Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee (HOSC)
considered the proposals made by the Primary Care Trusts and
Shrewsbury and Telford Hospitals NHS Trust regarding the future of
vascular surgery in the area of the two local authorities. While the
local NHS did not go immediately ahead with plans to centralise this
service at the Royal Shrewsbury Hospital it plans to consult on this
and further plans to centralise acute hospital care on one site. It is the
Joint Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee that has the statutory
Health Scrutiny powers in relation to these proposed changes and
related consultations.

The current membership of the Joint HOSC consists of 6
representatives from each local authority’s Scrutiny arrangements.
From Telford and Wrekin this reflects the Membership of the Health
Monitoring Sub Group - including 3 elected Members and 3
independent Co-optees. These Co-optees were granted voting rights
by Council in respect of matters relating to the re-configuration of
NHS services currently subject to consultation by Telford and Wrekin
PCT and Shropshire County PCT. The representatives from
Shropshire County Council are 6 elected Members

It is proposed that the Membership of the Joint HOSC should be
extended so that each local authority will have 6 elected
representatives and 3 co-optees.

Report prepared by Fiona Bottrill (Scrutiny Manager), Tel: (01952)
383113
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Terms of Reference

Shropshire County and Telford and Wrekin Joint Health Overview and
Scrutiny Committee

Purpose

To jointly consider and scrutinise where necessary, all Health and Healthcare
related topics which affect the areas of Telford and Wrekin Council and
Shropshire Council.

To meet when proposed changes to services are identified to confirm whether
formal statutory consultation would be necessary.

To actively research and respond to any formal consultation within the agreed
consultation period, usually the statutory 12 weeks period.

Annual work programme topics for 2009/10 and 2010/11
Proposals from work by NHS under Developing Health and Healthcare, a
Strategy for Shropshire, Telford and Wrekin

Mental Health Services — Modernising Mental Health Services in Shropshire
and Telford and Wrekin

Any other issues that Members feel will impact on the planning and
implementation of health and healthcare across both Local Authority areas.

Powers of the Joint Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee

The Joint Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee exercises the powers set
out in the Health and Social Care Act (2001) consolidated in the NHS Act
(2006) to review any matter relating to the planning, provision and operation
of health services across the local authority areas.

Membership of the Joint Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee
There will be six elected members from each local authority.

There will be three co-opted members from each local authority area who are
independent of the relevant Council.

The voting rights of co-optees is to be determined.
Executive Members for Health and Social Care issues may attend the

meeting at the Chair’s discretion in a non voting capacity.

Chairing Arrangements
Meetings alternate between the Council areas. The appropriate Chair will take
the lead for meetings in their Local Authority Area.
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Chairs’ Casting Vote
The Chair will not use their casting vote due to the alternating venue.

Political Balance
Both Authorities have agreed to waive political balance.

Administration (including venues and agreeing agendas)

In line with the Department of Health Guidance Telford and Wrekin Council
and Shropshire County council will share the cost and resource implications of
supporting the Joint Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee. Meetings will
alternate between local authorities. Each council will take the lead in
arranging venues and co-ordinating agendas with organisations and
individuals invited to present reports or papers or give evidence, for the
meetings taking place in their Local Authority Area.

The agenda will be agreed by both Health Scrutiny Chairs at an agenda
setting meeting about 10 working days before the Joint Committee meeting.
Papers and presentations will be considered during this meeting to establish
running order and specific instructions to those attending.

Pre-meetings will be at the chair’s discretion, to be attended either by the
Chairs’ alone or for members of the whole joint Health Overview and Scrutiny
Committee.

Additional Support

Each local authority will identify an agreed resource which it can provide to
support the work of the Joint Committee. This may be officer time and/or a
financial contribution to cover the costs of any specialist advice.

Frequency of Meetings
To be detailed in the Joint Committee Work Programme.

Quorum
- To be determined following agreement of final membership numbers.

Ways of Working
Under the Department of Health Guidance the Joint Health Scrutiny
committee must:

¢ Represent the interests of the population that receives services
provided by or commissioned by the NHS body

e Operate in a way that will lead to rigorous and objective scrutiny of the
issues under review.

e The Joint Committee will hold formal meetings, undertake visits —
which as far as possible will involve representatives from both
Authorities. Each authority will be able to lead and undertake individual
pieces of work. The Joint Committee may also hold meetings with
relevant representatives and officers outside of the main scrutiny
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forum, focus groups, public meetings, consultation with relevant
patient/service user groups

Reports

Wherever possible all reports will present joint evidence based conclusions
and recommendations. However, where differences exist reports will be able
to include sections setting out evidence based conclusions and
recommendations reflecting the different views within the joint committee.

Review of Terms of Reference
Annually or as required when issues arise for joint scrutiny.



Scrutiny Leadership Board — Forward Plan 2009-10

Date of meeting

Agenda items

Attending

12" May 2009

Scrutiny Assembly 19" May
Chairman’s update:
o Away day
o Chairing arrangements for subgroups

Additional
meeting
23" June 2009

Change to review order for Children & Young people
Feedback from the Scrutiny Assembly on 19th May
Proposal for Introduction of Councillor Call for Action
Amendments to terms of reference for standing sub groups
To consider the options for co-opting from West Mercia police Authority onto SLB for
scrutiny of crime & disorder items
Chairman’s update:
Scrutiny and the media
Report on urgent decisions by the Chairman

9™ July 2009

Consideration of further information on scrutiny suggestions from 12 May 2009 meeting
New legislation update

Appointment of members to the Joint health Scrutiny Committee with Shropshire,
Staffordshire and Stoke

6 Monthly review of new scrutiny arrangements

16™ Sep 2009

Update on TSLEC

Preparation for Scrutiny Assembly meeting on 12" October 2009

Surface Water Drainage — to consider inclusion in the programme as an in-depth review
Draft Scrutiny Annual Report for Full Council on 30" September 2009

Scrutiny Review Reports for approval — Procurement

24™ September
2009 -
additional
meeting

CDRP scrutiny

To receive presentation on employee survey results
Scrutiny and the media

Report on the Council’s Forward Plan

Preparation for Scrutiny Assembly on 12" October 2009

Tom Currie and Alex Urka
Marie Whitefoot

Nigel Newman

Phil Griffiths




Update on implementation of past recommendations

Scrutiny Review Reports for approval — Section 106

Scrutiny Work Programme Event

Value For Money Sub Group recommendations on Transport Services Review

19™ Nov 2009 Update on First Point recommendations

Update on implementation of recommendations from School Travel Review
Scrutiny Lead member appraisals

Employee Suggestion Scheme

Health Scrutiny — Voting rights of health co-optees

Andrew Meredith
Stuart Freeman/Helen
Hill/Kathy Swallow

14 Jan 2010 e Employee Survey — update on actions to address issues raised by the survey Richard Partington
e Employee Suggestion Scheme Debbie Byle
e Scrutiny Review reports — Bus Services

25" Mar 2010 e Preparation for Scrutiny Assembly performance meeting

e CDRP scrutiny

13™ May 2010

Standing Items

Chairman’s Update
Scrutiny Suggestions
SLB Forward Plan
Council Forward Plan




e Progress on reviews
e Recommendations from scrutiny reviews/sub-groups etc.
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TELFORD & WREKIN COUNCIL
100" EDITION FORWARD PLAN
January 2010 to April 2010

EFFECTIVE FROM 1% January 2010

o This Plan is a list of the Key Decisions likely to be taken over the coming 4
months. The list is not exhaustive as not all decisions are known that far in
advance. The Plan is re-published monthly and the next Plan will be
published on 15™ January 2010 and effective from 15 February 2010.

o The contents of the Plan are subject to change each month. When the Plan
is re-published the items identified in each month will be reviewed and
depending on circumstances the timescale for some decisions may
change. Attached to this Plan is the list of Key Decisions due to be taken in
December 2009. Any Key Decisions not taken by the end of December 2009
will automatically be rolled forward into January 2010.

o Each key decision in the Plan will be the subject of a written report and that
report will be published and available for public inspection 5 working days
prior to the decision being taken.

Contact Officer: Phil Smith
Democratic Services Officer

Address Civic Offices

PO Box 215

Telford, TF3 4LF
Telephone 01952 383211
Email phil.smith@telford.gov.uk

If you would like free help to understand
this document in your own language,
please phone the Borough of Telford &
Wrekin on 01952 382121.

This information can also be made available
in alternative formats including large print,
Braille and audio tape.
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STANDARD ITEMS

The following are Standard Items for decisions relating to each Portfolio/Service which may be
taken as and when necessary.

Title

Budget Strategy / Service & Financial Planning Process

Exempt

If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)
under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Cllr Andrew Eade / ClIr Adrian Lawrence
Resources

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact Name Designation
Ken Clarke Head of Finance & Audit
Telephone No Email
01952 383003 ken.clarke@telford.gov.uk
Title Capital Strategy and Capital Programme Decisions within the agreed
Capital Programme
Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

Refer to Specific Reports under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

All Cabinet Members
All Portfolios

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact Name Designation

Ken Clarke Head of Finance & Audit

Telephone No Email

01952 383703 ken.clarke@telford.gov.uk
Title Community Strategy / Local Area Agreement (LAA)/Priority Plans
Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

Refer to specific reports under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and ClIr Sean Kelly
Portfolio Area Policy, Performance & Partnership
Decision Maker Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact Name Designation
Richard Partington Head of Policy, Performance & Partnership
Telephone No Email
01952 380131 richard.partington@telford.gov.uk

Return to Index




Title Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA) and External
Inspection

Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and Clir Sean Kelly

Portfolio Area Policy, Performance & Partnership

Decision Maker Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of As appropriate

Decision

Contact Name Designation
Richard Partington Head of Policy, Performance and Partnership
Telephone No Email
01952 380131 richard.partington@telford.gov.uk

Title Consultation Strategy and Activities

Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and Clir Sean Kelly

Portfolio Area Policy, Performance & Partnership

Decision Maker Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of As appropriate

Decision

Contact Name Designation
Richard Partington Head of Policy, Performance and Partnership
Telephone No Email
01952 380131 richard.partington@telford.gov.uk

Title Corporate Property Amendments

Exempt Refer to Specific Reports If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Clir Eric Carter
Environment & Regeneration

Decision Maker

Cabinet and/or Head of Asset & Property Management

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact

Name Designation

David Sidaway Head of Property & Design
Telephone No Email

01952 384300 david.sidaway@telford.gov.uk

Return to Index




Title

Customer Strategy & E-Government

Exempt

If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

Refer to Specific Reports under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

ClIr Adrian Lawrence
Resources

Decision Maker

Cabinet / Corporate Director: Community Services

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact Name Designation
Angie Astley Head of Customer Strategy & Business
Transformation
Telephone No Email
01952 382400 angie.astley@telford.gov.uk
Title Regeneration Strategy for Telford & Wrekin
Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Clir Eric Carter
Environment & Regeneration

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact Name Designation
Sophie Griffiths Project Lead Officer
Telephone No Email
01952 384700 Sophie.griffiths@telford.gov.uk
Title Financial Monitoring and Financial Updates
Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

No under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Cllr Adrian Lawrence
Resources/All Portfolios

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact

Name Designation
Pauline Harris Corporate Finance Manager

Telephone No Email

01952 383701 pauline.harris@telford.gov.uk

Return to Index




Title Housing Investment Plan

Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)
No under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and Clir E Carter

Portfolio Area

Environment & Regeneration

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact Name Designation
Katherine Kynaston Strategic Housing Manager
Telephone No Email
01952 384021 Katherine.kynaston@telford.gov.uk
Title Improved Customer Service — Transforming the Business to Deliver
the Vision
Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and

ClIr Adrian Lawrence

Portfolio Area Resources
Decision Maker Cabinet
Target Cabinet/Date of As appropriate
Decision
Contact Name Designation
Angie Astley Head of Customer Strategy & Business
Transformation
Telephone No Email
01952 382900 angie.astley@telford.gov.uk
Title Local Development Framework
Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

Refer to specific reports

under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

ClIr Steve Bentley
Environment & Regeneration

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact

Name

Matthew Wedderburn

Designation

Principal Planning Officer (Policy
Information)

Telephone No
01952 384246

Email

matthew.wedderburn@telford.gov.uk

Return to Index




Title

Overview of Service and Financial Outturns

Exempt

No

If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)
under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Cllr Adrian Lawrence
Resources/All Portfolios

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact Name Designation
Pauline Harris Corporate Finance Manager
Jon Power Corporate Performance Manager
Telephone No Email
01952 383701 pauline.harris@telford.gov.uk
01952 380134 jonathan.power@telford.gov.uk
Title Performance Management, Value-for-Money and Best Value
Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Clir Sean Kelly

Policy, Performance & Partnership

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact Name Designation
Richard Partington Head of Policy, Performance and Partnership
Telephone No Email
01952 380131 richard.partington@telford.gov.uk

Title Property Investment Portfolio

Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

Yes

under which item is exempt:

3

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Clir Eric Carter
Environment & Regeneration

Decision Maker

Cabinet/Head of Asset & Property Management

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact

Name Designation
David Sidaway Head of Property & Design
Telephone No Email

01952 384300

david.sidaway@telford.gov.uk

Return to Index




Title School Organisation/Capital Financing/Borough Towns Initiative/
Building Schools for the Future
Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Clir Stephen Burrell
Children & Young People

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact Name Designation
Clive Jones Head of Policy, Resources & Social
Regeneration
Telephone No Email
01952 380900 clive.jones@telford.gov.uk
Title Scrutiny Leadership Board Reports
Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

Please refer to under which item is exempt:

individual reports

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Please refer to individual reports

Decision Maker Cabinet
Target Cabinet/Date of As appropriate
Decision
Contact Name Designation
Ken Clarke Head of Finance & Audit.
Telephone No Email
01952 383100 ken.clarke@telford.gov.uk
Title Sutton Hill Regeneration
Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

Please refer to under which item is exempt:

individual reports

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Clir E.J.Carter
Environment & Regeneration

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact Name Designation
Katherine Kynaston Strategic Housing Manager
Telephone No Email
01952 384021 katherine.kynaston@telford.gov.uk
Title Telford & Wrekin Partnership / Partnership Bid Applications and
Projects
Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

Refer to Specific Reports under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and

All Cabinet Members

Portfolio Area All Portfolios

Decision Maker Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of As appropriate

Decision

Contact Name Designation
Please refer to individual reports Not applicable
Telephone No Email
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Not applicable | Not applicable

Title

Telford Railfreight Terminal

Exempt

If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)
under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Clir Steve Bentley
Environment & Regeneration

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact Name Designation
Graham Fairhurst Special Projects Manager
Telephone No Email
01952 384590 graham.fairhurst@telford.gov.uk
Title Telford Town Centre
Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Clir Eric Carter
Environment & Regeneration

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact Name Designation
David Sidaway Head of Property & Design
Telephone No Email
01952 384300 david.sidaway@telford.gov.uk
Title Telford Town Park “Parks for People” project
Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

ClIr Stephen Bentley
Environment & Regeneration

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact Name Designation
David Ottley Landscape & Recreation Manager
Telephone No Email
01952 382328 david.ottley@telford.gov.uk

Title Woodside Regeneration

Exempt If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)

under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Clir Eric Carter
Environment & Regeneration

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

As appropriate

Contact

Name Designation

Will Schofield Strategic Regeneration Officer
Telephone No Email

01952 384700 mark.donovan@telford.gov.uk
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JANUARY 2010

Title

Children & Young People — Tender of Shawbirch Short Breaks

Exempt
(ie Not for Publication)

Paragraph Number 3 (Section 12A LGA
YES 1972)

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Clir Stephen Burrell
Children & Young People

Why this is a Key Decision

Significant financial impact

Purpose

The Council is undertaking a tender for the provision of a reconfigured
service and a pilot service for children with disabilities.

Recommendation

To approve the award of the tender to a supplier assessed via the tender

process.
Decision Maker Cabinet
Target Cabinet/Date of 26" January 2010

Decision

Proposed Consultation

Parents and children and young people are involved in the tender process.

Contact Name Designation
Vivianne McKay Joint Commissioning Manager
Telephone No Email
01952 388892 viv.mckay@telfordpct.nhs.uk
Title Developing Football Within the Community: Joint Developments with
AFC Telford United
Exempt Paragraph Number(s) (Section 12A LGA

(ie Not for Publication)

YES *

Delete as appropriate

1972)

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

ClIr Miles Hosken

Why this is a Key Decision

Decisions which have a significant financial impact of more than £500,000

Purpose

To approve the granting of a lease of land in the ownership of the council
to AFC Telford United and to approve the resulting community benefits.

Recommendation

To agree through a lease arrangement the transfer of land in the
ownership of the council to AFC Telford United.

To approve the required Community Benefits arising from the transfer.

To give authority to the Head of Property & Design , the Head of Legal
Services and the Head of Leisure and Culture to enter into all necessary
legal documentation to transfer the land to AFC Telford United as per the
agreed option and conditions.

Decision Maker Cabinet

(if officer specify whom)

Target Cabinet/Date of 26" January 2010

Decision

Proposed Consultation -

Contact Name Designation
Clare Hall-Salter Commissioner for Leisure Services
Telephone No Email
82016 Clare.hall-salter@telford.gov.uk
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Title Borough Towns Initiative: Sports and Learning Communities — BSF -
Design and Build contract award decision (subject to planning
approval and approval by PfS)

Exempt Paragraph Number(s) (Section 12A LGA

(ie Not for Publication)

e 1972)

Delete as appropriate

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Clir Stephen Burrell
Children & Young People

Why this is a Key Decision

a) This is a project with a value of approximately £170 million.

b) This is a project which has a significant impact on the delivery of
secondary and primary education and a full range of extended services
across the borough.

c.) Delay to the decision could mean delay to the opening of the Abraham
Darby Sports and Learning Community

Purpose

To approve the appointment of Kier Education as the contractor to design
and build new and remodelled secondary schools, new primary schools
and sports and community facilities in the Borough Towns Initiative: Sports
and Learning Communities programme.

Recommendation

That the appointment of Kier Education as Design and Build Contractor is
approved.
And the approval of the Final Business Case for submission to the DCSF

Decision Maker

Cabinet.

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

12 January 2010

Proposed Consultation

Kier Education was selected from the Partnerships for Schools’ Academies
Framework contract by the Project Board on 15 Sep 09 as the T&W preferred
bidder after a local competition and after a thorough tender evaluation process.

Contact Name Designation
Clive Jones Head of BSF, Resources & Social Regeneration
Telephone No Email
80900 clive.jones@telford.gov.uk
Title Service Efficiency Review of leisure services
Exempt Paragraph Number(s) (Section 12A LGA

(ie Not for Publication)

YES 1972)

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Cllr Adrian Lawrence

Why this is a Key Decision

Borough wide implications

Purpose

To consider the recommendations from Northgate Kendric Ash regarding
the outcome of the review of Leisure Services.

Recommendation

To consider the recommendations from Northgate Kendric Ash regarding
the outcome of the review of Leisure Services

Decision Maker
(if officer specify whom)

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

26" January, 2010

Proposed Consultation

To be discussed at Cabinet as the review itself has involved a level of
consultation in order to formulate recommendations for consideration

Contact

Name Angie Astley Designation Head of Customer Services & Business

Transformation

Telephone No Email

Angie.Astley@telford.gov.uk
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Title Surface Water Drainage: Managing and Improving Water Quality
Supplementary Planning Document
Exempt ? No Paragraph Number(s) (Section 12A LGA 1972)

(i.e not for publication)

Lead Cabinet Member
and Portfolio Area

Councillor Stephen Bentley
Environment and Regeneration

Purpose

To consider approval for consultation of a document seeking to provide
guidance to developers, planning agents and the public on managing
surface water in new developments.

Recommendation

To approve the Surface Water Drainage Supplementary Planning
Document for a public engagement exercise.

Why this is a Key
Decision ?

The completed document will form part of the Council’s policy
framework. It is significant in terms of the effects on communities living
or working in an area comprising two or more wards, and significant in
terms of its public interest.

Decision Maker Cabinet
(if officer specify whom)
Target Cabinet / 26 January 2010

Date of Decision

Proposed Consultation

Members: Development Plans Steering Group,
Officers: Local Development Framework Project Board

Contact Name: Matt Wedderburn [Designation: Team Leader Development
Plans
Telephone No: Email:
(01952 3)84246 matthew.wedderburn@telford.gov.uk
Title Environmental Service Review
Exempt Paragraph Number(s) (Section 12A LGA

(ie Not for Publication)

NO 1972)

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Councillor Stephen Bentley
Environment & Regeneration

Why this is a Key Decision

Borough wide implications and of significant public interest

Purpose

To share the recommendations made as part of the Environmental Service
Review, which is one of a number of fundamental service reviews that will
be carried out across the Authority and are intended to identify the
potential for significant cost savings, whilst maintaining or improving upon
current customer service levels

Recommendation

That the recommendations are approved and the Authority moves towards
implementation

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

12th January 2010

Proposed Consultation

Contact

Name

Angie Astley

Designation

Head of Customer Strategy & Business
Transformation
Email

Angie.astley@telford.gov.uk

Telephone No
01952 382007
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Title

Consultation on home to school transport policy; main emphasis -
provision of transport assistance on faith grounds

Exempt

If yes please state Paragraph Number(s)
No under which item is exempt:

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Clir Stephen Burrell
Children & Young People

Why this is a Key Decision

The decision may have Borough-wide implications.

Purpose

To receive views on a proposal to amend the Council’s policy on the
provision of transport assistance for travel between home and school on
faith grounds.

Recommendation

To consider consultation responses

Decision Maker Cabinet
Target Cabinet/Date of 26" January 2010
Decision
Proposed Consultation
Contact Name Designation
Clive Jones Head of BSF, Resources & Social Regeneration
Telephone No Email
01952 380900 clive.jones@telford.gov.uk
FEBRUARY 2010
[ Title Future Delivery Of Economic Development and Regeneration Services
Exempt ? (i.e not for Yes Paragraph Number 3 (Section 12A LGA 1972)
publication)

[Lead Cabinet Member

CllIr Eric Carter — E & R, Property & Design

Purpose

In accordance with a recommendation agreed by Cabinet on 13™ October
2009, to receive an update report on the outcome of negotiations with
partners for closing down the operations of Transforming Telford and
resolving potential funding shortfalls and/or liabilities arising from the transfer
of economic development services to the management of the Council

Recommendation

To note the outcome of negotiations with partners for closing down the
operations of Transforming Telford and resolving potential funding
shortfalls and/or liabilities arising from the transfer of economic development
services to the management of the Council

Why this is a Key Decision ?

Many Wards are effected

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet /
Date of Decision

9 February 2010

Proposed Consultation

Legal Services, Resources, HR,

Contact

lame:Peter Smith Designation: : Head of Economy and Housing

elephone No: mail:

01952 384700 eter.smith@telford.gov.uk
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[ Title

Transfer of Community Related Assets (CRA)

Exempt ? (i.e not for
publication)

Yes Paragraph Number(s) (Section 12A LGA 1972)

[Lead Cabinet Member

ClIr Eric Carter — E & R, Property & Design

Purpose

To seek approval for the transfer of land comprising of various parcels
across the Borough from the Homes & Communities Agency as part of a
CRA package.

Recommendation

To approve the acquisition of the CRA5 Phase |l Package

Why this is a Key Decision ?

Many Wards are effected

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet /
Date of Decision

23 February 2010

Proposed Consultation

Inform Ward Members where properties located prior to Cabinet.

Contact

jameALAN FOX esignaion: ESTATES & INVESTMENTS MANAGER

elephone No: mail:

01952 384325  |Alan.fox@telford.gov.uk

Title

Kerbside Food Waste Collections

Exempt
(ie Not for Publication)

Paragraph Number(s) 3 and 4 (Section

YES* 12A LGA 1972)

Delete as appropriate

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Stephen Bentley
Planning and Transport

Why this is a Key Decision

This report will detail options for the delivery of a kerbside food waste
collection service. There are significant potential implications in terms of
costs, and variation to existing contracts and services.

Purpose

To review the Kerbside Food Waste Collection service

Recommendation

1. To approve adoption of the collection option identified
2. Authorise next phases of work including consultation, formal contract
negotiation potential pilot scheme

Decision Maker

Cabinet.

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

9 Feb 2009

Proposed Consultation

A proposed consultation scheme (including timetable) will be included in
the report to Committee.

Contact Name Designation
Matt Whitfield Waste Management Team Leader (Temp)
Telephone No Email
84210 matt.whitfield@telford.gov.uk
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Title Central Telford Area Action Plan

Exempt Paragraph Number(s) (Section 12A LGA
(ie Not for Publication) NO 1972)

Lead Cabinet Member and Clir S Bentley

Portfolio Area

Why this is a Key Decision

The Central Telford Area Action Plan is a Development Plan Document
and as such it is a function of Cabinet to approve. It is also significant in
terms of the effects of the overall planning policy preparation programme it
contains on communities living or working in the Borough, significant in
terms of the delivery of the Council’s agreed policies and in terms of its
public interest.

Purpose

The Central Telford Area Action Plan has been prepared in order to
provide a planning policy framework against which to consider
development proposals in Telford town centre and surrounding areas.

The Area Action Plan was submitted for examination in September 2009.
In November however the Council applied for a suspension of the
examination in order to undertake further work addressing certain
concerns raised by the Planning Inspector.

Additions and changes to the document submitted for examination require
Council approval and subsequent consultation before they can be
submitted to the Planning Inspector.

Recommendation

That the Cabinet recommend Council approve the proposed changes to
the Central Telford Area Action Plan and the supporting documents
attached as Appendices to this report, in order that the documents can be
published, subjected to consultation and, along with representations
received, then submitted to the Planning Inspector.

Decision Maker
(if officer specify whom)

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

Cabinet 23 February, Council 4 march

Proposed Consultation

With Lead Member, with Development Plans Steering Group and with
officers via LDF Board

Contact Name Designation
Matt Wedderburn Development Plans Team Leader
Telephone No Email
(01952 3)84246 Matthew.wedderburn@telford.gov.uk
MARCH 2010
APRIL 2010
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Extract from the 98" Edition of the Forward Plan

DECEMBER 2009

Title

Extracare Services Charging policy

Exempt
(ie Not for Publication)

Paragraph Number(s) (Section 12A LGA
— 1972)

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

ClIr Jacqui Seymour
Adults and Community Well-being

Why this is a Key Decision

Significant financial implications and public interest

Purpose

To ensure that people receiving community care services funded by the
Council in Extracare housing schemes, make a financial contribution
towards the cost of their care, which is consistent with the national Fairer
Charging Guidance.

Recommendation

Cabinet approve Community Care Charging Policy for care & support
provided in Extracare housing

Decision Maker
(if officer specify whom)

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

8" December

Proposed Consultation

Engagement with Advocacy Organisations representing vulnerable people
who use Extracare schemes

Contact Name: Paul Taylor/Karen Designation: Heads of Service, Adults and
Kalinowski Community Well-being
Telephone No: 01952 Email: paul.taylor@telford.gov.uk
381200 karen.kalinowski@telford.gov.uk

Title Single Early Years Funding Formula (SEYFF)

Exempt Paragraph Number(s) (Section 12A LGA

(ie Not for Publication)

Delete as appropriate

Lead Cabinet Member and
Portfolio Area

Stephen Burrell — Children & Young People

Why this is a Key Decision

The proposed formula will determine the basis on which around £4.5m of
funding is allocated to schools and PVls. This in turn will determine the
level of provision to children in these settings.

Purpose

Local Authorities are required by the Department for Children Schools and
Families (DCSF) to implement a Single Early Years Funding Formula
(SEYFF) for early years providers from April 2010. To date, in T&W as in
other Local Authorities, Private, Voluntary and Independent (PVI)
Providers have been funded using a different formula to maintained
schools. The proposed single funding formula has been agreed by the
SEYFF working group, consisting of representatives of schools, PVIs and
LA finance and early years officers.

Recommendation

Members are asked to approve the proposed funding formula.

Decision Maker

Cabinet

Target Cabinet

8 December 2009

Proposed Consultation

Schools and PVIs have been consulted regarding the proposed formula
via face to face meetings supplemented by a further electronic (e-mail)
consultation.

Contact

Name Designation

Tim Davis Finance Manager — Schools & BSF
Telephone No Email

01952 383756 tim.davis@telford.gov.uk
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Title

Adult Social Services Annual Performance Assessment and Star
Rating

Exempt
(ie Not for Publication)

NO

Delete as appropriate

Lead Cabinet Member and Clir Jacqui Seymour — Adults and Community Well-being

Portfolio Area

Why this is a Key Decision | The quality and effectiveness of adult social services has a direct impact

on the ability of the Council and partner agencies to meet the needs of
vulnerable people across the Borough

Purpose

To provide information on the outcome of the 2008/9 performance
assessment and 2009 ‘Star Rating’ for adult social services, undertaken by
the Care Quality Commission, and to report on progress achieved, areas
for continuing improvement and our capacity to achieve this.

Recommendation

That members:

1. Note the assessment of Adult Social Services as ............... (cannot
give details until formally notified by the CQC)

2. Note the recently announced social services ‘Star Rating’ for 2009

3. Note the achievements and areas for further improvement identified in
the Care Quality Commission Performance Review Report for 2008/9

Decision Maker
(if officer specify whom)

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

8 December 2009

Proposed Consultation

Contact

Name Designation

Karen Kalinowski Head of Performance & Standards
Telephone No Email

01953 381011

Karen.kalinowski@telford.gov.uk

Title

Wellington Rail Station Access Improvements

Exempt
(ie Not for Publication)

NG Paragraph Number(s) (Section 12A LGA 1972)

Lead Cabinet Member
and Portfolio Area

Councillor Stephen Bentley
(Environment)

Why this is a Key
Decision

The total cost of the improvements will exceed £500,000.

Purpose

To inform the Cabinet of progress in developing this scheme, its likely
cost and alternative means of implementation. To seek approval for the
commitment of the Council’s capital funding to allow its implementation.

Recommendation

That the commitment of Council capital funding to allow implementation
is approved.

Decision Maker
(if officer specify whom)

Cabinet

Target Cabinet/Date of
Decision

8th December 2009

Proposed Consultation | None

Contact Name Designation
Howard Newby Transport Policy Officer
Telephone No Email
01952 384604 Howard.Newby@telford.gov.uk

18




	Minutes
	Appendic X
	Microsoft Word - Minutes191109Final


	Employee Survey
	Appendix B
	Microsoft Word - SLB Report - Employee Survey 2009 response _2_ _3_


	Scrutiny Review of Bus Services Final Report
	Appendix C
	Microsoft Word - Bus Services Report - Jan 2010 FINAL


	Employee/Member Suggestion Scheme
	Appendix D
	Microsoft Word - Scrutiny Leadership Board Briefing - 14 01 10


	Scrutiny Work Programme Update
	Appendix E
	Microsoft Word - SLBWorkProgrammeUpdate Report _3_
	Microsoft Word - ScrutinyWorkProgrammeUpdateAppendix I
	Microsoft Word - ScrutinyWorkProgrammeReviewAppendix II _2_
	Microsoft Word - ScrutinyWorkProgrammeReviewAppendix III _2_


	One Council - Priorities and Implications for Scrutiny
	Appendix F
	Microsoft Word - One Council - Priorities and Implications for Scrutiny
	Microsoft Word - OneCouncilAppendix 1


	Terms of Reference and Membership of the Joint Health Overview & Scrutiny Committee
	Appendix G
	Microsoft Word - Membership of Joint HOSC
	Microsoft Word - JthealthToRAppendix 1


	Scrutiny Forward Plan 2009-10
	Appendix H
	Microsoft Word - Forward Plan 2009-10 _2_


	Council Forward Plan Edition 100
	Appendix I
	Microsoft Word - Edition 100 cc



