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Agenda item 3 

Local Government and 
Transport Committee 

 
28 September 2004 

 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE TRANSPORT (SCOTLAND) ACT 2001 

Stagecoach written submission to the Local Government and Transport 
Committee of the Scottish Parliament 

1.0 Background 

1.1 Stagecoach is one of Scotland’s biggest bus and express coach operators, 
running around 1,000 vehicles across the country and employing around 2,500 
people.  
 
1.2 An international quoted company with its headquarters in Perth, Stagecoach 
provides services across a wide geographic area, from the Highlands to south-west 
Scotland, carrying around 75 million passengers a year.  
 
1.3 Stagecoach has local bus operations in urban and rural areas, covering 
Inverness, Aberdeenshire, Fife, Perth, Glasgow, Ayrshire and Dumfries. It also 
operates a network of inter-city services linking Glasgow, Ayrshire, Edinburgh, Fife, 
Aberdeen, Inverness and Perth.  
 
1.4 The company has demonstrated consistently high standards of reliability, a clear 
focus on customer service and better information for passengers. The company’s 
commitment to innovation, investment, research and development and partnership 
with local stakeholders has delivered passenger growth of 7% over the past 12 
months and helped the Government tackle its key priority of reducing congestion.   
 
2.0 Research and development 
 
2.1 Stagecoach has been at the forefront of new ideas on the delivery of public 
transport. Many of these initiatives, which have delivered impressive organic 
passenger growth, would not have happened without the opportunity for bus 
operators to experiment free from unnecessary regulation and bureaucracy. 
 
2.2 The Kickstart concept has been pioneered by Stagecoach to improve bus 
services, grow the number of people taking the public transport option and provide 
better value for taxpayers. An award-winning pilot project in Perth involved doubling 
the frequency of buses, simplifying the fares and conducting a direct telesales 
campaign, a first for a bus company, targeted at non-users.   
 
2.3 Measures by Perth and Kinross Council saw the introduction of bus lanes, bus 
priority traffic light systems and improved street furniture.  The results were extremely 
impressive, with the project achieving passenger volume growth of around 75% over 
three and a half years. Even more impressive was a 20% modal shift from car to bus 
among customers who responded to the telemarketing campaign. 
 
2.4 The Scottish Executive has now taken forward the Kickstart proposal for targeted 
funding to support the introduction of new bus services. Stagecoach is planning 
further commercial projects of its own and significant schemes are also being 
investigated in conjunction with our partner local authorities.   
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2.5 The experimental Yellow Taxibus initiative, launched by Stagecoach in Fife, 
combines the flexibility of home pick-ups with a traditional bus service using new 
executive people carriers. Yellow Taxibus is the first time a major transport operator 
has attempted to run a demand responsive service on a commercial basis.  
 
2.6 Yellow Taxibus offers a high-frequency service between Dunfermline and 
Edinburgh seven days a week. The economic boom in Edinburgh and the related 
high cost of property has resulted in many people buying homes in the commuter belt 
north of the Forth in Fife. Yellow Taxibus offers new travel opportunities for residents 
in the rapidly expanding eastern area of Dunfermline not currently served by public 
transport. The new service links the Ferrytoll Park and Ride service and takes 
advantage of extensive bus lanes on the route into Edinburgh.   
 
2.7 A mix of commuter and leisure travellers are using the Yellow Taxibus service in 
Scotland, which has been used as the basis of further planned pilots in London linked 
to the South West Trains rail network. 
 
2.8 A futuristic hybrid electric bus has been trialled by Stagecoach in Scotland and 
elsewhere in the UK to encourage local authorities to introduce the environmentally 
friendly vehicle in their areas. The state-of-the-art vehicle, which has been 
successfully operated by Stagecoach in Auckland, New Zealand, has the advantage 
of being able to run emission-free in densely populated areas and the battery-
powered technology means it is extremely quiet on the road. Special regenerative 
braking technology means the batteries on the bus are charged when the brakes are 
applied, while a diesel turbine can also charge the batteries. 
 
3.0 Commercial success 
 
3.1 Stagecoach has developed a new commercial market for inter-city bus travel 
through its low-cost web-based megabus.com service. The award-winning service, 
the first of its kind in the UK, offers fares from just £1 (plus a 50p booking fee). It links 
a number of key towns and cities in Scotland - including Aberdeen, Inverness, Perth, 
Dundee, Edinburgh and Glasgow - as part of a network of more than 25 locations 
across the UK. There are also long-distance services linking Scotland to Manchester 
and London.  
 
3.2 Megabus.com, launched in summer 2003, combines the power of the internet 
and operational expertise to offer an attractive and cleverly marketed service. The 
yield management system used to set fares means inter-city bus travel is now within 
the budget of all groups, boosting social inclusion in the community. Megabus.com 
has now carried more than 800,000 passengers across the UK, with the first of the 
routes already profitable. Results show that the service is also attracting commuters 
out of their cars and boosting the battle against congestion. A number of 
megabus.com services in Scotland use the Perth park and ride facility as an 
interchange and many customers are regularly leaving their cars to take the bus. 
 
3.3 In Ayrshire, Stagecoach identified an opportunity for a dynamic programme of 
frequency enhancements and route quality improvements following increased 
pensioner travel as a result of the concessionary travel scheme in Strathclyde. 
Because Stagecoach operated many inter-urban services with a good choice of 
destinations, the company saw substantial growth. 
 
3.4 Stagecoach introduced 35 additional vehicles to “kick start” the main services in 
its network. The initiative produced a unique and remarkable result, contributing to 
the well-being of pensioners and also generating significant volumes of full fare adult 
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passengers. Growth continued into a second year and triggered further investment. 
The passenger growth of more than 10% in Ayrshire in only 12 months demonstrates 
that it is possible to obtain substantial modal shift by providing the appropriate levels 
and quality of service as a by-product of a targeted concession scheme. 
 
3.5 These are only two examples of the commercial success that can be achieved by 
forward-looking transport operators using entrepreneurial vision and risk-taking to 
improve the quality and breadth of public transport provision. There is little doubt that 
these initiatives would not have occurred in a more prescriptive, highly regulated 
environment where there would be few incentives for operators to innovate. 
 
4.0 Quality Partnerships 
 
4.1 Stagecoach has developed excellent relationships with local authorities and other 
agencies as part of its drive to deliver transport solutions for passengers. 
Partnerships allow operators to deliver major transport improvements and significant 
passenger growth more quickly and more cost-effectively than other more rigid 
approaches. Many improvements have been achieved on a voluntary basis, without 
the need for formal structures or agreements. 
 
4.2 Ferrytoll Park and Ride in Fife, a partnership between Stagecoach and Fife 
Council, has been a huge success since the £4.2million facility was launched four 
years ago. Situated north of the Forth Road Bridge, Ferrytoll currently provides 500 
free car parking spaces, CCTV, and a heated waiting room equipped with toilets, 
vending machines telephone and TV. Hundreds of commuters use the service every 
day to cross the Forth into Edinburgh. Stagecoach runs 12 services an hour during 
peak periods via a 12-mile bus priority corridor implemented by Edinburgh City 
Council. Scottish Executive funding has been approved to double capacity to 1,000 
car parking spaces, which will help take significant numbers of cars off our roads and 
cut congestion. 
 
4.3 In the North East of Scotland, a Quality Partnership between Stagecoach, First 
Aberdeen, Aberdeenshire Council and Aberdeen City Council has produced a 
number of transport improvements in the past five years. The inter-urban Ellon Park 
and Ride service is now attracting more than 100 cars a day. The partnership also 
involves the provision of regularly updated public transport maps for passengers and 
has delivered new floor vehicles in Aberdeen, Peterhead, Fraserburgh, Westhill and 
Stonehaven. Bus operators, councils, community councils and members of the public 
meet regularly through local area bus forums to discuss public transport issues. 
 
4.4 Stagecoach also works with many organisations to promote green travel plans. 
For example, in Aberdeen the new services to Aberdeen Airport benefit staff working 
at the facility. Discounted travel schemes are in place for employees at Aberdeen’s 
Foresterhill Hospital, where there is significant pressure on car parking spaces, and 
Aberdeen City Council. 
 
4.5 Passengers are benefiting from new low-floor vehicles in Perth, Elgin and 
Inverness as part of quality partnership agreements with Perth and Kinross Council, 
Moray Council, Highland Council and the regional transport partnership HITRANS. 
Stagecoach’s partnership agreement with Dundee City Council will include the 
introduction of on-bus CCTV technology and Real Time Information.   
 
4.6 Stagecoach in Fife, along with other bus operators, has been closely involved in 
the development of One Ticket, the first multi-operator commercially provided ticket 
scheme in Scotland. Developed under the auspices of SESTRANS, the regional 
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transport partnership, One Ticket offers unlimited travel on most buses and some 
trains throughout East Central Scotland. It can be purchased on a daily, four-weekly 
or annual basis. Ticket sales have increased by more than 300% over the past year 
and the annual turnover is in excess of £500,000. 
4.7 These examples demonstrate graphically that partnerships work. Where we have 
been able to develop strong and effective partnerships we have achieved significant 
increases in the number of people choosing to travel by bus 
 
5.0 Quality Contracts 
 
5.1 Stagecoach considers Quality Contracts, which involve the letting of exclusive 
contracts for the provision of bus services, as a last resort. We believe it breaks the 
important direct link between bus operators and their customers. Such an approach 
does not guarantee the kind of passenger benefits delivered by quality partnerships.   
 
5.2 Instead, significant sums of public money and hours of unnecessary 
administration are wasted on the contracting process alone as well as costs incurred 
by operators preparing bids, which would be reflected in tender prices.  
 
5.3 Stagecoach market research shows that existing and potential customers view 
service reliability and punctuality as the most important factors in determining 
whether they will use buses.  This is of far more fundamental significance than any 
debate around the relative merits of bus quality partnerships and quality contracts.  
 
5.4 If bus operators are unable to deliver reliable and punctual services, there will be 
no prospect of either retaining existing passengers or attracting new ones. Making 
the buses run on time, like making the trains run on time, requires dedicated effort 
from both the operators and the track authorities.  Traffic congestion is unpredictably 
variable from one day to the next. Without priority measures, good timetabling and 
service reliability are impossible to deliver. In turn, this inevitably affects customer 
confidence in the bus as a transport mode of choice. 
 
6.0 Concessionary travel 

 
6.1 Stagecoach fully supports the provision of concessionary travel and, in common 
with other operators, has worked in partnership to deliver the Scottish Executive’s 
commitment for free local concessionary travel for the elderly and disabled. 
 
6.2 Separately, Stagecoach is extending cheaper travel to young people through its 
Unirider student travel product. Students in Aberdeen, Fife and West Scotland can 
take advantage of discounted tickets offering unlimited travel within different zones.   
 
6.3 We support the provision of one national concessionary travel scheme for 
Scotland, administered on a national basis. This would deliver the most efficient 
system, with the least bureaucracy and the best value for taxpayers.  
 
6.4 Stagecoach believes the existing arrangement with 16 separate schemes is 
confusing for customers and has resulted in participating bus operators being worse 
off. Arbitrary decisions regarding generation factors, often taken to balance local 
authority budgets, has meant that the compensation received by bus operators for 
concessionary passengers is actually below the cost of carrying these customers.   
 
6.5 It is essential that a fair, transparent and stable reimbursement mechanism is 
established as part of one properly funded national concessionary fares scheme. A 
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national scheme could be effectively administered by the proposed Strategic 
Transport Agency, as outlined in the White Paper, Scotland’s transport future. 
 
3 September 2004 
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Agenda Item 3 

Local Government and 
Transport Committee  

28 September 2004 

Evidence for the Local Government and Transport Committee 

FirstGroup plc Evidence for Hearing on 28th September 2004 

1. Concessions 

Since 2002, the Executive’s policy of providing off-peak free travel for the elderly and 
disabled has been delivered quickly, effectively and within the overall budget set by the 
Executive1.  First believes this is an extremely strong and positive example of how the 
operators and local authorities can co-operate to deliver across a range of shared objectives. 

However, implementation approaches and the conditions and funding levels for schemes 
have been varied in nature and policy.  In particular, budgetary pressure across Council 
functions and the lack of a clear steer on reimbursement rates and calculations has meant 
that funding per concessionary passenger: 

• Has been falling over the last three years 

• Has diverged from equivalent commercial fares (driven in part by the need for operators 
to recover these losses from remaining commercial parts of the market) and 

• Is now at levels that are below the cost of provision 

This means that operators are carrying every concessionary passenger at a loss and that 
commercial passengers are paying too much to subsidise these concessionary passengers. 
This double effect means that operators find it difficult to justify investment for the future and 
that commercial passenger growth may stall with rising costs causing resultant rising prices. 

However, the creation of a single national scheme, that has ring-fenced and adequate 
funding, that protects the benefits for qualifying passengers and is fair, transparent and 
equitable is within our grasp.  First can commend the approach that the Welsh scheme has 
adopted and believes that a similar structure can set a firm foundation for the future whilst 
also providing budgetary assurance for Scottish taxpayers.  

It is hoped that the Scottish Executive’s commitment to delivering a national scheme can 
address these issues and provide a clear path for the continued growth in bus use for all 
types of passengers and all parts of the community. 

                                                 

1 Top-ups to Councils have been required due to the uneven allocation of the funding through GAE 
where, all else being equal, money allocated to the scheme has been sufficient in aggregate. 
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2. Transport Act (Scotland) 2001 – Development Tools 

First believes that the Transport Act (Scotland) 2001 provides Local Authorities with new 
tools that widen their opportunities to respond to local market conditions and deliver their 
transport policies.  

That fact that not all the tools available to Local Authorities have been used is not a sign that 
these tools have failed.  Far from it.   

In reality the Act has set out the Executive’s objectives in a clear and unambiguous manner 
and has allowed an acceleration of joint project developments between operators and Local 
Authorities, using already existing or other partnership approaches.   

2.1 Quality Partnership Agreements 

Within First’s Scottish operations we can show achievements including: 

• Formal contractual based delivery of the Glasgow BIAS scheme that includes joint 
funding of infrastructure (First contributing £4.1m) and significant investment in fleet of 
£15m.  

• Formal contractual based delivery of Aberdeen’s quality corridors and real time 
information systems with joint funding of infrastructure and substantial fleet investment 
£12m 

• Delivery of Traveline Scotland that is operated and funded by Scottish transport 
operators with development support funding from the Scottish Executive and 
membership of Local Authorities and leads the UK in its quality and delivery standards. 
Operator funding equates to approximately £500k pa. 

• Partnership bids for the new Bus Route Development Grant with almost all of our Local 
Authority partners across our operating areas. These bids were delivered within a 
challenging timeframe and developed effectively with almost complete consensus on 
objectives. If First’s bids are successful they will represent an aggregate of £7.3m of 
funding over three years from the Scottish Executive alongside First’s own investments 
in the enhanced routes. 

Similar approaches have been adopted south of the border too. Indeed some of these are 
now being expanded to cover wider aspects of service – for example the commitment to limit 
network changes to a few agreed dates in the year. This is an initiative that we are happy to 
offer in Scotland as well. 

These approaches have been successful because they give both sides what they need in a 
structured and agreed basis without the need to complicate matters through more 
bureaucratic approaches. 

We have numerous examples south of the border where Quality Partnership Agreements 
have lead to significant patronage growth. One of the best examples is in York where we 
have had patronage growth in excess of 10% pa over each of the last three years. An 
important feature of York has been the willingness of the local authority to implement park 
and ride schemes alongside car restraint measures. 

2.2 Statutory Quality Partnership Schemes 

The above is not intended to indicate there is not a place for Statutory Quality Partnerships.  
First has tabled outline partnership documents with a number of Local Authorities and is 
actively working with SPT on an East Kilbride Statutory Quality Partnership. 
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 Where these approaches offer the best way forward for the delivery of local objectives, First 
will be a proactive partner in their development.  However, it is fair to say that the response 
has been limited where we believe that resource constraints, detailed knowledge of the 
instruments and the political willingness to engage are not always in place, and that the 
costs associated with developing Statutory Schemes are inhibiting progress. 

It is worthy of note that no Statutory Schemes are yet in place south of the border either 
although we anticipate the first before the end of 2004.  

 

2.3 Quality Contracts 

Turning to Quality Contracts, it is not clear to First what these have to offer that quicker and 
more effective methods cannot achieve.  It is clear from the legislation and the associated 
advice documents that the Act framed Quality Contracts as a position of ‘last resort’ to be 
used where Quality Partnership approaches have been demonstrated to fail.  That is a 
fallback position but not one that we have come close to yet. There has been no 
demonstrable failure of the alternatives and many examples of successes. 

Quality Contracts have the following problems: 

• Quality Contracts are more expensive to administer and will not of themselves improve 
the service to customers.  The Commission for Integrated Transport2 estimated that the 
implementation of London Style quality contracts in all of the PTE areas in the UK would 
cost an additional £400m in administration.  While it is difficult to extrapolate the figure to 
Scotland it is clear that administration costs alone would likely exceed £50m pa 
BEFORE any service enhancements were delivered. First does not believe this will 
represent ‘best value’. 

• While London is held up as an example of the ‘benefits of regulation’, a key factor is that 
London spends some £403 per year per head of population on bus service support while 
Scotland currently spends around £154.  Funding Scottish supported services at the 
same rate would require an additional £125m pa.  The market context in London is also 
quite different. The whole economy is very buoyant, the rail and tube networks are 
heavily overloaded, car parking space is very limited, and extensive bus priority 
measures and congestion charging schemes are in place. 

• Reaction to changes in demand is slow, since Quality Contracts require a long additional 
administrative phase before their implementation. 

• Commercial bus operators are in touch with their customers and are wholly incentivised 
to deliver customer benefits and grow patronage.  The public consultation required with 
Quality Contracts is expensive, time consuming and a poor substitute for direct customer 
contact. 

• Quality Contracts will commit Authorities to funding obligations for the duration of the 
contract.  Wherever the commercial risk appears to lie, the Authority will finish up funding 
it. 

 
2 The Bus Industry: Encouraging Local Delivery, The Commission for Integrated Transport, June 2004, 
http://www.cfit.gov.uk/reports/busindustry/pdf/busindustry.pdf
3 Based on Transport for London Annual Report 2003 where £400m spent across a London population 
of circa 10m, http://www.tfl.gov.uk/tfl/pdfdocs/annrep-02-03.pdf. 
4 Based upon Scottish Transport Statistics, 2003 spend of £75m on supported services and population 
of circa 5m 
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• The current regime for securing bus services is transparent i.e. the tender process for 
supported services.  A Quality Contract is also transparent, but administratively poor 
value and only adds the ability to restrict competition and, by extension, passenger 
choice. 

• Cross boundary services must either remain beyond the scope of the Quality Contract, 
or alternatively the Authority must accept responsibility for the balance of the service 
beyond its boundaries (in which case it limits the powers of self determination of its 
neighbours). 

• Experience prior to 1986 showed that where Authorities faced funding difficulties, they 
invariably reduced the supply and / or increased the price of well used services in order 
to provide the funds to maintain marginal ones.  This tended to disproportionately 
disadvantage the socially excluded who are the greatest users of bus services.  Funding 
marginal and socially necessary services should not be at the EXPENSE of the engines 
for growth and is poor value.   

• Existing operators are likely to seek compensation for the loss of their business through 
the creation of exclusive Quality Contracts. 

• In practice, all of the benefits that Quality Contracts appear to offer can be delivered 
through existing methods: 

− Rural or non-commercial routes can be tendered with total control over service 
levels, fares and quality of service 

− High volume corridor investment can be provided through Quality Partnerships 
and supporting and binding bilateral contracts (e.g. Glasgow and Aberdeen) 

− Startup and enhancement routes / corridors can be delivered through Bus 
Route Development Grant (Kick-start)  

 
3. The Way Forward 

First concludes that there are now practical working examples of how to deliver investment 
and improvement in Scotland’s bus networks.  We must match the available solutions to the 
identified issues: 

• Modal shift and congestion reduction in towns and cities – Quality Partnership and 
contractual based delivery of substantial infrastructure enhancements and fleet and 
service developments.  Local authorities to provide improved journey times and reliability 
on the networks and operators to provide fleet investment and higher service levels.  
First can deliver these as fast as the Local Authorities can develop and implement the 
corridor schemes.  (Local Authorities must match infrastructure with enforcement and 
sensible car demand management including parking restrictions / pricing and potentially 
congestion charging) 

• Marginal route expansion – this will be the leading edge of the growing commercial 
networks and can be delivered through the Bus Route Development Grant in partnership 
with local authorities.  Short term support for capital and revenue to kick-start and 
improve routes to become self-sustaining.  These developments can also be captured 
within growing Quality Partnerships to protect quality and investment going forward. 

• Support for non-commercial and rural areas – recognising that non-urban areas will 
often not allow commercially viable services without revenue support.  Use of targeted 
tendered services that demonstrate best value and meet the needs of communities.  The 
existing process works well, although it may benefit from wider consultation on how to 
bridge gaps and integrate with existing commercial services – taking a strategic view of 
the network as a whole. 

• Social Inclusion – all aspects of bus development will assist social inclusion where 
those at risk of exclusion are well represented within existing bus passenger groups.  
However, further work is required to identify areas and communities at risk of exclusion 
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and to identify where weaknesses in transport provision can be targeted through one or 
more of the above approaches. 

A checklist of the functions and strengths of each of the administrative / regulatory tools is 
appended to this paper. 
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4. Checklist of Legislative Tool Impacts 

This table illustrates the relative merits of planning and investment tools 
currently available to the Scottish transport sector  

Objective Stat 

QP 

QP Tender QC Comment 

Policy Objectives 

Delivery of growth agenda and sustainable transport    ? QC unproven and requires expensive 
large bureaucracy  

Deliver Transport Act (Scotland) 2001 objectives    ? QC only to be applied if QPs fail and 
will result in cost increases reducing 
investment for further service delivery 

Integration of bus and rail services     All capable of integration as part of 
design (subject to Competition Act) 

Partnership delivery securing private sector funding      

Service Delivery 

Frequencies set by local authorities    ? Tenders should not duplicate 
commercial routes currently provided 
at no public cost. 
Quality contracts can only deliver 
changed frequencies subject to 
substantial additional funding 

Fares set by local authorities    ? Defined fares reduce flexibility for 
offers and promotions and increase 
risk to public purse.  Extensive use is 
subject to affordability and additional 
funding. 

Vehicle quality set by local authorities     No barriers if reasonably defined  

Support for Concession schemes     No difficulty 

Routes set by local authorities ? ?  ? QPs allow LAs to provide guidance on 
requirements.  QC will be subject to 
affordability and additional funding 

Administration and Value for Money 

Simple and quick process (avoid additional costs)     

Competitive tenders for ‘market testing’     Requires significant additional 
bureaucracy and costs 

Rapid response to changing conditions     e.g. ability to respond to changed 
demand patterns or new 
marketing/service initiatives 

Satisfy Best Value Criteria    Implications of administration 

Remove cost risk from Local Authority     Failure of contract would require 
renegotiation or retender 

Incentivise operator to improve quality/service     QC will lead to cost management not 
growth strategy 

Minimise LA funding of network and cost per 

passenger 

    QC will add new layers of Local 
Authority management and reduced 
private investment 
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GLASGOW BUS USER GROUP 

 
 
Implementation of the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 
 
As there have been no formal Quality Bus Partnerships or Quality Bus Contracts, I shall 
dwell mainly on the informal Quality Bus Partnerships that exist in the Glasgow area, and 
other issues related to the quality of bus services in that area. 
 
From the passenger’s point of view, some bus services in Glasgow have improved greatly 
over the past ten years. New vehicles have entered service, clear information has been 
provided at many bus stops, a single telephone number and website are now available for 
bus service information, new shelters have been provided, some new bus lanes have been 
formed, some “bus boarder” pavement extensions have been built to aid boarding, bus 
service frequencies have been improved on some routes, hours of operation have been 
extended on some routes, and indeed some routes are now operating 24 hours per day. 
 
However, some bus services in Glasgow have not improved, and indeed some have 
deteriorated. Some routes have not received new buses but continue with increasingly 
elderly buses in poor condition, many bus stops have no information at them, many bus 
stops have no shelter or only an inadequate one, some bus services are not included in 
the Traveline bus service database, many congested roads still have no bus priority 
measures, buses still have to load passengers in the middle of the road where car parking 
has blocked the kerb at bus stops, and some areas have had bus services downgraded in 
frequency, hours of operation, or withdrawn altogether. 
 
Buses 
 
The main operator in Glasgow, First, has invested a considerable amount of money 
providing new buses for the Glasgow area. Some were provided at the start of the informal 
Quality Bus Partnerships referred to above, whilst others have been provided more 
recently. However, sometimes modern buses have been transferred elsewhere when new 
buses have arrived, rather than removing the oldest buses from the fleet, and at other 
times, second hand “cast off” buses have been imported into Glasgow, when they were no 
longer required elsewhere in the First group. 
 
First launched the “Overground” network in Glasgow by heavily promoting a number of 
main routes, and equipping them with new or modern buses. However, in recent times, 
elderly buses have been appearing more and more frequently on the “Overground” routes, 
whilst the modern buses, many branded with “Overground” route branding, have been 
appearing more and more on other routes. This is particularly problematic for passengers 
expecting a low-floor bus – many routes were promoted on the basis that the service 
would be provided solely or largely using low-floor buses – so when a step-entrance bus 
turns up, they either have difficulty boarding or simply cannot get on. 
 
The condition of many First buses has deteriorated too. On the newer buses, there has not 
been a “zero tolerance” approach to vandalism, so many seat backs, fabric and windows 
show the results of previous vandalism, whilst on older buses, even basic equipment such 

www.glasgowbususers.tk 
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as destination blinds is not always maintained in working order. Despite initiatives such as 
“Dust Busters”, litter is frequently not cleaned up at the end of journeys, and remains 
sometimes for days later. Copies of the “Metro” weekday free newspaper are not 
uncommonly found on buses at weekends. 
 
Other operators have taken varied approaches to modernising their fleets. Arriva has a 
mixed fleet of modern and more elderly buses, but has slowly been reducing the latter. 
Stagecoach regards its Glasgow “Magicbus” operation as serving a “niche” market, with 
cheap fares and older buses, so has not provided any modern buses. However, the buses 
it does run are generally in reasonably condition. Independent operators are even more 
varied, with some content to run only old, poor-quality step-entrance minibuses, while 
others such as Glasgow Citybus and Gibson Direct, have taken a more positive approach 
in gradually introducing low-floor buses. Independent operators rarely participate in any 
informal Quality Bus Partnerships. 
 
Information 
 
The only operator currently providing consistent bus stop information in Glasgow is First. 
Stagecoach used to be good at providing bus stop information, particularly around the start 
of its Stagecoach Glasgow operation, but is less active now. Arriva has consistently failed 
to provide information at bus stops in Glasgow, even though it is a major group operator. 
Strathclyde Passenger Transport has recently started to provide information for its 
tendered services, and is in the early stages of providing the necessary display cases for a 
full scheme of bus stop information. However, many of these cases are currently either 
empty or only occupied by First information. Empty cases attract vandals. No independent 
operator has provided any bus stop information on a regular basis. 
 
Bus timetable information is available for all the major group companies, plus a handful of 
independent operators, in leaflet form at Strathclyde Passenger Transport Travel Centres. 
However, many operators have simply not bothered producing any timetable leaflets, and 
seem to be waiting for someone to force them to. A similar picture emerges at Traveline, 
where only information for those operators that bother to pass on details is present. Some 
information on Traveline is out of date, where operators have not provided updates when 
timetables change. It is hard to understand why an operator such as John Morrow 
Coaches, operating unique routes, sometimes on roads with no other bus service, may 
choose not to tell anyone other than the Traffic Commissioner about services operated, 
expecting passengers just to be waiting at the roadside solely through past observation or 
word of mouth. On the other hand, many smaller operators only operate services along the 
routes of other operators, so find a ready supply of passengers waiting. Avondale, City 
Sprinter, Coakley, DB Travel, Dickson, First Stop and PD Travel are just some of the 
operators that operate mostly or solely along the routes of other bus operators and provide 
no timetable information. Some of these operators seem to operate their buses in a 
fashion more akin to a game of “hide and seek”, the drivers using two-way radios to report 
the location of the competitor’s buses, waiting at stops, then moving off just before the 
other company’s bus comes into view, with no regard for any timetable. 
 
Facilities 
 
Bus facilities can be broken down into two groups – those for the passengers and those for 
the vehicles. Passengers now have more attractive shelters to wait in, although when it is 
both windy and raining these new shelters can provide rather less than adequate 
protection from the weather due to the gaps and large open frontage present in their 
design. However, the roofs of the shelters do not drip water onto the sheltering passengers 
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unlike the shelters they replaced! Sometimes shelters are located on narrow footways, 
making the remaining footway very narrow for pedestrians. Often there is a car-parking 
problem at the stop and the problem could be resolved by the construction of a “bus 
boarder” pavement extension to allow more space for the shelter and allow passengers to 
board the bus without walking into the carriageway to get to the bus. 
 
Bus boarders are now starting to appear at some stops on the Quality Bus Corridor routes 
being implemented by Glasgow City Council, as are “Kassel kerbs”, high kerbs that reduce 
the difference in height between the pavement and the floor of the bus. However, there is 
little consistency in the provision of Kassel kerbs, so a wheelchair passenger boarding 
from a stop with a Kassel kerb may have extreme difficulty alighting if the kerb at the 
destination stop is substandard, either by being too low, or even perhaps being a double 
kerb as found at a couple of bus stops in Glasgow city centre. (However, this is outdone by 
a bus stop in Edinburgh where there is, or was, a quadruple kerb!) Some recently rebuilt 
pavements have low kerbs at bus stops, for instance, in Howard Street and Union Street. 
 
New bus lanes and other bus priority facilities are being provided through a series of 
Quality Bus Corridors being implemented by Glasgow City Council. These concentrate on 
main arterial roads between the city centre and the city boundary, but do not address 
problems in the city centre at all. For instance, buses going either to the city centre or 
Buchanan Bus Station have to queue in amongst all the other traffic on Cathedral Street, a 
main route for buses into the city centre, when a bus lane towards the city centre could be 
easily provided. Traffic on Renfield Street proceeds at around walking pace – often slower 
during the peak hours – when much of the car, taxi and goods vehicle traffic could be 
diverted onto parallel Wellington Street. Glassford Street, a street crucial to the smooth 
operation of buses heading for much of east and south Glasgow, now plays host to a new 
multi-storey car park, which disgorges its contents to foul up the evening peak hour flow of 
buses, with the city council’s approval! Whilst problems outwith the city centre are being 
addressed in the Quality Bus Corridor programme, it seems little is being done to sort out 
the city centre. The previous “Millennium Plan” programme for the city centre, part of the 
informal Quality Bus Partnerships, appears to have ground to a halt. 
 
Enforcement 
 
It is all very well providing new bus lanes, bus stop clearways and the like, but the effect 
can be somewhat diminished if there is little or no enforcement. Glasgow has a terrible 
record on illegal parking, bus lane abuse and taxi over-ranking, but the Police and 
Glasgow City Council’s Parking Attendants frequently ignore it. Indeed the latter seem 
more interested in checking “pay & display” parking tickets than enforcing waiting 
restrictions. This has to change. If the Act gives councils the power to enforce bus lanes 
then why is this not being used? 
 
Services 
 
So what has all this meant for the actual services being operated? First reports passenger 
numbers on its “Overground” services as rising year on year. Consequently, many of these 
routes have had service frequencies improved. Evening services have also become better 
used on these routes, whilst overnight services have gone from the old network of night 
buses leaving from George Square, operating circuitous routes, every 75 minutes, to a 
well-used network of familiar, direct routes, running up to every 15 minutes overnight. 
 
Outside of any Quality Bus Partnership, Glasgow Citybus reports strong growth on its 
services, with bigger buses and improved timetables operating, as a result. A & P Coaches 
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has recently commenced a direct service between Neilston and Braehead Shopping 
Centre, with initial loadings and passenger feedback being very positive. 
 
However, Arriva has downgraded its service between Glasgow and Barrhead, and indeed 
the evening service is now operated by First as a tender from Strathclyde Passenger 
Transport. No other public transport operator is taking away Arriva’s passengers, so the 
only possible explanations could be the opening of the M77 motorway and a failure of 
Arriva to attract new passengers. 
 
First continues to have extensive service revisions once or twice each year, largely 
affecting the secondary services, but most recently involving significant alterations to main 
“Overground” routes. The “Overground” was launched with a promise, inter alia, not to 
alter the routes for ten years. This promise was reneged upon when a new boss took over. 
Passengers prefer stability to frequent changes of routes and timetables. However, at least 
all of the season’s changes happen on the one date, unlike under Strathclyde Buses, 
where each depot changed its routes on a different date, resulting in buses having “service 
change” posters up pretty much throughout the year. Some changes result from the 
opening of new attractions, such as the edge-of-town Glasgow Fort shopping complex, but 
many seem to the passenger to be merely a reshuffling of the routes operated. 
 
Opportunities for formal Quality Bus Partnerships and Contracts 
 
Whilst there have been no formal Quality Bus Partnerships or Quality Bus Contracts, it 
seems it is not because there has been no need. The situation in some of the towns near 
to Glasgow seems to be rather less than perfect. In Greenock one operator, Harte Buses, 
reports on its website, that staff and buses have come under repeated physical attack from 
people believed to be linked to a rival operator. Arriva had previously pulled out of the town 
altogether due to relentless problems with competition from “cowboy” operators. Perhaps 
this town would make an ideal test-bed for an initial Quality Bus Contract. 
 
Concessionary fares schemes 
 
Although it is not National Federation of Bus Users policy to support free concessionary 
fares schemes, it has to be noted that the current scheme is incredibly popular with the 
public, whether a beneficiary of the scheme or not, and so can be deemed to be a success 
from the passenger’s point of view. In parts of Scotland I believe there are problems with 
the boundaries of schemes, but since Glasgow falls within, and roughly in the centre of, 
the large Strathclyde-wide (plus 10 miles) scheme, complaints about boundaries are not 
frequently heard here. One complaint voiced at an NFBU Bus Users’ Surgery was that the 
Glasgow city centre to Glasgow Airport bus service was not part of the scheme, but this 
issue has now been resolved by the service becoming part of the scheme. 
 
The scheme has brought about an upsurge of bus usage by those eligible for the 
concession, and this will presumably also encourage others who might accompany 
concession pass holders to take the bus as well. Arriva has doubled its service to Largs, 
from one to two buses per hour, which I believe to be related to the popularity of Largs as 
a destination for concession pass holders! There has also been an improvement in the 
previously peak hour only Citylink service between Largs and Glasgow. The effects of 
improved patronage have been felt right across the area, with many services becoming 
better used throughout the day. This has positive benefits for all passengers, with more 
passengers travelling meaning safer travel for all. 
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I hope you find my comments to be of use and I will of course be willing to answer any 
questions that may arise. 
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Evidence from Glasgow City Council on 
 

Bus Quality Partnership Agreements in Glasgow 
 

 

Glasgow City Council entered into a partnership agreement with First to develop and 

implement a series of Quality Bus Corridors in the Glasgow area.  The partnership is 

“informal” in the sense that it is not made under the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 but it is 

backed by a formal legal Minute of Agreement. 

 

Background 
 

Glasgow City Council, Strathclyde Passenger Transport and First initially signed a 

partnership agreement “in principle” in 1996 to improve and develop services in Glasgow. 

 

After the Scottish Executive created the Public Transport Fund and encouraged local 

authorities to submit partnership bids for funding, Glasgow City Council submitted a bid for 

Quality Bus Corridor funding in August 1999.  This bid was submitted as part of a package to 

which First would contribute funding as well as enhancing their service operations.  Other 

bus operators were briefed on the proposals for a Bus Information And Signalling (BIAS) 

System and likely costs and given the opportunity to participate, although none chose to do 

so at that time. 

 

A large element of the original funding bid was eventually provided after four rounds of bids 

and awards and Glasgow City Council and First were then able to discuss and agree details 

of the partnership project. A legal agreement setting out each party’s obligations was signed 

before awarding any of the major contracts that were to be funded jointly. A summary of 

some of the main aspects of this agreement is as follows.  
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Quality Bus Corridor Partnership Agreement 
 

Glasgow City Council’s obligations as part of the agreement include: 

• Traffic management infrastructure consultation, development & implementation 

• Bus Information And Signalling System development and implementation 

• Monitoring & review 

• Maintenance & management 

• Completion of works by the end of 2006 

 

First’s obligations as part of the agreement include: 

• Funding contributions 

• Maintenance of high service frequency 

• New vehicles 

• Staff training 

• Implementation and maintenance of elements of the BIAS system 

 

The main agreement includes a series of schedules defining matters such as: 

• Responsibility for procurement, ownership, management and maintenance of the 

BIAS system 

• Management and maintenance policy 

• First bus service provision 

• Monitoring and evaluation plan 

• Works to be implemented 

• Data sharing and confidentiality agreement 

 

Implementation 
 
Implementation is managed through a Steering Group comprising representatives of 

Glasgow City Council Land Services, First, SPT and, as one of the corridors extends into the 

adjacent roads authority, West Dunbartonshire Council Technical Services.  Other than the 

establishment of a small project management team, there have been no changes in the 

Council’s administrative arrangements. 

 

The voluntary and statutory consultation process for traffic management changes is almost 

complete and works are at various stages from design to completion.   
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Effectiveness 
 
The partnership has worked well through the inception stage and the implementation to date 

with the close working between the roads authority and bus operator being of benefit in traffic 

management development and consultation.  Given that First is the largest operator in 

Glasgow; the project will make a major contribution to delivery of the City Council’s transport 

policies. 

 

Management and development has no doubt been easier than it might have been if many 

bus operators were involved. However, the entire traffic management infrastructure is 

available for any bus operator to use with participation in the real-time information display 

and aspects of the traffic signal priority system only requiring other operators to invest in on-

bus equipment and contribute to operating costs.  

 

 

 

Iain Greenshields 

Glasgow City Council Land Services 

17 September 2004 
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