
 

 

 

Local Government and Transport Committee 

26th Meeting, 2004 

Tuesday 23 November 2004 

The Committee will meet at 2 pm in Committee Room 6 

1. Items in private: The Committee will consider whether to take item 4 in private. 

2. Transport (Scotland) Bill: The Committee will take evidence at stage 1 from— 

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

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

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

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

Councillor Charles Gordon, Leader, Glasgow City Council; 

Marshall Poulton, Head of Policy and Planning, Glasgow City Council; 

Michael Donnelly, Business Strategy Manager, Glasgow City Council; 

Councillor Alistair Watson, Chair, Strathclyde Passenger Transport 
Authority; 

Malcolm Reed, Director General, Strathclyde Passenger Transport 
Executive; 

Douglas Ferguson, Director of Operations, Strathclyde Passenger Transport 
Executive; and 

Valerie Davidson, Head of Financial Services, Strathclyde Passenger 
Transport Executive 

 

 

 



 

 

3. Prostitution Tolerance Zones (Scotland) Bill: The Committee will consider a 
paper from the Clerk. 

4. Budget process 2005-06: The Committee will consider a draft report to the 
Finance Committee. 

 
 
 

Eugene Windsor 
 Clerk to the Committee 
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Local Government and Transport Committee Inquiry 
 
Evidence relating to the Transport (Scotland) Bill 
 
CPT submission: 23 November 2004 
 
1.  As the trade association for bus, coach and light rail, CPT welcomes the 
opportunity to give evidence on the Transport (Scotland) Bill. 
 
2.  CPT supports the creation of a national transport agency. The Scottish 
Executive is committing unprecedented levels of funding to deliver the major 
transport projects identified in the Partnership Agreement. Large scale 
projects cannot be implemented by 32 local authorities. 
 
3.  CPT also welcomes the commitment for a national transport plan for the 
longer term. This is essential if maximum co-ordinated improvement is to be 
achieved.  The constraint of the 3 year local budgetary cycle has proved a 
real restriction to progress.  Large scale projects take longer than 3 years to 
bring to fruition. 
 
4.  CPT also welcomes the creation of statutory regional transport 
partnerships. A significant proportion of journeys cross regional boundaries, 
and local authority policy and funding priorities often differ. 
 
5.  Statutory regional transport plans are also a positive and welcome 
requirement.  The fact that they will have to dovetail into the national plan 
means that for the first time Scotland will have unified and comprehensive 
transport project planning. 
 
6.  CPT looks forward to working together with both the national transport 
agency and the statutory regional transport partnerships to maximise 
improvements for the travelling public. 
 
7.  CPT views this new structure and comprehensive planning as positive 
developments, essential for major improvements.   Funding will no longer 
have to be spent by end of financial year on piecemeal projects but can be 
ear marked for those improvements which have been identified as most 
necessary and effective. 
 
8.  CPT contends that it is up to the local authorities themselves to identify 
which transport partnership best serves their needs, but we are concerned 
regarding apparent imbalances.   
 
9.  NESTRANS and HITRANS work effectively with committed professional 
teams of less than 10. From its outset, NESTRANS involved Scottish 
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Enterprise and business interests, and although founded after SESTRANS, 
WESTRANS and HITRANS, has made significant progress in its short life.      
NESTRANS has developed its Modern Transport Strategy, which includes 
park and ride proposals. Recent HITRANS initiatives include improved 
services and publicity at Inverness Airport, low floor bus conversions and 
upgraded bus stop infrastructure. 
 
10.  Conversely, SPT employs over 700 people and in regard to bus related 
matters, progress is frustratingly slow. CPT understands that the intention is 
that SPT is to be an integral part of the new West of Scotland transport 
partnership. Currently, WESTRANS, like NESTRANS, operates with a very 
small, efficient staff.  CPT sincerely hopes that WESTRANS will not be 
swamped by the passenger transport executive, and that the constituent local 
authorities of Strathclyde will be the controlling voices in the West of Scotland 
partnership. CPT would be exceedingly disappointed if the new West of 
Scotland statutory regional transport partnership were to become simply SPT 
(minus rail powers / highway powers) with another name. 
 
11.  While we have said that individual local authorities should decide which 
regional transport partnership best serves their needs, CPT is concerned that 
the grouping which far outweighs the rest in population served is to be 
enlarged even further. SPT covered 42% of Scotland’s population and now it 
is proposed to add Dumfries and Galloway and the Ayrshires to the West of 
Scotland regional transport partnership. If over 50% of Scotland’s population 
belong to one regional partnership, will this not give that partnership unfair 
advantages in policy decisions taken and financial bids made? 
 
12.  CPT also questions why 700 people are automatically guaranteed 
continuing employment.  Surely is should depend on individuals’ experience, 
skills and track records? 
 
13.  Unnecessarily large bureaucratic bodies incur exceedingly large 
overheads. Wherever possible, CPT wants to see funding ring fenced for 
actual transport improvements – giving benefits to the travelling public.  
 
14.  Bus and coach related improvements move far faster in the non-
Strathclyde areas of Scotland where real consultation takes place and 
partnership working is standard. 
 
15.  When one body wants total control, progress is blocked. CPT feels that a 
change of culture is absolutely essential in Strathclyde. 
 
16.  CPT welcomes the fact that 30% of the voting membership of a statutory 
regional transport partnership will be drawn from the business sector and 
other organisations in the area. If the private sector is to be encouraged to 
provide funding, skills and resources, it must also have a say in how projects 
develop 
 
17.  CPT has already written to the Minister for Transport seeking 
representation on all regional transport partnerships. 
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18.  CPT wants to work in real – not nominal partnership – with strong, 
effective regional transport partnerships 
 
19.  CPT welcomes the overhaul of utilities’ road works supervision. 
It is totally unacceptable that 50% of current road replacement is sub standard 
and has to be re-done. 
  
Road works are a major cause of congestion and result in delay/ 
inconvenience to bus passengers. 
 
20.  CPT accepts that they are necessary but greatly welcomes the policy to 
ensure that in future they will be better co-ordinated, completed faster, 
resurfacing improved and traffic disruption minimised. 
 
21.  We support the introduction of a Road Works Commissioner and that the 
Commissioner will be able to impose heavier penalties on defaulters. 
 
22.  CPT has lobbied for improvements in this area because road works are a 
major problem affecting the reliability of our bus and coach services. 
Our research demonstrates that reliability is the most pressing passenger 
requirement pertaining to bus and coach services.  Road works are often the 
cause of unreliability, and are a cause which operators can, at present, do 
little about. 
 
23.  The points CPT expressed in response to the Utilities Road Works 
consultation are: 

• Bus operators should be at the top of the list of consultees; and bus 
services must cease to be treated as an afterthought   

• Bus users are often the greatest casualties of road works.  Motorists 
will find another route or set off earlier but bus users often have to 
endure road works for the duration. 

• Worse still, some bus users on the disrupted routes never even see 
the road works as they do not travel on the section of route where the 
road works are.  Their bus service collapses and they have no idea 
why.  So they blame the ‘useless’ bus operator and eventually stop 
travelling. 

• Unannounced road works are even worse.  The motorist finds out 
when he joins the queue of traffic, so can see the problem for himself.  
He might even see a sign which tells him how long they are likely to 
last so that he can make other arrangements. 

• The bus passenger waits at the bus stop much longer than usual with 
no knowledge of what is causing the delay.  Passenger faith in bus 
service reliability is badly shaken; when they do reach the affected 
stops, drivers are bombarded with complaints; and repeat custom may 
well be lost. 

• There is a limit to how far good customer care skill training can help in 
such circumstances.  

• It all contributes to the perceived relatively poor image of the bus – and 
yet is beyond the industry’s control. 
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• Road works should be an opportunity for the bus industry to show what 
it can do to alleviate disruption whenever practical.  Let the buses 
through and divert the other traffic.  Give bus users a clear advantage 
so that motorists have an incentive to change mode.  Elevate the 
status of the bus: change the existing culture. 

• When roads are closed altogether local authorities and utilities should 
be required to pay for either free shuttle services, or extra buses to 
maintain the normal timetabled service as far as possible.  This 
ensures that the real cost of the road works falls in the appropriate 
place and that passenger inconvenience is minimised and bus 
operators do not lose short term revenue or long term business. 

• It will also ensure that the length of the disruption is minimised as there 
will be a significant cost penalty that will encourage contractors to 
minimise the duration of the works – which is not the case, as 
currently, when the bus passengers’ inconvenience has no financial 
cost to the contractor and / or the operator is footing the bill.   

 
A simplified, more effective, enforced structure – giving a level playing field to 
all the relevant stakeholders – will maximise efficiency, fairness and 
accountability. 
 
24.  CPT greatly welcomes Scottish Minister taking powers to run a national 
concessionary travel scheme 
 
25.  CPT has consistently stated that long term administration and 
reimbursement through the current 16 local schemes is unsustainable long 
term. 
 
26.  The current 16 local schemes give “post code” differences in benefits and 
entitlement to concessionaries and do not provide adequate reimbursement to 
operators. 
 
27.  If control of concessionary schemes were to pass to the proposed 5 
statutory regional transport partnerships, 16 sets of beneficiary variations and 
operator negotiations would be reduced to 5, but the current underlying 
problems would remain.  CPT does not support this solution, as it is a “half-
way house” retaining many of the problems of 16 schemes, but failing to 
deliver the benefits of 1 scheme. 
 
28.  CPT supports one national scheme, one set of definitions, one set of 
benefits, and with reimbursement agreed at the national level. 
 
29.  CPT welcomes the correction to the Transport (Scotland) Bill 2001 
whereby the constituent local authorities of Strathclyde will get back their 
powers to establish quality partnerships, quality contracts and joint ticketing 
schemes. Many bus service improvements - for example, multiple occupancy 
vehicle priority - are best served at the local level.   
 
Marjory Rodger, Director Government Relations  
CPT UK 
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TRANSPORT (SCOTLAND) BILL 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND TRANSPORT COMMITTEE 

23 NOVEMBER 2004 
 

Evidence from Glasgow City Council on 
Proposed Regional Transport Partnerships 

 
Background 
 
The City Council welcomes the opportunity to present evidence to the Committee on 
the Executive’s proposals to establish Regional Transport Partnerships (RTPs) as set 
out in the Transport (Scotland) Bill and in the Executive’s consultation paper on 
statutory RTPs issued in October 2004. 
 
The Council has not yet had the opportunity to consider formally the detailed 
implications of these two important documents.  Consequently, this evidence is 
based on the Council’s agreed position which was submitted to the Executive in 
December 2003 in response to the initial consultation document – ‘Scotland’s 
Transport – Proposals for a New Approach to Transport in Scotland’.  The Council 
intends to consider and submit a formal response to the current consultation paper 
by the closing date of 19 January 2005. 
 
It is also important to note that the Council’s response of 2003 should be viewed as a 
coherent package since there are important links between the functions, governance 
issues and accountability of RTPs and these elements should not be considered in 
isolation.    
 
 
The Council’s Position 
 
The Council stated that the current problems in relation to the delivery of major 
transport projects need to be viewed in the context of the existing convoluted 
procedures for delivering such projects and the need to recognise that there are 
difficulties in delivering integrated public transport in the framework of bus 
deregulation and privatised railways. 
 
However, the Council accepted that there was a need to create a structure which 
aimed to deliver better transport projects and improved integration.  The Council also 
accepted the Executive’s desire to see additional transport investment spent 
effectively and on time.  It therefore concluded that this was best achieved through 
the development of Regional Transport Partnerships.  
 
In this context, the Council agreed that a Joint Board model with its statutory footing 
provided a robust decision making and budgetary framework for the basis of new 
RTPs.  Joint Boards are a proven vehicle for delivering local authority services 
across administrative boundaries.  They can employ staff, own property and enter 
into contracts to provide pooled local authority services over a wider area.  Crucially, 
direct democratic accountability is maintained through elected members representing 
Councils on Joint Boards. 
 
Clearly, in west central Scotland, any Joint Transport Board would need to work in 
tandem with Strathclyde Passenger Transport (SPT) to provide a more integrated 
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solution.  In this context, the Council proposed that the Joint Board should comprise 
the same elected members as those nominated by local authorities to sit on the SPT 
authority, which currently involves a total of 34 elected members.  Members of the 
Joint Transport Board would be provided in proportion to the population of each 
council area and in this context the Council currently provides 8 representatives on 
SPT.  It is important to stress that this view was shared by 12 Councils in the West of 
Scotland and SPT and submitted to the Executive in December 2003.  

In terms of the Joint Board’s administrative boundary, the Council suggested that 
there was considerable logic and benefit in ensuring that the new regional body 
covers a cohesive and coherent area which has common transport interests and is 
based closely on travel to work patterns.  The Council concluded that this area 
should encompass the 8 Councils in the Glasgow and Clyde Valley Structure Plan 
area, the 3 Ayrshire Councils and ideally the Helensburgh, Bute and Cowal 
Peninsula areas of Argyll and Bute.   

The Council envisaged that the Joint Board would produce a regional transport 
strategy and an associated 10 year programme of network projects and 
improvements.  The Joint Board could also deliver a range of functions currently 
provided by local authorities and SPT such as management of the regionally 
strategic road network, development of cross-boundary bus priority measures, 
delivery of major roads, rail and transport interchange projects. 

On finance, the Council envisaged that the Joint Board’s revenue would be retained 
via Local Authority Grant Aided Expenditure but requested that the Executive should 
re-assess the total value of transport-related GAE in relation to asset values and 
traffic levels as opposed to only road length and car ownership. The Council also 
urged the Executive to explore opportunities for increasing the current level of 
revenue expenditure given the importance of the roads and transport network to 
Scotland’s economic wellbeing.  In terms of capital funding, the Council envisaged 
this coming to the Joint Board from the Executive via direct grants for particular 
projects.  
  

The Executive’s Proposals (as set out in the Bill and Consultation Paper) 

It is important to view the Executive’s proposals in the context of the establishment of 
a new national transport agency designed to improve, amongst other things, the 
delivery of the Executive’s own transport functions.  In addition, provision is made in 
the Bill to transfer SPT’s rail powers to the Scottish Ministers. 

At a regional level, the Executive proposes a new type of statutory transport 
partnership body which will have at least two thirds of its voting membership coming 
from constituent councils but with as much as one third comprising external, non 
elected individuals from a range of organisations and perspectives.   

The Executive has proposed that councils will be represented by only one elected 
member but will, depending on council area populations, be allocated a weighted 
number of votes up to a maximum of 4.  Council members will be able to be 
represented by substitutes and the Executive expect external members to provide a 
personal contribution and to be detached from any political or purely geographic 
constituency.  The Executive also acknowledges that not all potential interested 
parties…/ 
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/…parties can be represented on this type of Board and therefore envisages the 
appointment of additional, non-voting members. 

The boundary for the proposed RTP that includes Glasgow differs significantly from 
the area supported by the Council in that it includes Dumfries and Galloway.  In 
further contrast, the Executive also proposes that Arran, the Cumbraes, Bute and the 
Cowal Peninsula should be covered by the Highlands and Islands RTP. 

In terms of functions, the Executive proposes that the RTP covering the west and 
south west of Scotland would have regional strategy and significant public transport 
powers.  This unique model could include the future integration of roads and public 
transport functions and is an extension of the Passenger Transport 
Authority/Executive model.   

On finance, the Executive proposes that RTPs will receive the majority of their 
revenue support to cover running costs through requisition from constituent councils.  
It is also proposed to fund capital investment through a combination of prudential 
borrowing and direct grants from the Scottish Executive. 

Issues Arising 

An initial assessment of the Executive’s proposals raises the following issues and 
these may feature in the Council’s formal response to the Executive’s current 
consultation on statutory RTPs. 

• Democratic Accountability 

The Executive proposes to restrict severely the democratically accountable element 
of RTPs with as much as one third of the voting membership reflecting the personal 
interests of unelected individuals.  By discounting the Joint Board model, the 
Executive dilutes and diminishes the clear and direct connection between actions 
and accountability.  At the same time, the Executive also provides for the inclusion of 
non-voting members which will create 3 categories of membership.  

Similarly, by imposing a maximum of 4 votes for a local authority, the Executive gives 
a disproportionate influence to smaller Councils.  In this respect, it should be noted 
that Argyll and Bute Council would be entitled to one vote in the RTP for the west on 
the basis of the proposed inclusion of Helensburgh.   

Although, the Executive considers that the majority of decision-making within RTPs 
will be via consensus, it is acknowledged that major issues will require to be voted on 
and the Executive are seeking views on what these should be and the level of voting 
majority that should be required.  It will be on these important issues that the 
imposed limit to democratic accountability will become most apparent and the level of 
safeguards put in place should reflect this reality.   

• Area of Operation 

The inclusion of Dumfries and Galloway makes little sense in terms of strategic 
transport…/ 
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/…transport delivery.  However, it does avoid the situation where a single local 
authority is involved in a RTP.  It is not considered sensible to determine RTP 
boundaries on this basis and a clear and robust transportation justification should be 
provided by the Executive in this respect. 

Similarly, the inclusion of Arran and the Cumbraes (North Ayrshire) within the 
Highlands and Islands RTP is difficult to justify in terms of transport issues. 

• Functions 

Now that the Executive’s proposals, particularly for the West of Scotland, are clearer, 
the Council will need to look closely at the implications for those transport services 
currently provided by SPT and the City Council and on the consequences for the 
delivery of planned and future transport projects.  

 However, it is clear that the proposed governance arrangements for RTPs are 
significantly different from the Joint Board model supported by the Council and other 
authorities in the west and that a detailed re-assessment will therefore be required.  
At this stage, therefore, it would be premature to provide further formal comment.     

• Finance 

The Executive’s funding proposals reveal a lack of ambition to alter effectively the 
current funding arrangements.  It is disappointing that the Executive appear unwilling 
to respond on this aspect with the same enthusiasm that is being applied to other 
proposals. In this respect, it is not clear how maintaining the current arrangements 
will facilitate substantial and sustainable improvements to the delivery of better 
transport in Scotland.  

It is worth noting that in support of requisition powers, the Executive regards this as 
an opportunity to ensure there is a proper democratic link and will avoid any one 
council refusing to co-operate in funding the implementation of the regional transport 
strategy. This contrasts starkly with the notion of consensual decision-making cited 
earlier in the consultation paper.  

 

Conclusion 

The Executive, in shaping these proposals, appears to place a high value on 
producing a uniform and consistent solution across Scotland on certain aspects such 
as governance and funding arrangements but seem more flexible on other issues.  
For example, they intend to apply a maximum weight of four votes no matter the 
range in scale of authorities within a RTP but offer three functional models to reflect 
the current diversity of transport provision across Scotland.  No RTP will have more 
than two thirds of its voting membership from constituent councils but no limit is 
placed on the numbers of non-voting members.    

It could be concluded that greater flexibility across more aspects should be promoted 
to ensure an accountable and effective regional transport partnership capable of 
making a real and lasting difference.  
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TRANSPORT (SCOTLAND) BILL 
 
Memorandum of Evidence by Strathclyde Passenger Transport Authority 
and Executive 
 
Introduction 
 
1 This memorandum of evidence is submitted on behalf of Strathclyde 
Passenger Transport Authority and Executive.  Under the terms of the 
relevant legislation, the Passenger Transport Authority and Executive are 
legally distinct bodies but together have responsibility for ensuring the 
effective planning and delivery of public transport for their area.  The Authority 
is the political policy-making and budget-setting body, to which the Executive 
is accountable in its professional advisory, planning, and implementation 
roles.  The title Strathclyde Passenger Transport – SPT – is used as a joint 
identity, to express the common purpose of both organisations.   
 
2 SPT sees the present Bill and White Paper as an improvement on last 
year’s consultation document, and welcomes the fact that the Scottish 
Executive has addressed some of the issues raised in SPT’s consultation 
response.1  Nevertheless, SPT retains significant concerns about the Bill, and 
it is important to note that the adverse consequences of the current proposals 
will be concentrated entirely on the west of Scotland. 
 
The form of the Bill, and its reliance on extensive order-making 
provisions 
 
3 SPT is also extremely concerned that key elements of the proposals in 
the White Paper which have major direct implications for itself are not 
included on the face of the Bill.  Sections 1, 10 and 12 are potentially 
fundamental in their impact on existing public transport delivery in the west of 
Scotland, but they are drafted in general enabling terms, leaving the manner 
and scope of implementation for subsequent determination by Ministers.  
Consequently, it is impossible to gauge the full extent of the Scottish 
Executive’s proposals and therefore to ensure that during the Bill’s 
parliamentary passage there is proper democratic scrutiny of Ministers’ 
intentions and of the legislation’s complete effects. 
 
Purpose of the legislation 
 
4 Paragraph 4 of the Policy Memorandum states that “…the overarching 
objective for the Bill is in line with that set out by the White Paper for transport 
as a whole: ‘to promote economic growth, social inclusion, health and 
protection of our environment through a safe, integrated, effective and 
efficient transport system.’” 
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5 But the Policy Memorandum does not explain how the proposals as 
they affect SPT contribute towards that “overarching objective”; instead, it is 
difficult to avoid the conclusion that this part of the Bill is more about 
administrative change than about making a real contribution to improving 
transport policy delivery, in the west of Scotland or more generally. 
 
6 Since the UK General Election in 1997 and the establishment of the 
Scottish Parliament and Executive in 1999 there has been an almost 
continuous stream of consultative and policy documents dealing with 
transport.  The Scottish Executive consulted on the advisability of establishing 
statutory regional transport partnerships in 1999, and following this 
consultation it decided not to proceed on a statutory basis.  It concluded, just 
four years ago, that “in general it would be counterproductive to impose a new 
layer of government between the local authorities and Executive and 
Parliament”.2 

 
7 In the light of this previous review and also of the powers already 
available to Ministers, it is difficult to see what has now changed and what 
policy value will be added by the sections of the Bill dealing with Regional 
Transport Partnerships.  Their primary statutory function, the drafting of a 
regional transport strategy, is already provided for within Sections 1-2 of the 
Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 (2001 asp 2).  This gives Scottish Ministers 
wide scope to direct public bodies in Scotland jointly to prepare statutory 
transport strategies. 
 
8 If, as the Policy Memorandum suggests, the underlying objective of the 
Bill is to improve transport delivery in Scotland, it is unfortunate that the 
Scottish Executive has chosen to ignore key parts of the advice provided to it 
by its own appointed consultants as recently as last year.  Colin Buchanan & 
Partners identified several constraints which currently limit the effectiveness 
of transport policy delivery in Scotland when compared with examples of good 
practice in other countries.  Among the crucial factors analysed by the 
consultants were 

• The comparative inadequacy of the revenue as well as the capital 
funding available for public transport in Scotland. 

• The level of public transport fares. 

• Poor integration of existing services. 

• The deregulated structure of the bus industry.3 
 
9 On the last point, the consultants observed: “In no city or region that 
can be considered to be delivering better or exemplary practice in transport 
policy delivery is the local roads-based public transport system deregulated”. 
 
10 The Bill does nothing to address these real obstacles to 
improving transport policy delivery which were identified in the Scottish 
Executive’s own commissioned research. 
 
SPT’s rail powers 
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11 A particular example of the lack of correspondence between generally-
accepted good practice and the current Bill is the proposal in Section 12 that 
Ministers may transfer any of SPT’s transport functions to themselves by 
order.  Paragraph 22 of the Policy Memorandum makes it clear that this 
relates to SPT’s existing rail powers. 
 
12 The analysis in the Policy Memorandum is however flawed.  Transfer 
of SPT’s rail powers will not enable Ministers to take “the strategic 
responsibility for the Scottish rail passenger franchise”.  That will only come 
when Westminster legislation abolishes the Strategic Rail Authority and 
transfers its Scottish functions to the Scottish Executive.  This Section of the 
Bill could only transfer SPT’s regional rail powers.  The legislative context of 
these powers requires that they be exercised on a regional rather than a 
national basis, so Ministers would themselves be undertaking directly some of 
the functions of a regional transport body. 
 
13 Such an outcome would be entirely contrary to the stated 
intentions of other parts of the Bill, which is to ensure more effective and 
integrated transport planning and delivery under the oversight of accountable 
regional bodies. It would also be contrary to the very explicit assurances 
which the Transport Minister, Nicol Stephen MSP, gave in the Parliament in 
16 June 2004.  He stated: “I expect the new regional partnership to continue 
to have a key role in the development, management and monitoring of rail 
services in its area” (Official Report, Col 9097) and “I still expect SPT to have 
a direct role in the management and development of rail services in the west 
of Scotland”. (Col 9099). 
 
14 Discussions are still taking place between the Scottish Executive and 
SPT on this matter, but as yet there is nothing to give legislative comfort that 
the Minister’s express undertaking will be delivered.  This is however crucial if 
the existing effective delivery of public transport in the west of Scotland, which 
the Minister went out of his way to acknowledge, is to continue. 
 
15 Glasgow is the only city in the UK apart from London where more peak 
hour commuters travel into the city centre by rail than by bus.  Residents of 
the west of Scotland make more rail journeys per head than those of any 
other part of the UK except Greater London: more than a quarter of all fare-
paying public transport journeys in the SPT area are made by rail. 
 
16 SPT believes that this proportionally high reliance on rail in the west of 
Scotland is a significant factor in the relatively low use of private road 
transport in the region – with 42% of Scotland’s population, Strathclyde 
accounts for only 37% of Scottish road vehicle km.  Rail is therefore an 
integral and crucial component of the regional transport mix in the west, giving 
a policy outcome which appears to match the Scottish Executive’s own 
objectives.  But unless SPT or a successor body retains the direct influence 
over this form of transport that the Minister promised, the continuing 
effectiveness of integrated transport delivery in Scotland’s most populous 
region and largest city will be critically undermined.   The Westminster 
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government is currently examining how the Mayor of London can be given 
more control over regional rail services; it is difficult to understand why the 
Scottish Executive is now proposing a completely opposite policy for London’s 
closest UK comparator in transport terms, Glasgow and its region.  
 
17 It should also be emphasised that, although SPT’s current expenditure 
on the ScotRail franchise is now largely funded by direct grant, this does not 
result in a disproportionate call on the Scottish Exchequer. With almost 70% 
of all Scottish rail journeys taking place on its sponsored services, SPT 
accounts for only 55% of the total ScotRail subsidy. Moreover, the build-up of 
central funding for SPT’s Special Rail Grant has largely been provided for out 
of resource transfers from the Westminster government, while SPT has 
continued to provide significant amounts of discretionary local funding to 
underwrite rail service development in its area. Since 1996 this has 
amounted, at current prices, to almost £57 million of capital investment and 
£4.4 million of extra revenue support. 
 
Bus powers 
 
18 Section 43 proposes some apparently minor amendments of the 
Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 which would have the effect of enabling local 
councils within the SPT area to introduce local ticketing schemes and bus 
quality contracts and partnerships, in addition to SPT itself. 
 
19 SPT is disappointed that this provision has been included.  So far as 
SPT is aware, there is no support from the councils within the SPT area for 
such a change, and it is at variance with the logic of the remainder of the 
White Paper, which emphasises Best Value and the achievement of 
economies of scale at the regional level.4 To legislate to create a situation 
where individual councils within the SPT area with no existing public transport 
functions and expertise might have to staff up to discharge complex bus 
responsibilities which remain more appropriately exercised at the regional 
level is therefore entirely contrary to the White Paper’s stated approach. 
 
20 Furthermore, for the Scottish Executive to claim, as it does in 
paragraph 6.9 of the White Paper, that this change is to give effect to the 
original intentions of the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 is entirely 
disingenuous – if this was indeed the legislative intent, it was a very closely 
guarded secret, as it was the only part of that Act’s proposals that was not 
consulted upon. 
 
Finance 
 
21 SPT has also been asked to give evidence to the Parliament’s Finance 
Committee about the financial provisions of the Bill, and will comment in detail 
on those aspects in that evidence.    However, SPT considers that the Bill’s 
basic financial premise – that the funding already available for transport in the 
local government settlement and through the Scottish Executive’s existing 
direct provision will be sufficient to ensure the transformation in Scotland’s 
transport to which Ministers aspire – is fundamentally flawed.   The Scottish 
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Executive research report quoted in paragraphs 8-9 concluded that an 
increase of about 50% in capital funding and 20% in revenue funding is 
needed for effective transport policy delivery in Scotland. 5 
 
22 This is consistent with SPT’s own experience over the period since 
local government reorganisation, during which its funding has been 
substantially less than prior to 1996 and well below that available to 
comparable English PTEs.  Recent announcements of additional funding for 
major public transport infrastructure projects in Scotland may go some way 
towards recovering lost ground in capital investment.  However, this does not 
address the persistent and chronic shortage of revenue support for 
maintaining and developing existing public transport provision and ancillary 
facilities such as integrated ticketing and passenger information. 
 
Transition 
 
23 As noted in paragraph 7, SPT does not believe that the Bill’s regional 
proposals add real policy value that could not be delivered through existing 
legislation.  However, it welcomes the Minister’s acknowledgement that any 
new transport partnership for the west of Scotland will continue to have a 
strong regional public transport delivery function, and that the new structure 
“will have at its heart the management, the staff and the functions of SPT at 
present”. (Official Report, 16 June 2004, col 9099.) 
 
24 If this undertaking is delivered, it will address some of the concerns 
which SPT raised during last year’s consultation process.  However, SPT 
considers that the supporting documentation accompanying the Bill does not 
reflect the real risks and costs of the transition process, which is envisaged as 
taking place in 2006-7. 
 
25 In particular, there appears to have been no analysis of the potential 
impact on the progress of two major schemes, the Glasgow Airport Rail Link 
and the Glasgow Crossrail Scheme.  It is hoped to begin the Private Bill 
processes for these schemes in 2005 and 2006 respectively, so there is a 
real risk of slippage or even deferral if the parliamentary status of SPT as 
promoter is put in question during this time. 
 
26 This risk is one which is unique to SPT, as it is the only organisation 
which faces the compulsory transfer of its powers and duties to a new 
structure under the White Paper proposals.  Other bodies – such as TIE in 
Edinburgh – would retain their present powers and functions unless and until 
the relevant regional partnership seeks to transfer them.  It is unlikely that any 
responsible local government body would wish to do this at a time when it 
might put critical Private Bill processes at risk. 
 
27 In addition to these specific concerns – which are directly relevant to 
Ministers’ stated transport delivery objectives – SPT also has doubts whether 
the opportunity costs of the proposed re-organisation have been properly 
taken into account.  Already too much senior management time within SPT is 
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being diverted to such issues, at the cost of positive policy development and 
delivery which would be of real value to transport users in the region. 
 
 Conclusion 
 
28 In SPT’s view, those parts of the Bill dealing with transport delivery at 
the regional level, whilst an improvement on last year’s consultation 
proposals, have little positively to commend them.  In substantive terms, they 
add nothing that could not be achieved under existing legislation, while 
introducing profound uncertainties about the scope and method of future 
transport delivery in the west of Scotland. 
 
29 It may be that some of these issues will be clarified, and perhaps 
addressed more effectively, when the subordinate legislation is available, but 
SPT retains considerable reservations about the appropriateness of a 
process where primary legislation leaves so many powers in the hands of 
Ministers, without further specification of the proposed terms in which they will 
eventually be exercised. 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND TRANSPORT COMMITTEE 
 

BRIEFING PAPER  
 

Prostitution Tolerance Zones (Scotland) Bill 
 

 
Purpose 
 
1. The purpose of this paper is to set out the progress of the Committee’s 

consideration of the Prostitution Tolerance Zones (Scotland) Bill to date and to 
invite the Committee to agree to request that the Parliamentary Bureau extend 
the timetable for consideration of the Bill at stage 1 to 30 April 2005, so that the 
Committee might be able to give the Bill due consideration.  

 
Background 
 
2. The Prostitution Tolerance Zones (Scotland) Bill was introduced to the Scottish 

Parliament on 8 September 2003 by Margo MacDonald MSP.  The Bill aims to 
allow local authorities to designate an area within their boundaries where 
soliciting would be exempted from prosecution under criminal law. 

 
3. At the meeting of the Parliamentary Bureau on 30 September 2003, it was 

agreed to recommend to the Parliament that Stage 1 of the Prostitution Tolerance 
Zones (Scotland) Bill be completed by 30 April 2004. 

 
4. On 4 March 2004, the Convener of the Local Government and Transport 

Committee requested an extension to the deadline of 30 April for the completion 
of Stage 1 of the Prostitution Tolerance Zones (Scotland) Bill. This request was 
made so as to enable the Committee properly to consider the Bill while allowing it 
to complete its other business, including consideration of the Local Governance 
(Scotland) Bill at Stages 1 and 2 and scrutiny of the annual budget process. At 
this stage the Committee also informed the Bureau that it wanted to consider the 
report of the Expert Working Group on Prostitution, appointed by the Executive, 
before concluding its Stage 1 consideration. 

 
5. At its meeting on 9 March 2004, the Parliamentary Bureau agreed to this request, 

and recommended an extension to the timetable for Stage 1 consideration of the 
Prostitution Tolerance Zones (Scotland) Bill to 2 July 2004. In doing so, the 
Bureau noted that it would be able to consider the timetable for completion of 
Stage 1 again, should the findings of the Expert Working Group not be available 
until after the summer recess.  
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6. Subsequently, the Committee was made aware that the findings of the Expert 

Working Group would not be available until October 2004 and as such the 
Committee submitted a further request to the Parliamentary Bureau to extend the 
deadline for completion of the consideration of the Bill until 23 December 2004.  
At its meeting on 14 June 2004 the Parliamentary Bureau agreed to this request. 

 
Recommendation 
 
7. As members will be aware, the Expert Working Group’s findings were not made 

available during October and it is understood that they are to be available until 
late December. With this in mind, the Committee is invited to consider a request 
to the Parliamentary Bureau to extend the timetable for completion of the 
Prostitution Tolerance Zones (Scotland) Bill at Stage 1 to 30 April 2005. 

 
8. This proposed extension would allow time for the Expert Working Group to 

publish its report, and for the Committee to question, if it so wished, the chair of 
the Group on the Group’s findings, in advance of the Committee considering and 
agreeing a report to the Parliament on the Bill.  

 
9. The Clerk has spoken informally to the member in charge of the Bill, Margo 

MacDonald MSP, and she has indicated that she would be content for the 
timetable for Stage 1 consideration of her Bill to be extended until the Expert 
Working Group has reported.  

 
10. The Committee is therefore invited to agree to request that the Parliamentary 

Bureau extend the timetable for completion of the Prostitution Tolerance Zones 
(Scotland) Bill at Stage 1 to 30 April 2005. Although this date is several months 
beyond the date by which the Expert Working Group is scheduled to report, the 
additional time will allow the Committee time to consider fully the report, to take 
evidence from the chair of the Group, and to agree a Stage 1 report to 
Parliament on the Bill, within the agreed timescales.  

 
 
Eugene Windsor  
Clerk  
Local Government and Transport Committee   
November 2004 
 
 
 
 
 

 


