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CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM 
 

CONSULTATION ON POSSIBLE CHANGES TO THE ADMINISTRATION 
OF CONCESSIONARY TRAVEL 

 
 
PART 1 - Information about you 
 

Name Dave Perkins 

Address Integrated Transport Service Cheshire, Rivacre Business 
Centre, Mills Lane, Ellesmere Port, Cheshire 

Postcode CH66 3TL 

email dave.perkins@cheshireeast.gov.uk 

Company Name or 
Organisation 
(if applicable) 

Cheshire Districts Concessionary Travel Scheme on behalf of 
the Councils of Cheshire East, Cheshire West and Chester, 
Halton and Warrington.   

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

 Small to Medium Enterprise (up to 50 employees) 

 Large Company 

 Representative Organisation 

 Trade Union 

 Interest Group 

 Local Government 

 Central Government 

 Police 

 Member of the public 

 Other (please describe): 

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

Four unitary Councils.  Officers and members of each council has been consulted and 
all have agreed to submit the following response.   

If you would like your response or personal details to be treated confidentially please 
explain why: 
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PART 2 - Your Comments 
 

1. Are there other problems, stemming from current 
administrative arrangements, that are not covered 
by this list? 

Yes   No   

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

 
The experience of the Cheshire Districts Scheme ( the Cheshire Scheme) has been that 
overall it has been successful in meeting statutory requirments and offering additional 
discretionary benefits at County or local level depending on the circumstances.  This is 
underlined by the fact that the scheme has been operating for 20 years but has retained 
the membership of all participating local authorities and enabled concessionary travel to 
be enabled uninterrupted despite local government reorganisations in 1998 and 2009.   
 
However a problem which applies to a handful of TCAs is that, as with the Cheshire 
Scheme, they have cross boundary routes which go outside the English National 
Concessionary Travel Scheme (ENCTS) area.  Discussions to introduce a truly national 
scheme would help overcome this anomoly  
 

 

2. Do you think that the current level of administration is 
the most appropriate? 

Yes   No   

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

 
Our assessment would be that Option 2 is preferable in two tier areas.  We believe that 
our experience demonstrates that the "hybrid" system which the Cheshire Scheme has 
been operating over the past 20 years can be effective.   
 
However it could have been improved had there been an element of cross subsidy 
between districts as there have been situations when some districts had insufficient 
funding while their neighbours had a surplus.  The recent Local Government 
Reorganisation has ironed out these differences. 
 
 An additional problem for operators and indirectly for the financial integrity of schemes is 
that, without full smart ticketing systems, drivers will make more mistakes if routes operate 
different concessionary schemes in different areas.  By agreeing a common set of 
operating arrangements across the sub-region, the Cheshire Scheme largely overcame 
this obstacle.       
 

 
 

3. Do you think a system of ‘higher-tier’ administration 
would be the most appropriate? 

YES  NO  
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Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make: 

 
Administration at the County level could achieve cost savings and make it easier for bus 
operators to understand and administer.  It would also make negotiations of operator 
reimbursement simpler and iron out some of the anomolies in funding remarked on above.   
 
Counties would however have to ensure that they were able to deal with face to face 
applications for new and replacement passes and administer local variations if these were 
appropriate.   
 
Experience of the Cheshire scheme indicates that local variations can be managed.  
Before the introduction of the free local scheme one district, Ellesmere Port and Neston, 
successfully ran a quarter fare local variation administered by the then half fare Cheshire 
Scheme.    
 

 

4. Do you think a centrally administered statutory 
minimum concession would be most appropriate at 
this time? 

YES  NO  

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

 
There are four main reasons: 
1.    Such a system would disadvantage small operators which are a key element of 
competitiveness in this area.  Local councils have a good track record of working with 
these companies through negotiating contracts for bus services.   They can achieve 
significant synergies when assessing performance and carrying out due diligence checks 
for both operations.  
2.   It would be difficult to develop a system which was applicable in all areas.  For 
example conurbations have different rates of reimbursement to semi-rural and deep rural 
areas.   
3.   The current system works well and has shown with the introduction of free local, free 
national and the smart card schemes that it can respond at relatively short notice to 
changes in policy.  The fact is that the introduction of the ENCTS smart card had the 
potential for being another "computer disaster story" but local government in partnership 
with the DfT made it work. 
4.   The Welsh experience where the reimbursement rate is agreed nationaly but 
calculated locally suggests that local administration is still required. 
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5. Do you think a regional tier of administration might 
ultimately be most appropriate? 

YES  NO  

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

 
1. They cover too diverse an area and exhibit the problems identified in point 2. in 
Question 4. 
2.  Regions do not at the moment have a credible infrastructure for delivering personal 
services of the nature of dealing with individual applications for new and replacement 
passes.  Setting up such a structure for this purpose alone, when nearly all other personal 
services are delivered elsewhere would be prohibitively expensive 
3.  It would be perceived as remote by key client groups who place great emphasis on 
face to face contact.    
 .   
 

 

6. Are there other options for administering the 
statutory minimum concession that are missing from 
this list? 

YES  NO  

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

 
To recognise and endorse the kind of voluntary sub-regional schemes that the Cheshire 
Scheme represents.  These can achieve economies of scale where appropriate e.g. for 
negotiations, shared reimbursement arrangements and single smartcard operating 
systems but still allow for local discretionary variations.    
 

 

7. Should all local authorities retain the ability to 
establish discretionary travel concessions using 
powers under the 1985 Transport Act as now? 

YES  NO  

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

 
There is inevitably a balancing act between meeting local need (e.g. taxi vouchers or 
funding community transport as an alternative to "big bus" in rural areas) and having a 
system which is easily understood in cross boundary situations (e.g. cost of travel before 
0930).  the latter issue is often the cause of considerable bewilderment by passengers 
who find it hard to accept that different conditions may apply depending on the direction of 
travel and the type of ticket held on a cross boundary route.  Two measures could be 
introduced to obviate this: 
1.   to extend and provide resources for the current statutory scheme to allow peak time 
journeys. 
2.   to encourage, through guidance, neighbouring TCAs, sub-regional schemes and 
operators to share information and co-operate in unifying discretionary schemes where 
they involve a number of cross boundary routes.   
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8. Should the ability to establish discretionary travel 
concessions using powers under the 1985 Transport 
Act be limited to upper tier authorities only? 

YES  NO  

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

 
Please see the response to question 7.   
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9. Should lower tier authorities ability to establish 
discretionary travel concessions using powers under 
the 1985 Transport Act be limited to circumstances 
where they had to act jointly with upper tier 
authorities only? 

YES  NO  

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

 
This would take away powers which are the legimate perogative of district councils.  
However if the consensus were to move the adminstration of the statutory scheme to the 
upper tier, an obligation to consult about discretionary proposals would be appropriate.    
 

 

10. Do you have any relevant data that could inform the 
cost/benefit estimates that will be used in the final 
Impact Assessment? 

YES  NO  

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

 
We can provide data about the cost of adminstering the smart card operation as a sub-
regional scheme as opposed to a single authority operation.  This data convinced our then 
eight districts that large cost savings could be achieved by operating a single system with 
no loss of independence.  This has helped ensure that Cheshire is in the vanguard of on-
bus smart card development.   
 

 

11. Bearing in mind that there would be a separate 
consultation on the funding implications of any 
changes to the administration of concessionary 
fares, are there any other issues around funding that 
are not considered here? 

YES  NO  

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

 
1.   Currently non-smart Counties have their ITSO fees paid by the DfT, while those 
Authorities who have taken the initiative and implemented smartcards have to pay their 
ITSO fees from their own resources.  This has the perverse effect of rewarding those who 
do not go smart, and penalises those that do. Introducing financial incentives to go smart 
would encourage local authorities to put pressure on operators and enable the public 
purse to benefit from the savings which will accrue. 
2.  Any funding arrangements need to take into account the future growth of the target 
population and of the uptake of the scheme.  In Cheshire West and Chester and Cheshire 
East Councils funding for the scheme has been adequate but account needs to be taken 
of future growth.  The principal of operators being "no better and no worse off" will be 
stretched when full buses force a public demand for more services.  This point has almost 
been reached in a few key services in this area.   
3.  We also recognise that in a few areas funding has been inadequate.  However rather 
than abandon what is essentially a well financed scheme consideration should be given to 
establishing a contingency fund to compensate proven examples of underfunding.  In this 
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way if there are any dramatic developments in the local economy or demographic 
changes, it will be possible to bid into this fund.   
 

 
 
If you have any other general comment that you would like to make concerning this consultation, 
please give them here: 

 
      
 

 


