


  

  EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 20 JUNE 2011

SUSTAINABLE ENVIRONMENT POLICY AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE –   14 JUNE 2011
PART   I –   DELEGATED   
8d.  
  HERTFORDSHIRE’S DRAFT BUS STRATEGY AND INTALINK STRATEGY CONSULTATION


  (DCES)
1.
Summary
1.1
  To make representations to Hertfordshire County Council on the draft strategies.
2.
Details

2.1
Hertfordshire’s Draft Bus Strategy sets out the longer term objectives for bus services throughout the County over the period 2011 to 2031. Intalink is the public transport information service which is designed to ensure users have the best possible information on services available and types of ticket. The draft Intalink strategy covers the period 2011 to 2016. A Strategic Environmental Assessment supports both strategies. 

2.2
All three documents can be viewed via the following link: - 


www.hertsdirect.org/ltp.

2.3
The bus strategy in particular general and strategic although it does give some information about priority corridors for bus services. These include the main service routes in Three Rivers (Maple Cross – Rickmansworth – Croxley – Watford; services to Abbots Langley and Leavesden; and services to South Oxhey and Carpenders Park)). However, the strategies should be taken as an opportunity for the Council to comment on the levels of services and areas where it is considered that bus services should be improved.

2.4
In its response the Council should raise the following: - 

· It is vital that the existing network of bus services is not only retained but is extended to meet the currently identified and the future needs of the local community. 
· Bus services must provide a practical and convenient alternative to use of the private car. This requires a very good service frequency on all routes. Developer contributions should be secured for improved service frequency wherever possible.
· The County Council is urged to introduce real time information at the earliest opportunity to ensure that all customers have maximum information which enables them to make informed transport choices

· Vehicles used should be low carbon and should use renewable and innovative forms of energy

· Integrating bus services with rail services, and cycling and walking routes is essential.

· The draft bus strategy contains only limited information on bus service priorities for future years. While it is understood that only the general priorities can be presented in a long term policy document, TRDC should have opportunity to comment on HCC’s bus service priorities at an early stage each year. This will enable the Council to prioritise its own support for non commercial bus services when the budget is set in February each year. Recently there was confusion in regard to service W20 and the level of support available from the County Council. This sort of confusion needs to be avoided in future.
· Intalink and other information services must ensure that the more vulnerable members of the community such as the elderly, people with disabilities and other potentially excluded groups should not be disadvantaged by having to rely on technology to receive information and to purchase tickets.  Many vulnerable residents do not have direct access to IT or computers.
3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
It is important to ensure that this Council influences bus service provision not only because of the financial support it provides, but also because of its knowledge of local community needs. 
4.
Policy/Budget Reference and Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s agreed policies and budgets.  The relevant policies are to provide equal access to services and facilities for the public within the district and surrounding area and in particular address the needs of vulnerable residents such as elderly, disabled and young people; and to maintain a high quality local environment and reduce the eco - footprint of the district.  They were agreed on  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT 22 February 2011.  
5.
Financial Implications
5.1
None.
6.
Legal Implications
6.1
None.  
7.
Equal Opportunities Implications

7.1
Relevance Test

	Has a relevance test been completed for Equality Impact?


	Yes 

	Did the relevance test conclude a full impact assessment was required? Matter will be reviewed through on-going consultation.
	No 


7.2
Impact Assessment

  

What actions were identified to address any detrimental impact or unmet need? The Council’s proposed comments address this issue.

  
8.
Staffing Implications
8.1
  None.
9.
Environmental Implications
9.1
  The provision of good public transport services is part of the Council’s sustainable transport objectives, designed to reduce car dependency and CO2 emissions.

10.
Community Safety Implications
10.1
  Well-patronised local services with good lighting, good passenger information and high maintenance at bus stops are relevant factors.
11.
Customer Services Centre Implications
11.1
  Staff are briefed to deal with bus service queries.

12.
Communications and Website Implications
12.1
  Information about bus services is available on the Council’s website, via the www.ourclimateischanging.com website, in local libraries and at relevant Parish Council offices.

13.
Risk Management and Health & Safety Implications

13.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk. In addition, the risks of the proposals in the report have also been assessed against the Council’s duties under Health and Safety legislation relating to employees, visitors and persons affected by our operations.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below.
13.2
The subject of this report is covered by the  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Sustainability service plan. Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this plan.
13.3
The following table gives the risks if the recommendation(s) are agreed, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood: 

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1
	HCC may not be prepared to amend the strategy to reflect this Council’s comments. 
	III
	C


13.4
The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendation is rejected, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood:

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	2
	If the Council does not submit its views it may have less chance to influence the strategy in terms of future bus service improvements.
	III
	C


13.5
The risks detailed above are already managed within a service plan.

13.6
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan. 
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13.7
In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan and are therefore operational risks.  The effectiveness of treatment plans are reviewed by the Audit Committee annually.

14.  
Recommendation
14.1 That the Committee recommends to the Executive Committee that the Council comments on the Hertfordshire Draft Bus Strategy, the draft Intalink Strategy and associated documents as set out in section 2 of this report.
Data Quality


Data sources:


 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT As covered in the report.

Data checked by:  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Peter Kerr


Data rating: 
	1
	Poor
	

	2
	Sufficient
	

	3
	High
	√



Background Papers


  Deposited plans and schedules regarding the various parking schemes.

  APPENDICES / ATTACHMENTS

None.
Form A – Relevance Test – Draft Bus and Intalink Strategies
	Function/Service Being Assessed:


1. Populations served/affected:

√ 1 – Universal (service covering all residents)?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 2 – Targeted groups
2. Is it relevant to the general duty? (see Q and A for definition of ‘general duty’)

Which of these three aspects does the function relate to (if any)?:

√ 1 – Eliminating Discrimination  

√ 2 – Promoting Equality of Opportunity

√ 3 – Promoting good relations   

Is there any evidence or reason to believe that some groups could be differently affected?


√ Yes 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No
   

Which equality categories are affected?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Race

√ Age

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Sexual Orientation

√ Disability

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Gender

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Religion

3. What is the degree of relevance?

In your view, is the information you have on each category adequate to make a decision about relevance?

√ Yes (specify which categories) Intalink and other information services must ensure that the more vulnerable members of the community such as the elderly, people with disabilities and other potentially excluded groups should not be disadvantaged by having to rely on technology to receive information and to purchase tickets.  Many vulnerable residents do not have direct access to IT or computers.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No (specify which categories)

Are there any triggers for this review (for example is there any public concern that functions/services are being operated in a discriminatory manner?) If yes please indicate which:

√ Yes Any bus service reduction or reliance on IT access and skills can result in concern that the elderly, people with disabilities and with other special needs may be disadvantaged. Monitoring and review policies need to ensure that this does not happen.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

4. Conclusion 

On the basis of the relevance test would you say that there is evidence that a medium or high detrimental impact is likely? (See below for definition)


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes


√ No

Note: if a medium or high detrimental impact has been identified then a full impact assessment must be undertaken using Form B.

Completed forms should attached as an appendix to the relevant report and a copy sent to the Community Partnerships Unit in Corporate Development, Strategic Services.

Definition of Low, Medium or High detrimental impact.
For any one (or more) equality group the following evidence is found:

	
	Evidence may come from one or more of the following sources:

· Local service data
· Data from a similar authority (including their EIA)

· Customer feedback

· Stakeholder feedback

· National or regional research

	High Relevance
	There evidence shows a clear disparity between different sections of the community in one or more of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Medium Relevance
	The evidence is unclear (or there is no evidence) if there is any disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Low Relevance
	The evidence shows clearly there is no disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.. 
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