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Abstract
Governments in the three constituent countries in Britain – Scotland, Wales and England – have recently introduced much more generous concessionary fares on buses for people of 60 and above, in order to increase “social inclusion” (see DfT, 2006) – i.e., to make it easier for people of limited means to access the activities that they want.  To this end, in Wales and Scotland, passholders can now travel anywhere at zero fare, whilst in England, there is a free concession within a more limited area.  As the majority of bus services in Britain outside London are operated commercially in a deregulated environment, these operators must be reimbursed for the cost of carrying at least some of the concessionary passengers.  The objectives of this paper are to understand:

How much does the concession cost, and whether or not it is a subsidy to operators (public funding that underwrites their costs).

Who uses the new more generous concessions.

How those eligible use their concession, and what they would do if they did not have it.

Whether it can be seen to be enhancing social inclusion.  

The paper draws on research carried out in Wales, for the Welsh Assembly and in Scotland, for the Scottish Executive, to achieve these objectives.  It concludes that there are grounds for arguing that these countries’ concession schemes are subsidising operators; that there is some limited evidence that the new concessions are promoting social inclusion; but there are still many elderly people for whom the concession is of very limited use since they face barriers to bus use other than cost.

_________________________________________________________________
Introduction
The concession and who receives it
A concessionary fare (hereafter referred to as a “concession”) is offered to defined groups of people to travel at a reduced fare on public transport.  This paper discusses concessions that are arranged by the government for social policy reasons, and the groups that are eligible include retired or older people, and disabled people.  Such concessions are required of public transport operators by government and in the UK operators are reimbursed for revenue lost as a result of carrying such passengers.  This paper does not discuss commercially provided concessions (e.g. student reductions) offered by operators of their own volition to increase their revenue.  
Since the election of a Labour government in the UK in 1997, there has been a trend towards the provision of more generous and also consistent concessions across the constituent countries of the UK, such that the situation is now as follows:

People of 60 and above, and all disabled people in England now enjoy a statutory minimum free fare concession for travel by bus within their local authority area, though (groups of) local authorities are free to enhance this concession, should they wish to pay to do so.  This concession improves the statutory half-fare concession that was introduced 1 June 2001.    

In Wales people of retirement age and above, and disabled people, enjoy free travel by bus throughout the principality (country) (introduced 1 April 2002).  Previously, the level of the concession varied depending on home location and was available only within a Council (municipality) area, or area covered by a group of Councils operating their concession in partnership. 
The same group in Scotland has been eligible for a concession providing free travel by bus after 0930 weekdays and all day at weekends within their concessionary scheme area since 30 September 2002, but this national scheme was extended to grant free travel throughout Scotland on registered local bus services in April 2006.  Previously, as in Wales, the concession varied depending on home location and was available only within a Council (municipality) area, or area covered by a group of Councils operating their concession in partnership.  Typically the concession was a flat fare of £0.25-£0.45 in urban areas such as the Glasgow and Edinburgh conurbations, and half fare in the more rural areas, although two Councils (Fife, largely urban, and Dumfries and Galloway, largely rural) operated completely free schemes.  
People over 65 in Northern Ireland may travel free by bus throughout the Province (introduced 1 October 2001). 

Reimbursement mechanisms

In Wales and Scotland, when concessions varied at a local level, reimbursement (the payment to bus operators from the public sector for carrying concessionary passengers) was negotiated locally between bus operator(s) and the local council, and the council was able to change the concession as its politicians desired (e.g. to raise the flat fare charged to concession holders by £0.05 to cover a budget deficit).  Reimbursement formulae varied from area to area depending on the characteristics of that area as well as the history of local negotiations over the years.  Now in Wales and Scotland reimbursement is calculated according to a single national formula and, in Scotland, is a matter for national government working with bus operators – there is no longer any local involvement in this matter.
Considerable sums of money are being spent on reimbursing public transport operators for these new concessions – the 2007/08 budget in Wales, for example, is likely to be about £40 million, up from £14 million in 2000/2001 (Caerphilly Borough Council, personal communication, 2002; www.wales.gov.uk, 2006; all costs in cash terms).  The estimated additional cost in England of a more limited concession is estimated to be around £350 million in financial year 2006/07 (DfT, 2006).  The introduction of free travel right across Scotland has increased the concessionary fares bill from around £70 million to £160 million per year (2005/06 compared to 2006/07; Scottish Executive, 2005).
The scale of these payments is a significant injection of public funds into the public transport service, but it cannot influence how the service is provided, since it is paid per passenger carried, irrespective of where they go.  The argument as to whether these payments are a subsidy, or simply reimbursement for revenue that would have been paid by passengers directly in the absence of a scheme, is returned to later in the paper.
Objectives of the paper
Drawing on primarily Scottish data sources, this paper sets out to address issues rather different to the majority of the literature on concessions, which has tended to concentrate on financial matters.  Instead, it considers:

The costs of the concessions and whether there is an argument that the concessions represent a subsidy to operators.

Who uses the new more generous concessions – only those people who had one prior to concessions being less generous, or whether they have attracted new users to the bus.

What use is made of their concession, in terms of frequency and purpose of trip, and what users would do if they did not have it.

Whether it can be seen to be enhancing social inclusion – that is, the greater participation in society of people who for various reasons may be unable to participate fully at present.  This is one of the key stated policy justifications for more generous concessions (see for example Scottish Executive, 2003; DfT, 2006).

Structure of the paper

The paper first provides a very brief review of relevant literature.  It then details the methodology and sources of information used for this paper.  It then seeks to answer the questions set out above, and then draws a number of conclusions and makes policy recommendations in relation to these questions.

Relevant literature

The paper now moves to a brief review of the literature – both that on the influence of concessionary fares on travel patterns, and literature on the links between social exclusion and transport.  Robbins (1990) discussed some of the literature relating to the former issue:
There is a steady decline in overall travel from the age of 60 upwards, so that by the age of 85 people are only making 35% of the trips they were making when they were 60.

The decline in car usage is greater than of travel generally over the same age range.

Concessionary pass take up (as opposed to use) declines only slightly up to the age of 80 but thereafter declines sharply.  However, even at age 85, 75% of people take up their concession.  It has also been shown that concessionary pass take-up varies according to the generosity of the concession and whether a charge was made for the pass (a practice which, for the statutory minimum concessions, is now not permitted – these passes are now free).  (DETR, 1998:14).

Factors influencing concessionary ridership

The independent variables that affect concessionary ridership, and the effect that they can be anticipated to have, are as follows:

The area – bus service and congestion characteristics – within which the concessionary passenger resides. Higher bus service levels and higher levels of congestion and central area parking charges would both tend to be associated with a higher demand for bus travel amongst the group who are eligible for a concession.

The number of elderly people – which can be obtained from demographic projections.  This has to be divided into young (< 80) and old (> 80) elderly due to the different travel characteristics of these two groups.  As the number of young elderly increases, so concessionary ridership should also increase.  National Travel Survey data show a very clear cut off at around age 80, after which the number of journeys that people make by all modes falls off sharply (Noble, 2000). Thus increasing numbers of “old” elderly would not have the same effect.

Car ownership amongst elderly people.  As the number of car owning elderly increases, so concessionary ridership should decrease, exhibiting the same trend as seen in the population as a whole (White, 2001).  Generally the elderly will not acquire a car but, as their age increases, they will continue to have a car which they acquired at a younger age (the ‘baby boomer’ generation will join the elderly fully equipped!). This appears to be a major influence on the number of concessionary trips made.

The effective absolute discount provided by the concession in relation to alternatives such as train, walk and car.  A more generous concession will, all other things being equal, lead to a higher number of concessionary trips per person per year and (in the longer term), possibly suppress the increase in car ownership amongst the eligible population.  

Concessionary pass ownership – that is, the number of eligible people who actually take up the concession for which they are eligible - may rise slightly as bus fares rise.
The physical ability of those people who are eligible for the concession to actually use the bus.  Particularly amongst the over 85s, this ability declines markedly. 

These factors are important because, if generation differs from place to place, then the argument for using a reimbursement formula at a national level is undermined.  In addition, the physical ability of people to use buses obviously influences the usefulness to them of the concession and its impact on their level of social inclusion – a topic which is discussed further in the next section.
Transport and Social Exclusion

Social exclusion is a measurement of the difficulty which people have in fully participating in society.  “Social exclusion happens when people or places suffer from a series of problems such as unemployment, discrimination, poor skills, low incomes, poor housing, high crime, ill health and family breakdown.  When such problems combine they can create a vicious cycle.” (www.socialinclusion.gov.uk, accessed 23/11/06).  Transport provision has a direct relationship to social participation, and increased access to transport can directly reduce exclusion.  Women, the unemployed, the elderly, people with health problems and those on low incomes are more likely to experience transport related social exclusion (UK Cabinet Office, 2004).

A report into the role of Transport in Social Exclusion in Scotland found that excluded groups are heavily reliant on public transport and recommended:

Increased targeting of subsidies and concessions to socially excluded groups,

Improved service provision, including timetabling, interchange and infrastructure; and
Increased availability of specialised transport operations such as community transport services.

Reduced/free bus fares on normal bus services clearly assist in achieving the first objective, while the other objectives require increased expenditure by the service providers.  This points to the need for a split of available funds between users and providers, and presents the question of whether social exclusion is better addressed by providing subsidy direct to the user, or via enhancements the transport system.

Methodology

The paper draws primarily on three sources: the Scottish Executive’s own evaluation of the impacts of the introduction of a national minimum concessionary entitlement (the free concessionary bus fare within existing scheme areas) (Scottish Executive, 2004); a smaller, local evaluation carried out in Edinburgh by Mykura (2002); and recent work for the Scottish Executive examining the needs of disabled people for public transport (Scottish Executive, 2006).  
The first piece of research included at bus stop surveys and mail-out, mail-back self-completion surveys of concessionary passengers across Scotland, before and after the introduction of the new entitlement, plus focus groups in the after situation only.  This paper draws in particular on the 1,145 self-completion surveys and the focus group results from Scottish Executive (2004), as these included questions on the use that respondents are making of the concession, the value that they attach to it, and how it has influenced their quality of life.  Mykura’s (2002) work was based on face to face surveys of people entitled to the concession at various locations in Edinburgh, in the after situation only.  Scottish Executive (2006) surveyed a representative sample of 850 disabled people across Scotland and also examined their usage of concessions on conventional bus services.  The paper also draws to a limited extent on the evaluation of the Welsh free concessionary fares scheme carried out in 2003 by MVA for the All-Wales Concessionary Fares Working Group, and on previous work by the authors (Rye and Scotney, 2004).  

Costs and reimbursement of concessionary fares
As noted above, the costs of concessionary fares reimbursement are now considerable.  These costs are also difficult to limit since they are dependent on the number of trips made by concessionary passholders whose entitlement allows them to make as many trips as they want; in addition, operators in the UK outside London are free to increase non-concessionary fares as they see fit and a reimbursement scheme that does not take account of reduced non-concessionary demand as a result of rising fares will also increase reimbursement costs when fares go up.  That said, the Scottish government has agreed with bus operators to cap the amount of reimbursement at “at £159m [$317m, €234m] in 2006-07 and £163m [$325m, €240m] in 2007-08; the cap for 2008-09 onwards will be calculated by an agreed cost escalator” (Scottish Executive, 2004b).
Because UK operators outside London are almost all privately owned, and because all run their services in a deregulated market where blanket subsidy is not permitted, government reimbursement to the operators for carrying concessionary passengers is derived by means of a complex calculation that, in theory, is supposed to leave operators “no better and no worse off” than if there had been no concessionary scheme at all.  Operators should not, in theory, be reimbursed for carrying passengers who have decided to make the trip only because they have a concession, since they do not represent a loss of revenue. Operators are, however, permitted to claim for the costs of providing additional capacity to carry these passengers, who are known in concessionary fares parlance as “generated trips”; the proportion of total concessionary passengers that are generated is the key to calculating reimbursement, and is known as the generation factor.  The generation factor is the proportionate increase in demand resulting from the introduction of a concession.  Unfortunately, since many schemes were already in existence in 1985 (before which, a different reimbursement system applied), empirical measurement of the number of trips in the absence of a concession (and therefore empirical derivation of the generation factor) was impossible, prompting considerable other, work. 
The most comprehensive study of concessionary generation was one undertaken by the Transport Research Laboratory and published in October 1998.  In this study three approaches were adopted:

Comparison of bus use by elderly people in matched pairs of areas with different concessionary fare schemes.  

Examination of data from the latest National Travel Survey (NTS) involving comparisons of bus trip rates by people living in areas with different types of concessions and different levels of bus service.

Systematic examination of changes over time in concessionary travel in eight major urban areas where significant changes in concessionary fare schemes had occurred in recent years.

The generation factors derived from NTS data were 1.6 for free- fare schemes, 1.35 for flat-fare schemes and 1.32 for half-fare schemes.  These are lower than those derived from the local studies, possibly because the NTS sample included non-bus users and different types of environments e.g. rural areas and small towns.

The studies of urban areas indicated generation factors in the range 1.5 to 2.2 for free schemes, 1.2 to 1.9 for flat-fare schemes and 1.2 to 1.5 for half-fare schemes.  These figures tend to be greater than for the NTS results and the authors were not sure which of the two approaches is likely to be more reliable.  A possible explanation for the difference between the generation factors derived from NTS and those derived from the urban area studies could be that there are car ownership and service elasticity effects in the urban figures that are less pronounced in the national data.

Generation factors used in local and national schemes in Scotland and Wales
As explained above, in Wales and Scotland, reimbursement has moved from a situation where, prior to 2001/2002, locally negotiated and varied formulae have been replaced by a single national scheme.  In this section we compare the two situations and in particular the generation factors that prevailed previously in a number of local free (i.e. no fare) schemes, and that are used to today in Scotland and Wales.
For simplicity, concessionary fares schemes normally use one generation factor.  A higher generation factor therefore leads to lower operator reimbursement, and vice versa.  A generation factor of, for example, 1.5 means that 33% of concessionary trips would not have been made if there had been no scheme.  To take a simple worked example, with an average adult fare £1, and a generation factor of 1.5, the operator gets £1/(1.5) = £0.66 per trip; but if it is 1.3, reimbursement is equal to £0.77 per trip.
The current Scottish scheme uses a generation factor of approximately 1.37 (as does the scheme in Wales).  This means that operators receive 73% of the average non-concessionary fare for every concessionary trip – irrespective of the level of adult fare, or the area.  This generation factor was chosen as a result of negotiations between operators and a consortium of local authorities (in Wales), and between operators and the Scottish government.  It is supposed to take into account the additional services that operators may have to run in order to carry generated passengers: that is, there was a decision not to calculate on a case by case basis these “additional costs” but, rather, to reimburse all operators in proportion to the number of concessionary passengers that they carry.  Thus some operators receive reimbursement for additional costs for carrying generated passengers when in fact they incur no such costs; others may not receive enough payment to cover their actual additional costs.  (It should be noted that, prior to 2001/2002, when additional costs payments had to be proven by operators on a case by case basis, there were fewer than ten schemes in the UK where additional costs were actually paid).  As shown below, this generation factor is low in comparison to those used in previous local zero fare concessionary schemes:

· London 1.43

· Nottingham 1.63

· West Midlands 1.36

· Fife 1.61

· Dumfries and Galloway 1.46

With a generation factor of 1.45, the Scottish and Welsh schemes would cost 5.5% less per year to run.  
Experience in areas where there have been free schemes for a long time also shows a long term elasticity effect, such that the proportion of trips that are generated increases year on year where services are reasonable and more people take up and use the concession, as they become accustomed to it.  Using a fixed generation factor in this situation will tend to overestimate, over time, the proportion of the total concessionary ridership that would have travelled in the absence of a scheme and, hence, reimbursement.
In conclusion to this section, there are three reasons for arguing that the current system of concessionary reimbursement in Scotland and Wales is over-reimbursing operators: firstly, the rather low and uniform generation factor across a wide range of bus service areas; secondly, because no account is taken over time of an increase in generation due to long term elasticity effects; and, thirdly, because additional costs are paid on a blanket basis.  Such over-reimbursement can be argued to be a subsidy, but one that is paid to operators without regard to the services that they run in exchange for it.  To take one example from Scotland known to the authors (Inverclyde Council, personal communication, 2006), since the introduction of the free concession an operator has introduced an entirely new service from the southwestern part of the Glasgow conurbation to the nearby national park at Loch Lomond, northwest of Glasgow.  Since this direct service did not exist prior to the free concession, it is highly probable that the vast majority of the trips now made are generated.  Nonetheless, the operator is reimbursed for 73% of a notional adult fare for every concession passenger carried and without such public funding, the service would not run.  
General usage of concession
Evidence from Edinburgh 

This section of the paper moves on to consider who uses the concession and the evidence that it is increasing social inclusion.  In the Edinburgh study (Mykura, 2003) a total of 144 questionnaires was completed at a series of locations, selected to obtain a cross-section of seniors in Edinburgh.   This included bus stops, shopping centres, and community centre, and eight different sheltered housing developments for the elderly in Edinburgh.   The survey results are detailed below.  Whilst the sample size is too small to produce statistically significant comparisons between groups, it provides useful indicative data nonetheless.
User Statistics and Patterns of Use

Of the 115 women and 29 men in the sample, some 99% of respondents stated that they used the bus to some extent, and 97% had a free concessionary pass (the others either had a car or just did not want a pass.  A similarly high percentage made use of bus services with 48% travelling more than once a week, almost exclusively during daytime hours.  Only 24% of respondents had access to a car that they could use, but the majority of respondents had a bus stop within a 5 minute walk of their home.  Opinions on bus services in Edinburgh were generally positive amongst the sample.
Who Uses Concessions

The surveys recorded an age range of 58 (disabled) to 92 for fare concession users, with an average age of 75 years.  The most common journey purpose was for shopping trips, 35%.  Income level showed only a slight relationship with frequency of use, with higher bus use by the £5K - £10K per year (i.e. low-) income group.  Social housing tenants also used the bus more than other groups.  This is shown in Figure 1, below.
Figure 1 about here

Trip Generation and Mode Shift

Some 65% of respondents indicated that they made extra bus journeys as a result of fare concessions (a much higher level of generation than that accounted for by the now-national generation factor).  These were primarily shopping and leisure trips.  The mode-shift to bus for the extra journeys was mainly from walking, 44%, with 23% being instead of car use, and 27% being entirely new bus journeys.  This is shown in Figure 2, below.
Figure 2 about here

Social Inclusion

In general terms, access to transport is a fundamental requirement of social inclusion.  One way in which the improvement that bus fare concessions can make to transport access can be measured is the change to perceived quality of life which they bring about.  Almost 60% of respondents thought that the free concessionary fares had improved their quality of life either a lot or a little, although 40% indicated that it had had no effect.

This perception was then related to objective measures of social exclusion, such as annual income, pension type, house type and home postcode district.  The Edinburgh Social Needs Analysis (City of Edinburgh Council, 2001) measures 17 different factors such as unemployment rates, road accidents, and births to mothers aged under 20, and ranks the Edinburgh postcodes on a scale of 0 (no deprivation) to 17 (all 17 deprivation factors evident).  Some 31% of the respondents came from Edinburgh’s most deprived areas as defined by this index.

There was found to be a close correlation between social need index and income.  Most respondents from the area of high social need had incomes of less than £5,000/year (mostly state pension only), while those in the zero social need index areas mostly lived off £10,000 to £25,000/year.  

Examining the effect of fare concessions on quality of life in relation to income group, there is a link between improved life quality and the lower income groups.  As shown in Figure 3, below, the lower income groups said that they gained a greater improvement in quality of life than the higher income groups, the majority of whom are unaffected by the fare concessions.  Significantly, some 25% of respondents reported that they now get out of the house more as a result of the free concession, and 80% of this group have incomes of less than £10,000 per year. 
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Figure 3 about here
Similarly, quality of life improvement shows a correlation with social need index, those with a high social need gaining a much greater improvement in life quality than the low social need group, as seen in Figure 4.

Figure 4 about here
Scottish Executive before and after monitoring of national minimum concessionary entitlement

The Scottish Executive (2004a) commissioned research to monitor the impact of the introduction of the national minimum concession which, at that time, allowed eligible people to travel at no fare, outside the morning peak, within existing concessionary scheme areas.  Amongst other things, this research included a postal self-completion questionnaire sent out to a random sample of around 2,500 passholders before (2002) and 3,700 after (2003).  The second survey sample included 612 people who responded to both before and after questionnaires.  In each case, the response rate was around 39%, yielding 978 useable questionnaires in the before sample, 1,145 in the after, and 241 in the matched sample who responded to both questionnaires.  Key findings are described below.
Take-up measures the proportion of the eligible population that applies for a concessionary pass and indicates whether those eligible perceive that it is of use to them.  Between 2002 and 2003, there was a 23% increase in the number of passes issued, although a proportion of this was due to men aged 60-64 becoming eligible where they had not been before (due to a court decision in 2002).  In the survey sample, the proportion of respondents who were male increased from 37% in the before to 40% in the after; however, the proportion aged 60-64 (both genders) increased from 15% to only 18%.  Therefore, the increase in pass take-up was not due solely to men aged 60-64 becoming eligible for the concession when they were not before.
The data also showed that some 42% of before but only 34% of after respondents had an income of £500 per month or less.  There was also a 7% increase in car ownership in the “after” group.  The growth in pass take-up was highest amongst car-owners (especially men) and so the after sample reflected this general increase in the affluence of the pass-holding population.
For the same reason, the after sample was more mobile than the before group.  Thus the total number of trips recorded rose by 4%, made up of a 3% increase in bus trips, 12% in trips in their own car, but significant falls in lift taking (10.1%) and rail trips (15.6%).  The latter was because the concessions offered on rail and bus were similar in 2002 and required payment of a fare for most longer trips, but in 2003 buses became completely free whilst a fare still had to be paid for the train.  The reduction in lift taking (i.e. getting a ride from someone else) indicates greater independence, which could be interpreted as a reduction in social exclusion.  
Some 48% of respondents report more bus trips after than before, but this increase was concentrated in households with a car.  There was a statistically significant increase in the total number of bus trips per week (from 6.6 to 8.8) made by non-car-owning passholders on incomes of £500 per month or less (but no significant change amongst other income groups), and shopping remained by far most frequent trip purpose.  The data indicate that the main impact of the free concession on trip making has been to encourage wealthier (and car-owning) elderly people, not the poorer, to travel more by bus.  This casts doubt on the degree to which the extended concessions have had much impact on social exclusion, although they may have had unintended effects on car use by encouraging some mode shift from car to bus amongst wealthier concessionary passholders.
This section of the paper has reviewed two sources of data on behaviour change and traveller attitudes resulting from the introduction of the free concession.  The smaller dataset indicated an increase in quality of life and reduction in social exclusion amongst the poorer passholders, as well as a general increase in bus use and especially changing between buses by all passholders.  The conclusion from the larger dataset is that the principle impact of the free concession has been to stimulate bus use (and possibly some mode shift from car) amongst the mobile younger car-owning elderly, with little impact on poorer passholders.  Thus the evidence to suggest that the free concession has reduced social exclusion amongst those passholders most at risk of being socially excluded is limited.     
Disabled people and the free concession
Disabled people are even more at risk of social exclusion than the elderly due to a range of interrelated factors such as low incomes, lack of mobility and low car ownership.  According to the Scottish Household Survey (SHS; Scottish Executive, ongoing – see www.scotland.gov.uk/shs), some 22% of the Scottish population has a (self-reported) long term illness or disability.  This phenomenon is concentrated amongst elderly people but, nonetheless some 16.3% of the population aged under 60 also reports a long term illness or disability.  
The free concession is also available to disabled people under retirement age, if they can demonstrate their eligibility.  Were the free concession to be as useful to disabled people as to those without a disability, then a similar level of pass take-up amongst the relevant populations could be expected.  However, the following data in Table 1 – as supplied by the passenger transport executive in the Greater Glasgow area, and by a local authority in the east of Scotland - reveal a different picture in reality.  Whilst it is likely that a disabled people aged 60 and over apply for a pass on grounds of age (because this is easier to prove) and that, therefore, the passholders aged 60 and over include a proportion who are disabled, it is clear that there is a significant difference in take-up by eligible people aged over 59, compared to disabled people aged less than 60.  This would imply that a sizeable proportion of eligible younger disabled people do not apply for a permit because they either do not know about it, or because they perceive it to be of no use to them.  
Table 1 – Eligibility and pass take-up amongst seniors and disabled people

	
	Total people eligible
	Passes issued (2005)
	Take-up (%)

	SPT (Greater Glasgow Conurbation)
	
	
	

	Disabled (SHS) under 60
	275,851
	63,980
	23.19%

	People 60 and over (2001 Census)
	460,554
	345,799
	75.08%

	East of Scotland urban area
	
	
	 

	Disabled (SHS) under 60
	17,245
	2,733
	15.85%

	People 60 and over (2001 Census)
	33,502
	28,716
	85.71%


Somewhat in contrast to the figures above, a survey for the Scottish Executive (2006) found that 55% of a nationwide sample of 703 disabled people had a non-taxi concession – however, 56% of the sample were also retired seniors who, as noted above, are likely to prefer applying for a concession on grounds of age.
Data on the usage of concessions by disabled people is limited, but one east of Scotland local authority was able to supply it (the source data have been anonymised at the request of the bus operator for reasons of commercial confidentiality).  Here we see that, even when disabled people acquire a concession pass (presumably perceiving it to be useful), they are less likely to use it than passholders qualifying on grounds of age: the former group make on average 117 bus trips per year, and the latter 154.   
The reasons why disabled people appear to both take-up and then use their local bus concession less than those people who qualify for it on grounds of age are documented in the SHS (Scottish Executive, ongoing) and in Scottish Executive (2006).  The former shows us that 46% of disabled people are put off using the bus for health reasons, compared to 2% of non-disabled people.  The latter shows us that, of the 703 disabled people interviewed, 387 had a concession to use on conventional bus services, but 90 of these never use it for a variety of reasons These reasons are listed below together with illustrative quotes from the questionnaires and focus groups carried out as part of Scottish Executive (2004a).  Some passholders:
· Are not able to use buses at all due to their disability (20%).  “I have not used my bus pass for about 2 years as I am now confined to a wheelchair.” Before Survey, male, 80+, Stirling & Clackmannanshire, no access to car.
· Have problems using buses due to their disability (they cannot negotiate the steps, or do not have enough time to sit down etc) (16%).  “I find using the buses an ordeal. Boarding and getting off difficult because of my disabilities and failing eyesight. Most drivers are considerate some are downright indifferent.”  After Survey, female, 80-84, SPT Area, No access to car.
· Live too far from the bus stop (8%).
The latter research (Scottish Executive, 2006) also revealed that the physical state of footways, crossings and bus stops is a significant barrier to the use of “conventional” (i.e. non door-to-door) public transport by disabled people.  
There is some significant survey evidence to suggest, therefore, that the free concession is of less use to – and therefore is used less by – disabled people than by the “able-bodied” senior citizen.  Thus there is less likelihood that it will reduce the risk that disabled people also suffer social exclusion.  As explained earlier, the requirement to provide the statutory minimum concessionary fare now leaves local authorities with reduced flexibility in their spending on transport, including on specialised transport for the disabled, and on securing subsidised bus services for general use on routes where buses are not provided commercially (for example, West Lothian Council, personal communication, 2005).  Thus they are likely to have less ability to provide for those elderly and disabled people whose disabilities make it difficult or impossible for them to use the conventional bus services on which their concession is available.
Alternatives and additions to the national minimum concession

This paper has not carried out research on alternatives to the national minimum concession.  It has raised a number of problems with the scheme, however.  These include the possibility that it is a subsidy to operators when, legally, it should not be; that it is difficult for the public sector, although it pays this subsidy, to influence how and where services are provided by operators in receipt of the subsidy; and that it reduces the amount of money available to spend on transport services for those people who cannot use conventional buses.
The likelihood that concession reimbursements represent a subsidy could be reduced by reverting back to locally-negotiated reimbursement formulae, suited to local situations.  This could however reduce the economies of scale currently enjoyed in the reimbursement processes at national level in Wales and Scotland.  With regard to the second issue, local authorities could influence how subsidy is used only if they were to pay operators for providing services and not on the basis of concessionary passengers carried.  Finally, providing more specialized transport for people who cannot, due to disability, use conventional bus services requires additional subsidy which currently may be being paid as part of concessionary reimbursement.  These are significant changes to the current situation of bus subsidy – which include but also go well beyond the issue of carrying concessionary passengers - in Britain that cannot be discussed in detail here but which are currently being studied by government in England (Hansard, 2007).  For a fuller discussion of alternatives to the current system see for example Preston (forthcoming);  Johnson, Whelan, and Mackie (2006); CfIT (2002); and DfT (2005).
Conclusion
This paper set out to show who uses concessionary bus travel and why, and to review the impacts of the policy on social inclusion, mode choice and bus subsidies.  It concludes that:

there are grounds for arguing that the concession schemes in Scotland and Wales are subsidising operators;

the concession is problematic from a public funding point of view since its costs are very difficult to limit; 

there is some limited evidence that the new concessions are promoting social inclusion, but also modal shift, as the biggest increases in usage are amongst more affluent car-owning male pensioners; 

there are large parts of the population for whom the concession is of very limited use since they face barriers to bus use other than cost, and that the concession therefore does little to increase their social inclusion; and
since the concession schemes can be seen to be subsidising operators on a per passenger carried basis this, ceterus paribus, leaves less funding available to spend on other transport services that could be used to reduce exclusion for people unable to use conventional buses.
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Figure 1 – Relationship between Income Level and Frequency of Bus Use
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Figure 2
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Figure 3 – Income and quality of life
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Figure 4 – Social needs index and quality of life
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