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Introduction to the project   
 
In Early 2014, as part of LCC’s Medium Term Financial Strategy to reduce council spending, a 
review of existing Local Bus Service policy was carried out.  The new Policy was to be based on 
essential needs and value for money. Original proposals centred around a demand responsive 
transport delivery model, however, following consultation on the proposed changes to 
Leicestershire’s supported bus network, the County Council’s Cabinet resolved to implement 
Community Bus Partnerships (CBP’s) on four routes in the county. These changes were approved 
in May 2014 and the services specified were:  

· Service 7 – Measham to Atherstone   

· Service 55/56 – Melton to Grantham   

· Service 113 – Melton to Oakham   

· Service 129 – Ashby to Loughborough   

The concept of CBPs came from the successful Community Rail Partnerships operating across the 
UK, which, through improving services, marketing and station facilities, have secured the future of 
rural rail services.    

The idea of the four Leicestershire CBPs was that together, the local community, bus operator and 
local authority would try to increase the use of a specific bus service. The partnership would focus 
on the whole route, examining ways of improving the service and encouraging increased usage, 
ultimately making it more financially sustainable in the long term.   

Each CBP would be a partnership between Operator, Local Authority and the community to 
oversee the service.  

Aims of the project  
 
The overarching aims of the pilot project were to create Community Bus Partnerships (CBP) for 
bus service routes 7, 55/56, 113, and 129 with the key objective to increase in passenger usage 
enabling retention of a bus service.  Increased usage will lead to increased revenue, which will 
improve ‘value for money’ of the service.  
 
Additionally it was hoped that the partnerships would perhaps aim to, among other things:  
 
· Attract visitors to the area.   

· Link to larger centres.  

· Contribute to viability of local communities.   

· Incremental improvement over time.   
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The central tenet of the CBP is that it would operate as a partnership between Operator, Local 
Authority and the community to oversee the service.  CBPs offered the chance to work together to 
develop sustainable transport solutions for the community. It was a pilot of a new way of working 
for LCC offering the opportunity for community co-design of a service.  

Its features would be that it had:   

•Strong emphasis on community involvement and setting targets.   

•Based on trust.   

•Specific to a bus corridor.   

•Having both formal and informal elements.   

•Supported by professionals.   

CBPs are a real opportunity for communities to influence service delivery and, ultimately, 
determine their success.  

Processes  

Setting up and groups:  
An inaugural meeting, proposing the concept to the affected routes, was held in October 2014 and 
was well attended.  Follow up events in each of the four localities were held throughout 
December 2014 and again in January 2015 and each of the groups formed an official partnership 
core group in time for the new bus contracts to be in place by the end of March 2015.  

This required extra work for the No 7 CBP who had to design and register a new route as part of 
the existing offer in time for the new contract. This was due to the fact that the route was 
shortened considerably ahead of the pilot and had a major impact on the launch of this route.  

Bus Contracts:  
In order to accommodate this new way of working, a new style of contract was drawn up between 
LCC and the operators. This contract places additional requirements on operators over and above 
the usual expectations for a contracted Local Bus Service.   

The requirements include : 

· A high standard of customer care training for drivers on the route  
· A small pool of drivers to ensure familiarity with the route and customers  
· Attendance at up to four CBP meetings and up to three public events by a company 

representative who has the appropriate level of operational and management experience 
to be able to engage fully with the partnership by offering advice and support.  

· Ability for members of the partnership to contact an operator representative and an LCC 
transport officer.   

· Expectations for dealing with complaints and enquiries.  
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Community powers/responsibility 
 
The CBP’s are not formally constituted groups but partnerships, based on trust between the three 
major members: the community, the bus operators and LCC.  It is LCC who hold the contracts with 
the commercial bus companies; however, in consultation with the operator and LCC, communities 
are able to consider changes to the route, timetable or fares in order to improve the service. 
There are a number of things that the partnership is encouraged to consider before making any 
changes:  

· Significant changes to the route or timetable will need to be consulted upon and 
alternative transport arrangements made for any settlements which are left unserved or 
with a reduced level of service as a result of a decision by the partnership.  

· Any changes to a Local Bus Service have to be registered with the Traffic Commissioner 
with a period of 56 days notice and incur an administration fee.  

· It usually takes a while for the impact of service changes to be reflected in usage levels and 
sufficient time should be given to allow monitoring of any service adjustment.  

· Regular changes to a service are not advised as industry research suggests that frequent 
service alterations create uncertainty for passengers and ultimately result in a decline in 
patronage.  

· The operator and LCC will be able to advise on any operational or regulatory constraints 
and the likely impacts of changes to the service.  

In addition, the community members of the partnerships, in consultation with the operator and 
LCC are welcome to consider changes to the branding, publicity and promotion of the service. Any 
changes will obviously need to be communicated to users of the service which the LCC officer and 
operator will be able to advise on.    

Proposed support and limitations  

Financial support 
Extra resource was put into the CBP routes by retaining the bus service rather than switching to 
Demand Responsive Transport.  

A pot of funding of £1000 per group was made available as match funding for expenditure such as 
advertising and promotion along their route and the partnerships are encouraged to explore 
opportunities for external sources of funding such as grants, local business sponsorship or Parish 
Councils. It is the responsibility of the partnership to identify ways of funding activities of the CBP, 
however support and advice will be available from LCC officers.    

Funding was also provided by the LCC for additional community capacity support for the groups 
delivered by RCC Leicestershire and Rutland. (£16k for the 3 years of the project).  

Officer resource  
At the launch of the project support was provided by LCC Communities Team, Leicestershire Rural 
Partnership and Transport officers from LCC as well as support from elected members and senior 
officers. As the groups became more established, officers support was gradually withdrawn 
however it was agreed that each partnership would be supported by an LCC officer and a 
representative from the bus operators.  Communities team officers would remain involved from a 
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strategic point of view and to manage capacity contracts.  Transport team would continue to liaise 
with the groups directly.  

Other resource: A dedicated section on the www.leicestershirecommunities.or.uk website was 
created and given over to the CBP’s to use as they wish.  This website is administered by the LCC 
communities’ team but can be edited by the groups or support officers.  

The groups themselves  

Surprisingly, the groups consist mostly of members who do not regularly use the buses they are 
supporting.  This is not entirely true of the 129 as they hold both a core and a user group meeting.  
This non-user majority suggests a philanthropic approach of members to their community.  
Groups generally meet monthly and are similar in their approach.  The agenda consists of 
passenger numbers, ideas for passenger increase, changes from LCC that might impact on the 
service, and the quality of the service being experienced (i.e. late buses and passenger 
complaints).  Meetings are held in one location and so tend to attract people from that particular 
village though some do travel in.  One group has tried to use different locations but this has not 
been successful due to the practicalities of advertising where the meeting is taking place. 

Achievements 

Early in the project, groups used their high hopes and enthusiasm to plan activities to promote the 
service and consider small changes that could make the service their own.  An example of this is 
that a group of older people stated that the seat in the bus shelter was too low for them to use.  
Members of that CBP took it upon themselves to make the seat higher, repainted it and made if fit 
for purpose. Over the course of two years they have had many more achievements.  Separately, 
they came up with similar ideas of holding launches, looking at branding and working with local 
businesses to promote the service. Having a support officer that attended all of the group 
meetings, enabled them to look at what was working successfully elsewhere so that it could be 
replicated.  

Surveys 
It wasn’t until the end of the first year that the undertaking of surveys began.  Based on one 
survey created for the purpose, members ‘tweaked’ the questions to relate to their own route. 
Three of the groups (7, 55/56, 133) used this approach and arranged to deliver a survey to homes 
in villages along each route by volunteers or via local publications.  The return response for all 
three surveys was beyond our expectations.   

An SAE was enclosed with each survey and this may account for such a good response.  Very few 
surveys were completed online despite the web address being on the paper survey they were 
completing.  (Please see pages 9 and 10 for results) 

There were a mixture of multi choice questions and open ended questions and the latter were 
generously completed. 
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Branding 
Branding has been seen as an important role for the groups. Encouraging the public to recognise 
that the buses are part of a community initiative carried with it the hope that the bus was seen as 
special and that others would want to get involved.  The 55/56 and the 133 have had 
immeasurable help from the representative of the bus company which holds the contract for both 
routes.  He has created new branding for both, resulting in colourful and distinctive timetables 
and also flexible-use branding for buses. The 55/56 became known as The Little Viking to 
represent the historic Viking Way footpath running along part of the route.  The 133 used a dog to 
reflect the roving nature of the Countrysider bus.  The dog character was later to be renamed as 
‘Buster’ through a school competition.  The No 7 created new branding by naming the bus route 
‘Our Number 7’(which attached some ownership) and also had a promotional pop up banner 
made.   

 

 

 

 

Launch Events 
The 55/56 and 113 service routes also held launch events and invited local people to find out 
more about the individual partnerships, to ask questions and to meet the group.  Centre bus also 
arranged for a bus to be on site.  There were refreshments available and a cake in the shape of a 
bus.  Whilst people did attend, sadly numbers were not high and the events did not attract much 
publicity.   Schools that had taken part in competitions did not arrive to collect their prizes. 

 

 

 

 

Signage 
There has been increased provision of timetable holders on more important stops.  Some have 
been provided by LCC with others being been paid for from each group’s own budget.  

Groups meeting each other 

In March, 2016, a joint meeting of the four CBP groups was held along with representatives of LCC 
including Ian Vears, Highways and Transport Commissioner – Head of Service. This gave groups 
the opportunity to present their own achievements, issues and concerns.  This was during a time 
of uncertainty with imminent LCC elections and potential changes in Government, but Ian was 
able to assure those present that the 3 year pilot would continue to its end, and that the work of 
the groups would feed back into any decisions made on the future of community bus services.  
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Representatives of all groups were in attendance and all were appreciative of the difficulty LCC 
were facing and grateful for the honesty of the statements made. 

A note on the number 129 service 
The 129 partnership (Ashby to Loughborough) has faced different circumstances to its 
contemporaries.  During its first year, it too was looking at rebranding and relaunching as the 
‘Ivanhoe Bus Line’ but this has yet to reach fruition.   In Nov 2015, one of the local operators 
dropped part of its commercial route and so it was quickly decided that the CBP route would pick 
this up.  This provided good opportunities for media coverage and immediately increased 
patronage of the service. 
 
A note on the number 7 service 
The number 7 route was a new route introduced specifically for this pilot period.  The original 
route ran from Nuneaton to Ashby – both popular shopping towns with Ashby having a number of 
tourist places to visit.  The revised route lost both of these towns with Measham and Fenny 
Drayton creating the start and end points.  This has never proved popular with travellers and the 
reinstatement of Ashby has not been possible as a commercial bus operator has now taken over 
that part of the route.  

Partnership group and pilot limitations    

A number of limitations are evident in the work of the partnerships and, ultimately, the pilot 
project: 

 Government decisions and changes in party authority within Leics CC impact on the project 
and create uncertainty 

 Desires for change by the partnership groups/users are not always possible  

 LCC budgets and manpower limitations for the maintenance and renewal of bus timetables 
at stops are out of the group’s control 

 The amount of support available from both LCC and RCC is limited 

 Competition between commercial services and CBP services is not allowed:  where some 
CBP routes have changed, commercial services have also changed to pick up those original 
passengers, the subsidised route cannot then change back while the commercial bus still 
uses that route – this has been evident on the No 7 route 

 The contracted bus companies need to comply with many restrictions, for example: width 
of road, turning areas, safe location of bus stops, drivers’ hours, traffic problems and 
occasional break downs.  All are out of the control of the partnership groups and groups 
were initially unaware of, and surprised by, these restrictions within the system 

Whilst members of the Partnership Groups are becoming aware of these limitations, the end users 
of the bus service are often totally unaware.  This point was echoed in the response from one 
contractor to our survey questions, ‘how have you influenced the partnership?’ ‘Communities will 
always want more than is possible or practical or affordable.  Our job was to listen, go away and 
look at, then report back as to what could best be done within the parameters and information 
available.’ 

Additionally, members of groups are limited by the amount of time they can give and their own 
motivations for the project. 
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One partnership member commented:  ‘we were surprised at the number of restrictions imposed 
as a consequence of the route being subsidised, making it difficult to be as competitive as perhaps 
we could be’.  

Needs of the partnership groups  

The greatest need of all partnership groups is to be included in the decision making process.   
There have been two particular instances where this has not happened which has resulted in a 
negative effect on the groups’ morale and motivation.  One group did not meet for six months as 
they felt undermined and disrespected due to a change made without discussion. 

It is important that groups are presented with up to date passenger figures at each meeting and 
these have always been provided. 

The groups need to know they are supported by all involved and to feel an equal partner. 

Barriers experienced by the groups 

 Time constraints on themselves as volunteers 

 Having no central point on which to focus – unlike train services that have stations that can 
be improved and give a feeling of ownership 

 Encouraging patronage from users along the route when both routes and timings do not fit 
their needs 

 Holding meetings that align with the bus timetable when none of the CBP routes operate 
later in the evenings 

 Two of the groups have been presented with petitions in response to route changes that 
were out of their control 

 The groups have had to deal with government elections and changes in legislation that 
have impacted on both the future of the project and the morale of the groups themselves 

 Usage of buses during holiday periods often show a decline in patronage giving some 
rather confusing but colourful graphs which rely on a trend result to interpret what is 
actually happening 

 It has recently come to light that some users do not understand how request stops work 

 Too few people on the groups are willing to be hands on but happy to give opinions 

 Difficulty in getting businesses to be supportive of the route by offering discounts to users 
that use their shops/pubs/service etc 

 Routes become convoluted in order to net as many passengers as possible which can put 
potential bus users off using the service 

 Certain parts of the route become ‘request only’ at certain times of the day which is 
confusing 

 Seeing the driver return back along the route empty after the last outward service of the 
day is frustrating for both partnership group members and the public 

For all services, it is clear that patronage has increased.  Two years on, the groups have begun to 
meet less with one group having lost all of its members due to lack of local support.   
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With activities having taken place with low participation and the uncertainty of whether it is even 
possible to keep the service despite increased patronage, groups are beginning to think about the 
possibilities of a future for the service with many factors clearly out of their control.  

From the response to the partnership group survey, three of the partnerships do not see how 
their bus use can be increased further.  They have exhausted the possible changes to the 
timetable to meet people’s needs and do not have the power to change the routes to the places 
where people say they want to go.  

The biggest question asked so far, has been ‘how much increase is needed in order to keep the 
bus safe’.  This answer was never able to be provided and so groups have nothing concrete to aim 
for, or feel like they are achieving or heading towards a goal.  It has therefore been the role of the 
support officer and LCC officers to keep the partnerships feeling positive about any noticeable 
increase in numbers. 

The perspective from the bus companies  

All three services stated that they were clear on what was expected of them as a service provider 
for the Community Bus Partnership scheme.   

All believe that their involvement has covered the requirements of their contract conditions. Their 
influence within the partnership was seen in different ways; one has provided support at every 
meeting, created new branding and either answered questions at meetings or taken queries away 
and answered them by email or at the next meeting.  Another felt that giving a good service and 
advising on timetable changes was a good source of influence, the third recognised the difficulties 
posed by the partnership system and has listened and worked well within the parameters 
available. 

All felt that their views had been taken account of with regard to requests from partnerships to 
make changes to the service.   

However, only one of the three bus companies felt that they would continue to undertake CBP 

contracts.  

 

One added, ‘The promises of local community leaders, over the potential for use, based on levels 

of need for their communities, has not materialised.   It seems inevitable to not conclude that 

most of those who complained about the potential loss came from the premise that they will be 

stuck if their car breaks down, or they can’t get a lift one day, or their house will be worth more if 

they can say that there is a regular bus service when they come to sell it.  Neither we nor 

Leicestershire County Council can offer a daily, regular service for those odd occasions and many 

would say that their local taxes should not support it either’. 
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What the surveys say (NB. the 129 did not undertake a survey) 

  7 55/56 113 

Number of responses 372 102 194 

Does the bus go to where you want to go?    (Yes response)           
 Shops 

Bank/Post office and other services 
Access to health services 

Place of work 
School/College 

Friends/relatives homes 
I’m not familiar with the route 

I don’t use the bus 

 
55.6 
37.6 
36.8 
5.4 
2.7 
15.1 
13.7 
37.4 

 
72.5 
51.0 
26.5 
11.8 
12.7 
30.4 
4.9 
26.5 

 
64.4 
44.3 
24.2 
5.2 
2.1 
14.9 
6.2 
33.5 

How often do you use the bus   
Every day 

Once or twice a week 
More than twice a week 

Once or twice a month or less often 
Infrequently 

Never 

 
2.2 
11.3 
7.3 
10.5 
33.3 
n/a 

 
10.8 
18.6 
7.8 
25.5 
n/a 
38.3 

 
1.0 
11.3 
4.6 
36.1 
n/a 
43.3 

Types of journey 
Shopping 

Travelling to and from work 
Travelling to and from education 

Visiting friends/leisure 
Health appointments 

 
46.0 
3.8 
1.6 
18.3 
25.0 

 
51.0 
9.8 
13.7 
31.4 
21.6 

 
46.4 
3.1 
1.5 
21.6 
19.6 

Rating of general provision of information  
Very good 

Good 
Poor 

Don’t know 

 
8.3 
34.4 
20.7 
28.8 

 
13.7 
45.1 
19.6 
20.6 

 
10.3 
42.8 
21.1 
21.1 

Rating of provision of bus timetables on the route 
Very good 

Good 
Poor 

Don’t know 

 
7.3 
28.0 
18.3 
39.0 

 
9.8 
36.3 
19.6 
34.3 

 
6.7 
32.0 
21.6 
34.5 

Frequency of the service 
Very good 

Good 
Poor 

Don’t know 

 
4.8 
29.6 
27.2 
30.4 

 
6.9 
37.3 
36.3 
15.7 

 
8.8 
35.1 
26.8 
23.2 

Reliability and punctuality 
Very good 

Good 
Poor 

Don’t know 

 
9.9 
39.5 
4.3 
39.5 

 
7.8 
50.0 
5.9 
33.3 

 
10.3 
39.2 
11.9 
35.1 
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Value of the bus fares 
Very good 

Good 
Poor 

Don’t know 

 
7.5 
26.3 
2.7 
50.5 

 
7.8 
40.2 
8.8 
38.2 

 
6.2 
23.7 
14.9 
46.9 

If you have received a pass for concessionary travel, would you 
say you use the bus  

More often 
The same 
Less often 

 
 
 
Chose 
not to   
include 

 
 
19.6 
2.6.5 
2.0 
 

 
 
17.0 
26.8 
1.0 

Are you a concessionary pass holder or a fare paying  passenger? 
CP holder 

Fare Payer 

 
50.3 
30.5 

 
Chose 
not to 
include 

 
Chose  
not to 
include 

Why don’t you make more use of the service? 
Service is not frequent enough 

Does not run when I need it 
 

Jouneys take too long 
It’s easier/more convenient by car 

It’s quicker by car 
I don’t know when it runs 

The service isn’t reliable enough 
I have difficulty getting on and off buses/to the bus stop/station 

I have difficulty accessing the bus stop/station 
Does not go directly to where I want to go 

I prefer to walk/cycle 
Anti-social behaviour from other passengers 

I do not know where the bus stop is 
I don’t know how to access a timetable 

It’s difficult to plan a journey or find out timetable information 

 
27.5 
26.3 
 

10.8 
43.3 
n/a 
14.8 
3.5 
5.9 
3.5 
36.3 
4.3 
0.5 
n/a 
9.1 
14.8 

 
42.2 
Combined 
with above 

18.6 
41.2 
32.4 
8.8 
5.9 
4.9 
n/a 
18.6 
2.9 
1.0 
4.9 
n/a 
10.8 

 
27.8 
Combined 
with above 

7.2 
54.1 
29.9 
9.3 
9.8 
4.1 
n/a 
10.3 
2.1 
0.5 
1.5 
n/a 
9.8 

Additional Comments in the survey 

Respondents were encouraged to make additional comments at the end and the themes and 
outcomes were very similar: 

Timing of the bus service 
Timing of the service was the most common concern of respondents.  Services did not coincide 
with the early use of concessionary bus passes so that a trip to the shops took up most of the day.  
For those wishing to travel to work, some could get there but not back again or the service did not 
connect with train departures.  Most bus services do not coincide with school journeys nor allow 
children to catch a bus home if they stay later at school. Some found the journeys just too slow.  
Others said they would use the bus if it ran later in the evenings.  
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Frequency and reliability 

Reliability of buses was an issue for some.  These people understood that vehicles do break down 
and suggestions were made that there was something put in place to alert waiting passengers of 
this problem. 

Infrequency was one of the most common stated issues.  Two hours services were not deemed 
sufficient especially when trying to connect with other bus or train services or for securing Doctor 
or dental appointments.  Shoppers found themselves with either too little time to shop or having 
to wait for very long periods before they can return home. 

Use of own car 
Many used their own cars in preference to the bus for convenience of time. 
 
Cost 
There were suggestions that concessions should be available to a wider group but there was little 
concern around the actual cost of fares. 
 
Availability of bus stops 
It was felt that there were insufficient bus stops.  Concerns came from those who had difficulty 
walking or who had to carry their shopping home from the stops.  Some, who don’t use the bus 
themselves, also commented on this in regard to their neighbours. 
 
The service as a lifeline 
For some, there is no doubt that the service is a lifeline.  For those, the bus is their only mode of 
transport.  Some commented that they would prefer an even more reduced service than none at 
all. 
 
Future need 
People in the rural areas surveyed were often thinking of their own future and a time when they 
would be in need of a service that they don’t currently use. Future illness and loss of their driving 
licence, due to age, was cited as a concern for their own future transport needs. 

Passenger usage over the first two years  

 

Annual Pax 
Journey Cost per 

Annual Pax 
Journey Cost per 

 

% Change 

 

April 2015 –  
March 2016 Pax Journey 

April 2016 - 
March 2017 Pax Journey 

 

Pax Journey Cost per Journey 

          

 

    

55/56 18433 £5.51 18204 £5.61 

 

-1.24% 1.81% 

          

 

    

129 24037 £3.02 31126 £2.49 

 

29.49% -17.55% 

          

 

    

7 12939 £9.15 16125 £7.83 

 

24.62% -14.43% 

          

 

    

113 7620 £15.57 8862 £13.06 

 

16.30% -16.12% 
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The following reasons are suggested for the changes in patronage for each service: 
  

 55/56  Stable passenger usage mostly supported by commercial scholar journeys into 
Grantham Schools. The CBP have worked hard on improving reliability, publicising the 
service and branding and promoting the service. Centrebus has been nominated for an 
award for their ‘Little Orange Viking’ branding and promotional material. The work of the 
CBP seems to have stopped any passenger decline but has not as yet increased average 
patronage or revenue. Unfortunately, the limited number of potential passengers, in the 
small populated areas served by the bus service, means limited potential success. 

  
 129  Increase in passenger journeys are due mostly to the service taking over the ex-

commercial route through Shepshed which is also why the cost per passenger subsidy has 
decreased significantly. An active CBP has contributed to publicity and promotion of the 
service along with the bus operator with a couple of timetable changes over the last 18 
months to replace the lost commercial service in Shepshed. 

  
 7  Whilst the CBP has been inactive over the last 12 to 18 months, the passenger journeys 

have increased. This can be simply explained as the route which was introduced, was a 
new reduced route, so it launched as a new service. With a new service, passenger growth 
is reasonably consistent in the first 2 years and the increase is just as a result of new 
service growth and the new service becoming more widely known. The CBP provided some 
sponsored timetable information across the areas served which will have boosted growth 
in the early part of the CBP.  

  
 113  New Branding (113 Countrysider) and a relaunch helped promote the existing service 

which may explain the increase in patronage. As the areas served have small populations, 
like the service 55/56 there is limited potential for new passengers but, the CBP remains 
active despite having explored all of the identified initiatives.  

Changes in relation to activity  

Member numbers have dropped in all groups.  This has been due to other commitments for the 
individuals involved or a lack of support for the group from other members of the public.  Three of 
the groups now have a core membership of just three or four which can sometimes be equal to, or 
less than, the number of officers attending.  Sadly, one of the groups (7) no longer meets and 
work is being done to encourage a new group to form.  The most successful member retention is 
for the user group of the 129. 

Activity has slowed down throughout the partnership with most avenues of promotion having 
been explored.  The lack of targets set for the project, that might have indicated success or failure, 
has led to apathy within the group and the assumption that they will end in six months time.  

The project experience for groups  

Introduced as a partnership between community, Leicestershire County Council and bus 
operators, members of the groups have increased their understanding of the way the bus 
companies operate and, in some cases, have built good relationships with regular drivers.  They 
have a better understanding of their own community’s public transport needs and of local 
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government processes.  They have appreciated all of the support given to them with regards to 
passenger information, usage charts and ideas for engagement with users.  However, one group 
felt disappointed that bus timetable cases have not been installed along the routes – particularly 
on those routes that have changed (even when they have agreed to pay for these from their own 
budgets).  Regular changes in staff supporting the project have affected the continuity of support.  
Relationships with bus companies have been diverse with some representatives attending all of 
their route meetings and others only doing so by request or when there is a problem.   

It is clear that everyone involved embraced this opportunity to support communities to increase 
their own bus patronage in an attempt to make the routes viable.  All groups have faced similar 
challenges: 

 For some groups, there is non- involvement of parish councils served by the route 

 Lack of community support 

 Trying to align the needs of the service for users with the practicalities and limitations of 
the contractors 

 The inability to get evening services so that people, especially young people, can go out in 
the evening and get home safely 

 Remaining motivated  

 Working with a large degree of uncertainty over what is actually required to make the 
service viable 

 Their own limited time constraints 

 The realisation that patronage is not increasing rapidly and that what users demand 
cannot be given 

 Timetable changes have been possible but cannot be aligned with other public transport 
such as trains or other bus services 

 People often have to wait for long periods to catch connecting buses or have less than an 
hour at a destination before the return or have to wait hours to get back home 

 People who live in rural areas generally need cars.  The elderly, young people etc. make up 
the small population of those who rely on public transport 

 The number 7 had to deal with a new route that was not popular with users 

 The number 7 did not have their request for new timetables to be introduced along the 
route, implemented 

Changes in LCC support staff have been disruptive.  Although a member of staff has always been 
present at meetings, it has meant that outstanding issues have not been handed over and there 
has been lack of continuity.  There have been four different personnel on some routes.  Similarly, 
there were three changes of officers from the RCC in the first six months. 

How the groups see the future  

All routes have increased patronage but the groups are aware that full fee paying users are 
required to increase income.  In some areas, the bus is used mainly by older people who have bus 
passes.  

What groups haven’t always been made aware of is the cost of the service and how the numbers 
translate into income.  Not knowing how much increase is needed to ‘save’ the bus has always 
been an issue that affects motivation and hope.  Uncertainty around the affects of election results 
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on austerity measures within LCC has added further to groups’ confusion.  In essence, group 
members don’t’ know if the bus is likely to be safe or if they need to keep fighting to keep it going.  

This uncertainly has had a marked affect on morale within the groups over the 6 months that has 
marked the start of the final year.  For some, it is obvious that their route has not increased 
significantly and so they are assuming the route will be cut.   

Despite all limitations, challenges and barriers, the remaining three groups still have their core 
purpose at their hearts of campaigning to keep an affordable, rural bus service in their villages.  
From the survey responses, these services are a lifeline to those who do not, or can no longer, 
drive.  Some rely on the service for their future transport needs but whether a viable bus service 
in this format can remain is unknown.  Should the service end, the partnership groups will know 
that they have done all they can to increase passengers and promote the service in the hope of 
keeping it for the future. They have suggested there could be improvement in communication 
between passengers and bus providers such as a snowline and more ‘real time’ information being 
relayed to Smartphones etc. 

Group plans for year three  

One of the groups feels that DRTs are the answer and may have some interest in remaining 
involved should this be the case.  However, this does not mean that they would want to run 
another type of transport offer.  Another has not considered what might happen as they believed 
the project to be time limited.  The third feels that their bus may continue and that if they get 
more passengers on some routes then they would need a second bus to accommodate them. The 
fourth group has ended and, whilst attempts are being made to start a new one, the value of 
doing that is currently uncertain. 

Overall, there is uncertainty and whilst the support officers attempt to guide groups through the 
process, they themselves are limited by lack of information on the plans for continued austerity 
measures within Leicestershire County Council.   

Clarification of this issue is now critical whilst there is still time and opportunity to put something 
new in place while the groups still exist. 

Have the proposed outcomes of the pilot been achieved? 

Attract visitors to the area 
It is uncertain if this has happened.  The frequency of the buses is often hourly or two hourly and 
so, for a day visitor, this may not be convenient.  One of the routes incorporates Twycross Zoo and 
another, the historic market town of Ashby-de-la-Zouch.  With some ingenuity, visitors could 
access these places using the bus and linking train service.  Attracting visitors to the area, is not a 
success of the project that has been discussed in partnership meetings but two of the groups have 
promoted the use of the bus for walkers. 
 
Link to larger centres  
Getting to larger centres is possible on all of the routes although respondents to the surveys have 
commented that they are the not the centres they wish to visit or that the frequency of the 
service is not suitable.   
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Contribute to viability of local communities  
It is certain that those who do not drive use the buses for medical appointments and shopping 
trips.  This allows them to live in a rural area and remain part of their familiar community.   
 
Incremental improvement over time  
All but one of the routes has increased its patronage.  The work of the partnership groups has 
enabled timetables to be changed to suit existing passengers and encourage potential new ones.  
Problems with individual services have been identified and, in many cases, have been addressed 
because of the relationship between passengers, partnership groups, transport officers and bus 
providers.   

What have we learnt?  

It takes lots of resource, time, money, capacity building, organisation (possibly more than was 
available to the groups) to deliver a successful Community Bus Partnership.  These Partnerships 
can have excellent community benefits but need to be dynamic and resilient.  

Inclusion of the groups in all of the necessary dialogue and discussions is vital to retain trust and 
ensure they feel they are part of a partnership. 

Whilst passenger figures are important, there has been little emphasis on the actual finances of 
running the service with regards to weekly cost of hiring the bus to the actual cost for each 
passenger travelling.  This is something that has not been generally discussed, if at all in some 
groups, but has a big impact on everyone’s understanding of why they are doing this. 

Successes of the partnership were recognised as the involvement of community members forming 
support groups, an increase in patronage and the effort put in by the groups with regard to 
publicity and promotion.  One bus company stated that the project had given hope to 
communities that everything was being done that could be.  For the 129, the additions made to 
the route have certainly been successful. 

This pilot was trialled after seeing the success of community rail partnerships, but there is much 
lacking in comparison.  Successfully run volunteer projects rely on feelings of ownership and group 
activity.  The buses belong to the bus companies; they are not used solely for this project 
therefore cannot have permanent branding.  There is no central place for people to gather like a 
train station.  Volunteering opportunities are limited to attendance at meetings. On the rail 
partnerships, volunteers would improve the appearance of the building, surrounding area and 
gardens using a variety of skills – all playing their part in something much larger.   

Bus journeys can be short and are often for domestic purposes – shopping, Doctors visits etc.  
Train journeys can take passengers much further allowing for a relaxed and fun experience. 

Partnership groups need a good, and constant, relationship with their representatives from LCC 
and for them to be able to provide wider information on issues that might affect the partnership’s 
work. 

The CBP pilot has evolved organically over the three years.  Some of the original targets may not 

have been fulfilled, however, other benefits such as greater understanding by the communities 
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involved of the complexities faced by both bus operators and LCC and the increase in community 

social action and awareness are evident.   

 

Whatever the outcome, it is important that the learning from this pilot is not lost but incorporated 

into future plans within LCC.  This will be taken into consideration by Council Policy makers. 
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