
Passenger Transport Policy and Strategy (PTPS) - Public consultation survey results 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                       September 2018  

235

sdann
Text Box
APPENDIX H

sdann
Text Box




Passenger Transport Policy and Strategy (PTPS) - Public consultation survey results 

 

September 2018                                                                               2 

 
 
 
 

  
Strategic Business Intelligence Team 
Strategy and Business Intelligence 
Chief Executive’s Department 
Leicestershire County Council 
County Hall, Glenfield 
Leicester LE3 8RA 
 
Tel  0116 305 7341 
Email  jo.miller@leics.gov.uk 
 
 
Produced by the Strategic Business Intelligence Team at Leicestershire County Council. 
 
With support from: 

 Communities Team, Leicestershire County Council 

 Communications Team, Leicestershire County Council 

 
Whilst every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of the information contained within this report, Leicestershire County Council 
cannot be held responsible for any errors or omission relating to the data contained within the report. 

Jo Miller  
Strategic Business Intelligence Team Leader 

Alistair Mendes-Hay 
Research and Insight Officer 

  

236

mailto:jo.miller@leics.gov.uk


Passenger Transport Policy and Strategy (PTPS) - Public consultation survey results 

 

                                                                                                       3                                                                               September 2018  

  

 Executive Summary 4 

   

 List of charts and tables 8 

   

1. Introduction and methodology 9 

 Background 9 

 The proposals 9 

 Overview of the process 10 

 Communications and media activity 10 

 Alternative formats / Equality and Human Rights Impact Assessment 10 

 Analysis methodology 11 

 Response rate and stakeholder profile 11 

   

2. Using passenger transport services  13 

   

3. The proposals 18 

   

   

   

Contents 

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

 Appendices 32 

1. Questionnaire 32 

2. Open comment themes 38 

3. Respondent profile 40 

4. Statistical testing by demographic 42 

   

 About the Strategic Business Intelligence Team 53 

237



Passenger Transport Policy and Strategy (PTPS) - Public consultation survey results 

 

September 2018                                                                               4 

Introduction 
 

Background 

 

The county council continues to face financial challenges, and has 

to make £50m of savings over the next four years. 

 

The majority of road-based passenger transport in Leicestershire is 

provided by commercial bus operators (such as Arriva or First 

buses) at no cost to the tax payer. The local bus policy sets out that, 

where appropriate, the council would meet daytime public 

transport requirements not met by the commercial bus network by 

subsidising conventional bus services. 

 

In areas of lower usage, subsidised bus services can be relatively 

expensive and inflexible. It is therefore essential that the council 

has a clear passenger transport policy and strategy (PTPS) that 

ensures the most efficient use of reducing resources, while meeting 

statutory duties. 

 

The draft PTPS included a number of proposals: 

 Working with commercial operators to ensure the 

commercial network is attractive, efficient, and stable. 

 Supporting Community Transport (CT) services via grants. 

 Supporting local organisations and groups to provide Local 

transport solutions in areas with limited passenger transport. 

Executive Summary 

 Reviewing the subsidised bus services against three key 

indicators for financial support. Alternative service provision, 

such as local transport solutions or demand responsive 

transport (DRT) would be supported in areas affected. 

 

Consultation process 

 

The council consulted with the public on the draft PTPS from 21 

March 2018 to 13 June 2018 (a 12 week fieldwork window). The 

consultation was communicated via the council website, press 

releases, five consultation events held throughout the county, 

social media messages, notices on buses and at bus stations, and 

newspaper, radio and TV coverage. 

 

During the consultation window, 928 respondents responded to 

the survey, the majority of whom (88%) were users of subsidised 

bus services in Leicestershire. In addition to the survey responses, 

285 non-survey responses were received via letters and emails, and 

were summarised in a separate report. 
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Survey responses 
 

Subsidised bus services 

 

The majority of respondents were largely positive about the current 

bus provision in Leicestershire. The majority of respondents (88%) 

were users of subsidised bus services, nearly three-quarters (74%) 

of all respondents said they used bus services once a week or more, 

and nearly two-thirds (60%) of all respondents said they were 

satisfied with the current bus services provided in the county.  

 

When asked about the council’s two views on buses (buses are not 

always the best passenger transport solution, and; subsidising under

-utilised bus routes does not represent the best use of council 

resources), the majority of respondents disagreed with both (61% 

and 54% respectively). 

 

Via open comments, respondents often emphasised their view that 

buses were vital to sustaining their lifestyle, citing their reliance on 

them to carry out various activities or access other services. In the 

same vein, the majority of respondents said it would not be easy to 

make journeys for various reasons, such as commuting, food 

shopping, medical appointments, or social occasions without 

passenger transport services. 

 

Some respondents felt the success of subsidised bus services was 

due to their regular frequency and wide-ranging geographical 

coverage of the county. Related to this, other respondents felt that 

the proposed reductions in subsidies would result in reduced service 

use, and services further diminishing in the future.  

 

Additionally, several respondents felt the draft PTPS did not 

recognise a range of positive outcomes associated with bus services, 

such as social interaction, independence, and quality of life.  

 

Several respondents felt subsidised bus services could be reduced or 

altered to become more cost-effective, rather than have the subsidy 

removed altogether. 

 

Alternative passenger transport services 

 

In contrast to buses, respondents were less positive about 

alternative transport services, such as DRT, Community Transport 

Schemes, and other local transport solutions.  

 

Less than a third (27%) were satisfied with current alternative 

passenger transport services in Leicestershire, although notably 

over four-fifths (83%) of respondents said they never used such 

services. However of those that had used such alternative services, 

less than half (43%) said they were satisfied with them. 

 

The majority (52%) of all respondents disagreed when asked 

whether DRT services, Community-Transport Schemes and local 

transport solutions could provide an alternative solution where 
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subsidised bus routes that are low value for money. Furthermore, 

the majority of subsidised bus users (87%) said replacing these 

services with a DRT service would make it harder for them to access 

essential services. 

 

Several respondents felt such services were not practical transport 

options. In this regard, respondents cited the following concerns via 

the open comments: limited availability in certain areas or at 

particular times; confusing or difficult to arrange; lacking capacity 

for emergency or spontaneous use; expensive for service users; 

unreliability of services in cases of high demand or bad weather; and 

unsuitable for users with mobility or health issues. 

 

Some respondents also queried whether a community-based service 

could adequately replace the level of service provided by 

professional bus companies. Due to these concerns, other 

respondents felt such services would be underused, and be 

removed in the future. 

 

Other respondents were more positive about the prospective 

alternative transport services, feeling they would be useful for 

particular groups, areas or occasions, such as: the elderly; service 

users with physical disabilities; rural areas or villages; towns; 

attending appointments; and off-peak times. 

 

 

 

 

The aims of the draft PTPS 

 

Respondents were typically positive with regards to the aims and 

objectives of the proposals in the draft PTPS.  

 

Nearly two-thirds (62%) of respondents agreed with the aim of 

focusing on meeting people’s essential transport needs in the most 

cost-effective way.  

 

When asked about the seven aspects of the proposals, the majority 

of respondents agreed with five of them, including: the groups 

proposed for prioritisation of services (81%); the types of journey 

proposed for prioritisation (80%); the core operating times 

proposed for council support (74%); supporting community 

transport schemes (59%), and supporting operators to provide 

services commercially without subsidy (55%). Encouraging and 

supporting communities to develop local transport solutions also 

received a greater level of agreement (44%) than disagreement 

(36%). 

 

The only aspect in which more respondents disagreed (39%) than 

agreed (37%) was that of providing DRT as an alternative solution 

where subsidised bus routes do not represent value for money. 
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The application of the draft PTPS 

 

Respondents were typically less positive about the proposed 

applications of the proposals in the draft PTPS.  

 

More respondents disagreed (40%) than agreed (34%) with the 

council’s proposed model for deciding the financial case for a 

subsidised bus service. Whilst some respondents felt the model was 

logical and necessary in order for the council to achieve cost-

effective services, others felt the draft PTPS placed too much 

emphasis on financial costs. 

 

Respondents often reiterated that the proposed reductions in 

subsidies would adversely affect a range of groups, such as: 

 Those without alternative transport, who may subsequently be 

at increased risk of isolation and lower quality of life 

 Those with disabilities or health conditions, who may find it 

difficult to use alternative transport services, or attend 

appointments using such services 

 Commuters in employment or education, who may face may 

find it difficult to get to work or school/college/university during 

peak times 

 The elderly, who may find it difficult to use/access alternative 

transport services, and subsequently be at increased risk of 

isolation and lower quality of life 

 

 

 

Overall, the majority (77%) of respondents said the implementation 

of the proposed policy and strategy would make it harder for them 

to access essential services.  

 

More broadly, when asked whether they agreed or disagreed that 

the council’s proposals would provide an efficient passenger 

transport service that meets user needs for priority journeys, just 

over half (51%) of respondents disagreed. 
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Background 

 

The majority of road-based passenger transport in Leicestershire is 

provided by commercial bus operators at no cost to the tax payer.  

 

The local bus policy sets out that, where appropriate, the council 

would meet daytime public transport requirements not met by the 

commercial bus network by: subsidising conventional bus services, 

or providing less frequent minibuses and demand responsive 

transport (DRT) type services in areas where bus services are 

withdrawn.  

 

Although some subsidised bus services are well-used and provide 

reasonable value for money, usage of other services have declined 

or continues to be low. In areas of lower usage, bus services can be 

a relatively expensive and inflexible way to transport people. In 

addition, passenger transport costs have also increased in recent 

years. 

 

The county council continues to face financial challenges, and has to 

make £50m of savings over the next four years. This is on top of the 

£178m saved since 2010, which means difficult decisions being 

taken about services in all areas of the council’s work. 

 

It is therefore essential that the council has a clear passenger 

transport policy and strategy (PTPS) that will allow decision-making 

about supporting passenger transport to be clear and consistent, 

and ensures the most efficient use of reducing resources, while 

meeting statutory duties. 

 

The proposals 

 

The draft PTPS included a number of proposals: 

 Working with commercial operators to ensure the commercial 

network is attractive, efficient, and stable. 

 Supporting Community Transport (CT) services via grant 

funding. 

 Supporting local organisations and groups to provide Local 

transport solutions in areas with limited passenger transport. 

 Reviewing the bus services subsidised by the council against 

three key indicators for financial support: subsidy cost per 

passenger-km; number of Leicestershire residents isolated 

from alternative transport services; and journey purposes 

served. Alternative service provision, such as local transport 

solutions or DRT would be supported in areas affected. 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 1: Introduction and methodology 
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Overview of the process 

The council has consulted with the public on the draft PTPS. A 

consultation survey was made available on the council website from 

21 March 2018. This was accompanied by an information booklet 

which set out the proposals.  

The survey asked for views on the PTPS proposals. The consultation 

closed on the 13 June 2018 (a 12 week fieldwork window).  

 

Communications and media activity 
 

The council communicated the draft PTPS consultation in a number 

of ways, including: 

 A media briefing at the beginning of the consultation. 

 Media coverage in the local newspapers, including: Coaville 

Times, Harborough Mail, Hinckley Times, Leicester Mercury, 

Loughborough Echo, and Melton Times. 

 Promotion on BBC East Midlands Today. 

 Promotion on BBC Radio Leicester via an interview with 

Councillor Blake Pain. 

 Notices on buses and at bus stations. 

 Five public consultation information events throughout the 

consultation period in Measham, Lutterworth, Hinckley, 

Melton Mowbray and Loughborough. 

 Consultation webpage of the local authority website 

(www.leicestershire.gov.uk/have-your-say) 

 Social media messages 

 

Alternative formats/Equality and Human Rights 

Impact Assessment (EHRIA) 
 

The EHRIA screening process highlighted equalities considerations 

and steps were put in place to make the processes open and 

inclusive, and reduce any barriers to participation. 

  

The consultation information and questionnaire was made available 

to download from the council’s website, including in Easy Read 

format. Copies were also available as hard copy and in alternative 

formats on request - as stated in the information booklet. Hard 

copies of the information booklet and survey were circulated to bus 

providers for distribution to service users on subsidised bus routes. 

A freepost return address was provided for completed hard copy 

surveys to encourage response. 

 

The consultation information events were held at accessible venues. 

Assistance was available for people requiring support to attend 

these events. 

  

A helpline was provided for anyone to request copies of the 

consultation documents, or to ask any questions they had. 
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Analysis methodology 
 

Graphs and tables have been used to assist explanation and 

analysis. Question results have been reported based on those who 

provided a valid response, i.e. taking out the ‘don’t know’ responses 

and no replies. 

 

Postcodes supplied by respondents (members of the public and 

organisations) were used to assign geographical information, 

including lower-tier local authority, deprivation (IMD county 

quintile) and rural-urban classification (RUC). 

 

The responses of different demographic groups were also 

statistically compared using Chi-Square analysis. To maximise 

statistical reliability, responses were aggregated where appropriate. 

For example, ‘Strongly agree’ and ‘Tend to agree’ were aggregated 

to ‘Agree’. Full results of these statistical tests are in Appendix 4. 

 

Analysis of open-ended comments 

The survey contained 11 open-ended questions. A total of 4,869 

comments were left across these questions. All of the comments 

were read by analysts. For the purpose of analysis, coding frames 

were devised for four questions. The comments provided for the 

remaining seven questions were summarised. Open comment 

themes for the four coded questions are available in Appendix 2. 

 

 

Response rate and stakeholder profile 
 

During the consultation window, 928 responses were received to 

the survey. The majority (92%) of respondents were members of 

the public. Compared to the 2011 Census, the respondent sample 

was over-represented by those aged 65 and over (54% vs. 22%), 

and those based in Harborough (26% vs. 13%) and Melton (15% vs. 

8%). A full respondent profile is in Appendix 3. 

 

The stakeholder organisations that responded to the survey are 

listed in Table 1. Of the stakeholders that responded to the survey, 

over a third (36%) said they were providing the official response of 

their organisation. 

Chart 1: Respondent breakdown 

Chart 2: Official responses 
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Table 1: Stakeholder organisations 

Age UK Leicester Shire and Rutland Harborough District Council Sutton Bonington Students' Union Guild 

Ashby Town Council Hoby with Rotherby Parish Council School of Veterinary Medicine and Science, University of 
Nottingham 

Blaby Parish Council Huncote Parish Council Syston and Thurmaston Bus Users Group 

Campaign for Better Transport 
(Leicestershire) 

Leicester City Council Syston Town Council 

Carlton Parish Council Leicestershire County Council (staff 
and elected members) 

Tangles Hairdressers 

Charnwood Borough Council Lutterworth Town Council The Queens Head 

Clawson Hose & Harby Parish Council Market Harborough Civic Society Together Leicester 

Claybrooke Magna Parish Council Sileby Neighbourhood Planning 
Committee 

VAM Community Transport Scheme 

Craft Ladies Community Craft Skeffington Parish Meeting Whitwick Parish Council 

First Leicester Somerby Parish Council 55/56 Community Bus Partnership 

Foxton Parish council Starbucks  
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All respondents were asked several questions about their use of 

passenger transport services in Leicestershire.  

Respondents were asked how often they used various methods of 

transport.  

Chart 3 shows nearly three-quarters (74%) of respondents said they 

used bus services once a week or more. In addition, the majority of 

respondents said they walked journeys of 100 meters or more 

(91%), or used a car or van (72%) at least once a week. 

Chapter 2: Using passenger transport services 

Other transport options were less frequently used.  

Notably, over four-fifths (83%) of respondents said they never used 

alternative passenger transport services, such as DRT, Community 

Transport Schemes, or other local transport solutions. 

 

 

 

Chart 3: Methods of transport 
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Chart 4: Buses and alternative passenger transport in Leicestershire 

Respondents were then asked to what extent they were satisfied or 

dissatisfied with the current bus and alternative passenger 

transport services provided in Leicestershire. 

Chart 4 shows respondents were more satisfied with the current 

provision of buses than alternative passenger transport services in 

Leicestershire. Nearly two-thirds of respondents (60%) were 

satisfied with buses in Leicestershire, whereas less than a third 

(27%) were satisfied with alternative passenger transport services. 

However of those that had used such alternative services, less than 

half (43%) said they were satisfied with them. 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to be satisfied with buses in Leicestershire: have no 

qualifications (71%); live in the least deprived areas of the county 

(IMD county quintile 5) (71%); were aged 65 or above (70%); live in 

Charnwood (68%); live in urban areas (66%); had no access to a car 

or van (66%); or were users of subsidised bus services (64%).  

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to be satisfied with alternative passenger transport services in 

Leicestershire were: living in urban areas (36%); aged 65 or above 

(33%); or not parents of children (29%). 

Notably, similar proportions of respondents were dissatisfied with 

alternative passenger transport (35%) and buses (29%). However, less 

than a quarter (21%) of alternative transport users were dissatisfied 

with the service. 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to be dissatisfied with alternative passenger transport services 

in Leicestershire: had a long-standing illness, disability or infirmity 

(47%); or were living in rural areas (41%). 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to be dissatisfied with buses in Leicestershire were: in full-time 

education (56%); non-users of subsidised bus services (39%); living in 

North West Leicestershire (37%); aged 35-64 (36%); had university-

level qualifications (36%); were living in moderately deprived areas of 

the county (IMD county quintile 3) (34%); or in rural areas (34%). 

Base = 78 to 891 
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Respondents were asked how easy it would be for 

them to make journeys for various purposes if they 

did not have access to passenger transport 

services such as buses or alternative transport 

solutions. 

 

Chart 5 shows the majority of respondents said it 

would not be easy to make journeys for any of the 

listed purposes. Notably, nearly half of 

respondents said ‘Not at all easy’ for all of the 

listed journey types, ranging from 45%-71%. 

 

Over a third (36%) of respondents said making 

journeys for GP appointments or pharmacy 

services would be easy. The other journeys in 

which over a quarter of respondents said would be 

easy related to everyday/social activities; journeys 

for food shopping (29%), leisure (29%), and seeing 

friends and family (28%). 

 

In contrast, journeys for hospital appointments 

were considered not easy to make by four-fifths of 

respondents (80%). In addition, journeys relating 

to commuting, such as those for school/college/

education (79%) and work/training (76%) were 

considered to be not easy to make by over three-

quarters of respondents. 

 

Chart 5: Ease of journeys without passenger transport services 
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Although the consultation was not about the future of specific bus 

services, respondents were asked which subsidised bus services they 

used in Leicestershire. Chart 6 shows the majority (88%) of 

respondents were users of subsidised bus services in Leicestershire. 

Most (52%) used only one subsidised service, and over a third (36%) 

used two or more.  

 

Respondents who were significantly more likely to be users of 

subsidised bus services: do not have access to a car or van (96%); 

have no qualifications (95%) or are qualified up to GCSE (93%); were 

living in Harborough (95%); aged 65 or above (94%); living in the 

least deprived areas of the county (IMD county quintile 5) (93%); 

have a long-standing illness, disability or infirmity (93%); are retired 

(93%); female (91%); or members of the public (89%). 

Chart 8 lists the subsidised services used by respondents. 

 Chart 8: Subsidised bus services used 

Chart 6: Subsidised bus service users 

Chart 7: Number of subsidised bus services used 
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Respondents who said they used one or more subsidised bus 

services in Leicestershire were then asked how often they used such 

services for various purposes of journey. 

Chart 9 shows nearly two thirds (65%) of respondents used 

subsidised bus services for food shopping about once a week or 

more. Social purposes were also popular, with over four in ten 

respondents saying they used their bus for leisure (44%) or to see 

friends and family (43%) at least once a week. 

Services were less frequently used for medical purposes, although a 

notable proportion of respondents said they used buses for GP 

appointments and pharmacy services (47%) or hospital 

appointments (24%) at least once a month. 

In contrast, the majority of respondents said they never used their 

bus for school/college/education (77%) or work/training (56%). 

Chart 9: Journey purpose using subsidised services 
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Respondents were asked a number of questions about the 

proposals of the draft PTPS. 

 

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed 

with the aim of focusing on meeting people’s essential transport 

needs in the most cost-effective way. 

 

Chart 10 shows nearly two-thirds (62%) of respondents agreed with 

the aim. In contrast, nearly a third (27%) of respondents disagreed. 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to disagree were: carers of adults (42%), aged 35-64 (31%), or 

users of subsidised bus services (29%). 

 

Respondents were then asked to provide some comments for their 

response. 

Chapter 3: The proposals 

Respondents raised concerns regarding specific groups of people, in 

particular older people, often voicing that public transport allows 

older people to have more independence. Some also made 

reference to other specific groups, such as those with mental or 

physical illnesses, young people, students and parents. 

 

Several respondents also highlighted concerns regarding access to 

services in rural locations, particularly in reference to transport to 

medical appointments, shopping, employment and social activities. 

Respondents also queried the potential effects of not meeting 

transport needs, including the potential impact on mental health.  

 

Some respondents acknowledged that efficiencies and savings were 

needed, particularly for under-utilised bus services. Conversely, 

others voiced opposition to having ‘cost-effective’ or ‘commercial’ 

as a primary foci, and that public transport should be government-

funded or non-commercial. The effects of the proposals on the 

environment were also queried. 

 

Several suggestions were also made. Some raised ideas regarding 

timetables and routes of services. Others felt those with bus passes 

or subsidised fares could contribute to travel costs. Others 

challenged the costs of bus transport, and the cost of alternatives 

such as taxis. Some voiced their concern that alternative transport 

services would not adequately replace bus services. 

Chart 10: Focusing on essential transport needs cost-effectively 
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Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with two of 

the council’s views regarding the current use of resources for 

passenger transport. 

 

Chart 11 shows the majority of respondents disagreed with both 

views.  

 

Less than a third (29%) of respondents agreed with the council view 

that subsidising under-utilised bus routes does not represent the 

best use of council resources. In contrast, just over half (54%) 

disagreed with the view. 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to agree were: non-users of subsidised bus services (55%); or 

living in the most deprived areas of the county (IMD county quintile 

1) (51%). 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to disagree were: living in rural areas (58%), or users of 

subsidised bus services (57%). 

 

Less than a fifth (19%) of respondents agreed with the council view 

that buses are not always the best passenger transport solution for 

service users. In contrast, nearly two-thirds (61%) of respondents 

disagreed with the view. 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to agree were: living in the most deprived areas of the county 

(IMD county quintile 1) (47%); non-users of subsidised bus services 

(44%); professionals (34%); males (27%); living in North West 

Leicestershire (27%); aged 35-64 (25%); or had access to one or 

more cars/vans (22%) 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to disagree: did not have access to a car or van (73%); were 

living in Harborough (68%); females (66%); users of subsidised bus 

services (65%); or members of the public (62%). 

 

Chart 11: Current use of council resources for passenger transport 
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Respondents were then asked to what extent they 

agreed or disagreed with a number of aspects of 

the proposals. 

 

Chart 12 shows the majority of respondents 

agreed with five of the seven aspects.  

 

Three-quarters of respondents agreed with: the 

groups proposed for prioritisation of services 

(81%); the types of journey proposed for 

prioritisation (80%); and the core operating times 

proposed for council support (74%). 

 

The majority of respondents also agreed with 

supporting community transport schemes (59%), 

and supporting operators to provide services 

commercially without subsidy (55%). 

 

Encouraging and supporting communities to 

develop local transport solutions received a 

greater level of agreement (44%) than 

disagreement (36%). 

 

The only aspect in which more respondents 

disagreed (39%) than agreed (37%) was that of 

providing DRT as an alternative solution where 

subsidised bus routes do not represent value for 

money. 

Chart 12: Aspects of the proposals 
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Respondents were then asked to provide comments if they 

disagreed with any of the aspects listed. 

 

Some respondents raised concerns about the proposed alternative 

transport services. The suitability of DRT was often queried, relating 

to flexibility, the need to book transport in advance, and restrictions 

on accessibility for some people due to the vehicles used. Others 

disagreed or voiced concerns about the proposal of community 

responsibility for local transport, querying the community’s capacity 

to provide such services, and the potential reduction in service in the 

future. Others felt that transport services were the responsibility of 

local government and that subsidies are required in some cases. 

 

Concerns over proposed ‘core operating times’ were often cited. 

Respondents highlighted the need for bus services outside ‘core’ 

times to support employment and leisure, such as in the evenings to 

support a night-time economy. 

 

Whilst respondents voiced concerns for particular groups of people, 

others felt that public transport should not prioritise specific groups 

over others. Respondents also felt other groups, such as young 

people and students, should also be considered as ‘priority’ groups.  

 

Concerns were raised regarding the potential impact of the 

proposals in rural areas, for example on the retail economy and the 

longer-term health impacts of isolation. Respondents also made a 

number of suggestions to make efficiencies, such as reducing rather 

than removing services, or using smaller vehicles.  

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed 

with the proposed model for deciding the financial case for 

subsidising a bus service. 

 

Chart 13 shows a fairly split response. 

 

Four in ten (40%) respondents disagreed with the proposed model 

for deciding the financial case for subsidising a bus service, whereas 

over a third (34%) agreed with it. 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to agree were: in full-time education (52%); non-users of 

subsidised bus services (49%); living in North West Leicestershire 

(44%); did not have a long-standing illness, disability or infirmity 

(37%); and were not carers of an adults (36%). 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to disagree were: carers of adults (53%); had professional or 

vocational qualifications (49%); did not have access to a car or van 

(46%); or were users of subsidised bus services (42%). 

Chart 13: Financial case for bus service subsidy  
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Respondents were then asked to provide comments for their 

response. 

 

Most often, respondents stressed the importance of subsidised bus 

services, describing them as vital or essential to their lifestyle, or 

citing their reliance on them to carry out various activities or access 

other services. 

 

Other respondents felt the proposal to reduce the number of 

subsidised services would adversely affect particular groups, such as 

the elderly, those without alternative transport, those in rural areas 

or villages, and those with disabilities or health conditions. 

 

Several respondents felt the draft PTPS and its proposals placed too 

much emphasis on the financial cost of subsidised services, and 

others felt the services provided a range of positive outcomes that 

were less recognised by the plans, such as opportunities for social 

interaction, being able to carry out everyday activities 

independently, and experiencing a good quality of life. 

 

In contrast, some respondents felt positive about the proposed 

method for deciding the financial case for subsiding a bus service. 

Some respondents said council spending needed to be viable and 

cost-effective, and others felt the proposed method was logical, fair 

and sensible. 

 

Several respondents felt they needed more information about the 

proposed method before making a comment. 

Chart 14: Financial case for bus subsidy - Open comments (Top 10) 

“Just because a service is not full and not making a profit does not mean it is 
less important or is less required by those that rely solely on it being 
available” 

“The local subsidised buses are essential for some elderly people with no 
other means of transport not only to do essential shopping etc. but to help 
them avoid isolation and loneliness” 

“It is not helping the people without cars or transport to go about their daily 
lives” 

“You are looking at bottom line only and not considering the isolation of 
villages and the knock on effect that has” 

“Not enough priority given to those with health, work and social needs” 

“Because money should not be the deciding factor; quality of life and giving 
people independence should be” 

“Your methods are not taking into account the health benefits and support 
the local buses play in keeping the elderly mobile and happy” 

“I agree with the need to reduce costs where not viable” 

“The types of people and the types of journey mentioned are the ones that 
should be supported. The method used in deciding the individual cases 
seems to be a good method of finding out what these are” 
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Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed 

with the proposal that DRT services, Community-Transport Schemes 

and local transport solutions could provide an alternative solution to 

subsidised bus routes that are low value for money. 

 

Chart 15 shows just over half of respondents (52%) disagreed with 

the proposal that the proposed methods of transport could provide 

alternative solutions to the subsidised bus routes. In contrast, nearly 

a third (27%) of respondents agreed with the proposal. 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to agree were: professionals (50%); living in the most deprived 

areas of the country (IMD county quintile 1) (49%); non-users of 

subsidised bus services (47%); or male (31%). 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to disagree were: living in the least deprived areas of the 

county (IMD county quintile 5) (59%); did not have access to a car or 

van (58%); were users of subsidised bus services (56%); or members 

of the public (53%). 

Respondents were then asked to provide comments for their 

response. 

 

Most often, respondents felt alternative transport services, such as 

DRT services, Community-Transport Schemes, and local transport 

solutions are not practical transport options. In this regard, 

respondents cited the following concerns: limited availability in 

certain areas or at particular times; confusing or difficult to arrange; 

expensive for service users; unreliability of services in cases of high 

demand or bad weather; and unsuitable for users with mobility or 

health issues. 

 

Related to this, several respondents felt the alternative transport 

options lacked the capacity for emergency or spontaneous use, and 

instead required a degree of forward planning felt to be impractical 

or restrictive which would reduce the level of independence valued 

by service users.  

 

Other respondents felt alternative transport options could not 

adequately replace the subsidised bus services due to operational 

and infrastructure differences. In this regard, respondents felt a 

reliable, regular, and good quality transport service could not be 

provided by local communities or volunteers, in contrast to a 

professional organisation. Due to their concerns, other respondents 

felt the proposed alternative services would be underused or would 

not work as hoped, and be removed in the future. 

 

Chart 15: Alternative transport solutions 
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Some respondents felt the success of subsidised bus services was 

due to its regular frequency and wide-ranging geographical coverage 

of the county. In relation, other respondents felt that the proposed 

reductions in subsidies would result in reduced service use, and 

further service diminishment in the future. 

 

Other respondents reiterated points from previous questions. Some 

stressed that subsidised bus services were vital or essential for 

themselves or other service users, and others stated that service 

users with disabilities or health conditions would be adversely 

affected as a result of the proposals. Several respondents felt the 

services provided a range of positive outcomes that were less 

recognised by the plans, such as opportunities for social interaction, 

being able to carry out everyday activities independently, and 

experiencing a good quality of life. 

 

Other respondents were more positive about the prospective 

alternative transport services, feeling they would be useful for 

particular groups, areas or occasions, such as: the elderly; service 

users with physical disabilities; rural areas or villages; towns; 

attending appointments; and off-peak times. 

 

Notably, the second most frequent comment by respondents was to 

cite the need for more information about the alternative transport 

services. 

 

 

Chart 16: Alternative transport solutions - Open comments (Top 10) 

“In my opinion services offered, if any, will be unreliable, infrequent and 
extremely time consuming to the user” 

“Probably confusing for the very elderly” 

“Because they're so unavailable and offer poor choice. I don't want to only be 
able to go somewhere at a prescriptive time on a prescriptive day” 

“People just do not sometimes know when they need to shop or visit the 
doctors etc. and DRT services have to be booked in advance” 

“I fail to see how local communities, which is often completely lacking 
anyway, can be involved in offering transport options to others” 

“The problem with these is that they depend on volunteers and so can 
collapse more easily” 

“This would simply be the thin end of the wedge - eventually (and probably 
quite quickly) these would be abandoned and residents left without any 
public transport” 

“The whole point of a bus network is to have regular cheap buses - the more 
buses you have, the moreover attractive to use” 

“Harder to get on for disabled, smaller so less space” 

“Reducing bus subsidies will simply disconnect people and communities” 

“Alternative schemes are appropriate for supporting the most vulnerable i.e. 
elderly” 

“Community transport and DRT have their place for less frequent trips” 
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Respondents were asked how communities could best be supported 

to develop local transport solutions. 

 

Several respondents wanted the service to continue in its current 

form or ensure a minimum level of service is provided. Many 

respondents also suggested that the services should charge more or 

remove some passenger subsidies, with many indicating that 

passengers would be willing to pay (more) to retain services. 

 

Several respondents suggested working with local communities, 

parish councils, large employers, and the community and voluntary 

sector would be beneficial to develop local transport solutions. 

However, there was also concern regarding the involvement of the 

community or voluntary sector, with some voicing that initiatives 

will not work, and others stating that local transport services were 

the responsibility of local authorities, rather than communities or 

the voluntary sector. 

 

Some respondents felt local transport solutions could include the 

provision of a community minibus, car/ride share scheme, volunteer 

driver scheme, DRT scheme, subsidised taxi service and the use of 

smaller or more efficient vehicles. 

 

Several respondents highlighted the need for funding and for other 

specific support to communities, for example professional support 

(e.g. finance, staff). Other respondents expressed the view that 

subsidies were a necessity for local transport solutions. A number of 

other specific suggestions regarding existing services were made, 

for example route or frequency changes, and catering for the needs 

of specific groups such as students. 

 

Respondents were then asked whether they were aware of any 

local transport solutions in their area that could be supported by 

the council. 

 

Although the majority of those who responded to this question 

indicated that they did not know of any local solutions, there were 

some references to existing schemes. For example several 

respondents referenced Marlene Reid Community Transport, 

Shepshed Community Bus, Castle Donington Volunteer Centre and 

John Storer House. Other specific schemes referenced included 

Harborough Community Transport, Houghton helpline volunteer 

driver scheme, Uppingham Hopper Bus and area-specific schemes in 

Melton, Syston, Coalville, Bosworth, Hinckley, Measham, Oakham, 

Billesdon, Blaby and Lutterworth. Respondents also made reference 

to non-specific schemes, for example Dial-a-Ride, good neighbour 

schemes, car-share schemes and local taxi services. 

 

A number of respondents made reference to existing subsidised 

routes, stating the need for continued support for these services. 

Respondents also provided other suggestions, such as 

improvements to existing routes (e.g. timetable changes, route 

expansion, reinstatement of a service), and more advertising of 

local transport solutions. Several respondents highlighted issues for 

the student population travelling to and from Kegworth.  
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Respondents were asked what impact, if any, the implementation of 

the proposed policy and strategy would have on their ability to 

access essential services. 

 

Chart 17 shows over three-quarters (77%) of respondents said the 

proposed policy and strategy would make it harder for them to 

access essential services. Notably, 54% of respondents said ‘Much 

harder’.  

 

In contrast, over a fifth (22%) said the policy and strategy would 

make no difference or make it easier. 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to say ‘harder’: lived in the least deprived areas of the county 

(IMD county quintile 1) (88%); had no access to a car or van (86%); 

had a long-standing illness, disability or infirmity (85%); were users 

of subsidised bus services (85%); aged 65 or above (82%); retired 

(82%); or female (80%). 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to say ‘no difference’ or ’easier’ were: non-users of subsidised 

bus services (71%); in full-time education (45%); aged up to 34 

(41%); lived in the most deprived areas of the county (IMD county 

quintile 1) (40%); lived in North West Leicestershire (34%); had A-

Level/Diploma (32%); were male (29%); did not have a long-standing 

illness, disability or infirmity (28%); or had access to one or more 

cars or vans (28%). 

Respondents were then asked to provide comments for their 

response. 

 

Most often, respondents said the proposed policy and strategy 

would adversely affect particular groups, such as: 

 Those without alternative transport, who may subsequently be 

at increased risk of isolation and lower quality of life 

 Those with disabilities or health conditions, who may find it 

difficult to use alternative transport services, or attend 

appointments using such services 

 Commuters in employment or education, who may face may 

find it difficult to get to work or school/college/university during 

peak times 

 The elderly, who may find it difficult to use/access alternative 

transport services, and subsequently be at increased risk of 

isolation and lower quality of life 

 

Chart 17: Impact of PTPS to access services 
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Several respondents felt the proposed alternative transport services 

would make transport more difficult for various reasons.  

 

Respondents felt alternative services may: result in longer journeys; 

be of lower quality; harder to access or arrange; and more expensive 

to the service user in comparison to the subsidised bus services.  

 

Other respondents felt the proposed policy and strategy would 

render it difficult for service users to access shops, due to the lack of 

transport available to access them, or because of the absence of 

shops in the local area. 

 

Some respondents reiterated the point raised in previous questions, 

that subsidised bus services were vital or essential for themselves or 

other service users. 

 

In contrast, some respondents were more positive about the 

proposed policy and strategy. Several respondents said they had 

access to alternative transport, such as a car, an alternative bus 

service, or were able to walk to their essential services. Other 

respondents said that the proposals did not affect the bus services 

they accessed, therefore were unaffected by the proposed policy 

and strategy. 

 

Several respondents felt they needed more information about the 

proposed policy and strategy before making a comment. 

 

“Please do not isolate the elderly, those unable to drive, for what ever 
reason, any more” 

“My son would not be able to get to college in Loughborough or Leicester , I 
could not get to work and my parents not be able to get to the doctors, it 
would make our life hell!” 

“I would have to try and get a journey time to suit my needs and this might 
entail having to wait much longer for the journey” 

“The costs and time of getting another service in the area may warrant my 
work unmanageable” 

“There are no facilities in my village so without transport I would have no 
access to shops, doctors, etc. It would be a disaster” 

“I drive to work or work from home, food shopping is delivered and doctors is 
within the village so I walk there” 

“At present, my bus service is unaffected” 

“What is the new policy? No details provided clearly enough to understand” 

“I can't comment until I have more details of exact changes” 

“Depends on how much the frequency is reduced” 

Chart 18: Impact of PTPS to access services - Open comments (Top 10) 
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Respondents who said they were using one or more subsidised bus 

services were then asked what impact, if any, would the replacing of 

these with a DRT service have on their ability to access essential 

services. 

 

Chart 17 shows the majority (87%) of respondents said the replacing 

of their subsidised bus service with a DRT service would make it 

harder for them to access essential services. Notably, 67% of 

respondents said ‘Much harder’.  

 

In contrast, just over one in ten (13%) said the replacement would 

make no difference or make it easier. 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to say ‘harder’: had a long-standing illness, disability or 

infirmity (92%); or were female (89%). 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to say ‘no difference’ or ’easier’: had no qualifications (25%); 

were male (19%); or did not have a long-standing illness, disability or 

infirmity (17%). 

 

 

 

 

 

Respondents were then asked to provide comments for their 

response. 

 

Most often, respondents felt alternative transport services, such as 

DRT services, Community-Transport Schemes, and local transport 

solutions were not practical transport options. In this regard, 

respondents cited the following concerns: limited availability in 

certain areas or at particular times; confusing or difficult to arrange; 

expensive for service users; unreliability of service in cases of high 

demand or bad weather; and unsuitable for users with mobility or 

health issues. 

 

Related to this, several respondents felt the alternative transport 

options lacked the capacity for emergency or spontaneous use, and 

instead required a degree of forward planning felt to be impractical 

or restrictive which would reduce the level of independence valued 

by service users.  

Chart 19: Effect of DRT in accessing essential services 

262



Passenger Transport Policy and Strategy (PTPS) - Public consultation survey results 

 

                                                                                                       29                                                                               September 2018  

Some respondents felt the success of subsidised bus services was 

due to its regular frequency and wide-ranging geographical coverage 

of the county.  

 

Others felt the bus services provided a range of positive outcomes 

that were less recognised by the draft PTPS proposals, such as 

opportunities for social interaction, being able to carry out everyday 

activities independently, and experiencing a good quality of life. 

 

Other respondents felt the proposal to replace a subsidised bus 

service with a DRT service would adversely affect particular groups, 

such as those with disabilities or health conditions, and the elderly. 

Some respondents voiced this concern at a general level without 

specifying a particular group. 

 

Notably, the second most frequent comment by respondents was to 

cite the need for more information about the alternative transport 

services. 

 

 

“My use of bus services is done around a timetable and I can arrange visits to 
friends and family easily” 

“There is a communal spirit that develops when people get into habits of 
using the same service together and service users are able to expand their 
community connections by staying in touch with people they might not 
otherwise get to meet. To remove services and replace them with DRT 
services, these private interactions will disappear and society will be the less 
for it” 

“Would be of no use to me for visiting my doctor, my dentist or my hospital” 

“I think it would condemn a lot of elderly people to staying in and not 
socialising” 

“Depends if the service prioritises certain groups over others” 

“No idea how the DRT would work and how often” 

Chart 20: Effect of DRT in accessing essential services - Open 
comments (Top 10) 

“I do not like the idea of a DRT service for frequent use” 

“My understanding of this scheme is that they are not terribly convenient to 
all the passengers who have to use them. Nothing takes the place of an 
hourly bus service” 

“DRT would not help much as although we only have a two hourly service to 
the nearest town at present at least you know in advance when it is running 
and can use it when you need to without having to pre-book which is what is 
required for doctors appointments and shopping requirements” 
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Respondents were asked whether there was anything else the 

council could do to provide value for money passenger transport 

services. Many respondents replied ‘no’ or ‘don’t know’.  

 

Several respondents felt subsidies should remain and services should 

be kept running as they currently operate. Others felt passengers 

should be charged more or pay a minimum fare, and that they and 

others would be willing to pay to ensure the continuation of a public 

transport service. Some felt subsidies should be targeted at specific 

groups such as students or those with disabilities. Although some 

felt fares should be reduced, others expressed support for more 

effective fare structures such as tickets that could be used across 

operators or local authority areas. 

 

A number of respondents made suggestions regarding timetable or 

route changes, for example combining routes or reducing the 

frequency of some services. Other respondents suggested that 

routes and times should be increased, and that increased or 

improved services could lead to increased usage. Others suggested 

that more services should be available at different times or for new 

housing developments. 

 

Some respondents suggested smaller vehicles or minibuses, or more 

efficient/reliable vehicles should be used. Others felt that car use 

should be discouraged, and that passenger transport services should 

be more effectively promoted. Some respondents felt further work 

or analysis on demand and costs is needed and some concerns were 

raised regarding the focus on or definition of value for money. 

Respondents were asked overall to what extent they agreed or 

disagreed that the council proposals would provide an efficient 

passenger transport service that meets user needs for priority 

journeys. 

 

Chart 21 shows just over half (51%) of respondents disagreed with 

the proposals. In contrast, a quarter (25%) of respondents agreed. 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to agree were: non-users of subsidised bus services (49%); 

living in the most deprived areas of the country (IMD county 

quintile 1) (47%); did not have any qualifications (46%); or were 

male (34%). 

 

Compared to the average, respondents who were significantly more 

likely to disagree: had university-level qualifications (57%); had no 

access to a car or van (56%); were aged 35-64 (56%); were users of 

subsidised bus services (55%); or female (53%). 

Chart 21: Meeting needs for priority journeys 
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Respondents were then asked to provide comments for their 

response. 

 

Several comments reflected concerns regarding the potential impact 

of the proposals, particularly for vulnerable groups such as the 

elderly, and the effect of rural isolation. Others also expressed 

concern regarding the impact on efficiency and reliability of 

transport services. Several respondents emphasised the value or 

importance of providing a local transport service, including the need 

to cater for commuters and vulnerable groups, and the social 

benefits that public transport offers. 

 

Some respondents felt the proposals seem sensible or that they 

were the best option available given the financial challenges faced 

by the authority. Others said they had not seen any firm proposals, 

did not have enough detail about the proposals or wanted more 

information. 

 

Others raised concerns regarding the suitability of proposed 

alternatives including DRT. Several respondents were uneasy with 

the notion of ‘priority’ journeys, stating that services should meet all 

needs, and that perceptions of what constitutes a ‘priority’ journey 

differ between different people. Others felt concerned that too 

much focus was being placed on money, the proposals were short-

sighted or lacked a holistic approach, and that services should 

become more customer or community-focused. 

 

 

Respondents were then asked whether they had any other 

comments, including on any other elements of the proposed policy 

and strategy.  

 

Several respondents highlighted the value or importance of the 

transport service, in particular reference to students, commuters, 

older people, those with disabilities and those living in rural 

locations. Respondents often raised concerns regarding the 

potential impact of the proposals on these groups. 

 

Some respondents expressed some criticism of the consultation and 

its process, for example the length of the survey, questions and the 

timing and location of information sessions. Others were critical of 

the financial decisions made by the authority, the current transport 

service (for example reliability), and felt that a decision on the 

proposals had already been made. 

 

Several respondents felt that local transport provision should 

remain in its current state and that services should not be 

withdrawn. Others suggested specific changes to some services, for 

example route changes or a reduction in frequency. Several 

respondents highlighted the need to consider the environmental 

impact or increase efforts to discourage car use. Concerns were also 

raised by some respondents regarding the impact of housing 

developments the potential future transport needs.  
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Appendix 1 - Questionnaire  
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Q12a: Financial case for bus subsidy 

Appendix 2 - Open comment themes 

Q13a: Alternative transport solutions 
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Q16a: Impact of PTPS to access services Q17a: Effect of DRT in accessing services  
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Appendix 3 - Respondent profile 

 Survey Responses  2011 Census (16+) 

Gender identity* 928 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Male 294 36.3 34.5 49.0 

Female 515 63.5 60.4 51.0 

Other (e.g. pangender, nonbi-
nary etc.) 

2 0.2 0.2   

No reply 42  4.9  

Not asked 75    

*2011 Census asks for re-
spondent gender  

    

     

Is your gender identity the 
same as the gender you were 
assigned at birth? 928 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Yes 773 99.7 90.6 

N/A 
No 2 0.3 0.2 

No reply 78  9.1 

Not asked 75   

     

Age 928 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Under 15 1 0.1 0.1  

15-24 49 6.4 5.7 14.3 

25-34 29 3.8 3.4 13.2 

35-44 55 7.2 6.4 17.2 

45-54 105 13.7 12.3 17.8 

55-64 114 14.8 13.4 15.9 

65-74 244 31.7 28.6 11.6 

75-84 142 18.5 16.6 7.2 

85 and over 30 3.9 3.5 2.9 

No reply 84  9.8  

Not asked 75    *NR = No reply 

 Survey Responses  2011 Census (16+) 

District 928 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Blaby 26 3.4 2.8 14.3 

Charnwood 216 28.6 23.3 25.9 

Harborough 196 25.9 21.1 12.9 

Hinckley & Bosworth 33 4.4 3.6 16.2 

Melton 110 14.6 11.9 7.7 

North West Leicestershire 141 18.7 15.2 14.2 

Oadby & Wigston 1 0.1 0.1 8.7 

Leicester 21 2.8 2.3  

Rutland 12 1.6 1.3  

No reply 172  18.5   

     

IMD 2015 County band 928 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Top 10% (most deprived) 21 2.9 2.3 

N/A 

10-50% 263 36.4 263 

50-90% 278 38.5 278 

Bottom 10% (least deprived) 161 22.3 161 

No reply 205  22.1 

     

RUC 2011 928 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Rural town and fringe 129 17.1 13.9 12.2 

Rural village and dispersed 256 33.9 27.6 9.2 

Urban city and town 371 49.1 40.0 78.0 

No reply 172  18.5  
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 Survey Responses  2011 Census (16+) 

Do you have a long-standing 
illness or disability?* 928 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Yes 270 34.9 31.7 19.1 

No 503 65.1 59.0 80.9 

No reply 80  9.4  

Not asked 75    

*2011 Census asks if respond-
ents day-to-day activities are 
limited a lot     

     

Ethnicity 928 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

White 736 96.2 86.3 92.2 

Mixed  7 0.9 0.8 0.8 

Asian or Asian British 16 2.1 1.9 6.0 

Black or Black British 2 0.3 0.2 0.6 

Other ethnic group 4 0.5 0.5 0.4 

No reply 88  10.3  

Not asked 75    

     

Sexual orientation 928 % Ex NR* % Inc NR* % 

Bisexual 17 2.8 2.0 

N/A   

Gay 9 1.5 1.1 

Heterosexual/straight 568 93.3 66.6 

Lesbian 0 0.0 0.0 

Other 15 2.5 1.8 

No reply 244  28.6 

Not asked 75   

*NR = No reply 
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Appendix 4 - Statistical testing by demographic 

Q5: How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the current passenger transport services provided in Leicestershire? 
(Response aggregation: Satisfied = ‘Very satisfied’ and ‘Fairly satisfied’, Dissatisfied = ‘Very dissatisfied’ and ‘Fairly dissatisfied’) 

Note: All figures are percentages, blank cells are suppressed figures due to low base counts 

How to read these tables 
 
These tables allow you to statistically compare a response by a specific demographic against the overall respondent sample. 
 
To maximise statistical reliability, responses were aggregated where appropriate. For example, ‘Strongly agree’ and ‘Tend to agree’ were 
aggregated to ‘Agree’. 
 
‘Significantly higher’ = the proportion of the demographic who gave that response is statistically significantly higher than the corresponding 
overall proportion of all respondents. 
 
‘Significantly lower’ = the proportion of the demographic who gave that response is statistically significantly lower than the corresponding 
overall proportion of all respondents. 
 
The statistical test used to identify statistical significance is called Chi-Square.  
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Note: All figures are percentages, blank cells are suppressed figures due to low base counts 

Q6: If you didn't have access to any passenger transport services (buses or Demand Responsive Transport/ Community 
Transport) in Leicestershire, how easy would it be for you to make journeys to...? 
(Response aggregation: Easy = ‘Very easy’ and ‘Fairly easy’, Not easy = ‘Not very easy’ and ‘Not at all easy’) 
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Note: All figures are percentages, blank cells are suppressed figures due to low base counts 

Q7: Which, if any, subsidised bus services in Leicestershire have you used in the last year? 
(Derived responses: ‘Yes’ = Respondent ticked one or more subsidised bus service(s) listed, ‘No’ = Respondent ticked ‘None’) 

Q7: Which, if any, subsidised bus services in Leicestershire have you used in the last year? 
(Derived responses: ‘None’ = Respondent ticked ‘None’, ‘1’ = Respondent ticked one subsidised bus service, ‘2 or more’ = Respondent 
ticked more than one subsidised bus service) 
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Note: All figures are percentages, blank cells are suppressed figures due to low base counts 

Q9: To what extent do you agree or disagree that our aim should be to focus on meeting people’s essential transport needs in 
the most cost-effective way? 
(Response aggregation: Agree = ‘Strongly agree’ and ‘Tend to agree’, Disagree = ‘Strongly disagree’ and ‘Tend to disagree’) 
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Note: All figures are percentages, blank cells are suppressed figures due to low base counts 

Q10: To what extent do you agree or disagree with our view that...? 
(Response aggregation: Agree = ‘Strongly agree’ and ‘Tend to agree’, Disagree = ‘Strongly disagree’ and ‘Tend to disagree’) 
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Note: All figures are percentages, blank cells are suppressed figures due to low base counts 

Q11: To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following aspects of our proposals? 
(Response aggregation: Agree = ‘Strongly agree’ and ‘Tend to agree’, Disagree = ‘Strongly disagree’ and ‘Tend to disagree’) 
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Note: All figures are percentages, blank cells are suppressed figures due to low base counts 

Q12: To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposed method for deciding the financial case for subsiding a bus 
service? 
(Response aggregation: Agree = ‘Strongly agree’ and ‘Tend to agree’, Disagree = ‘Strongly disagree’ and ‘Tend to disagree’) 
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Note: All figures are percentages, blank cells are suppressed figures due to low base counts 

Q13: To what extent do you agree or disagree that DRT services, Community-Transport Schemes and local transport solutions 
could provide an alternative solution to subsidised bus routes that are low value for money? 
(Response aggregation: Agree = ‘Strongly agree’ and ‘Tend to agree’, Disagree = ‘Strongly disagree’ and ‘Tend to disagree’) 
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Note: All figures are percentages, blank cells are suppressed figures due to low base counts 

Q16: What impact, if any, would the implementation of the proposed policy and strategy have on your ability to access essential services? 
(Response aggregation: Harder = ‘Make it much harder’ and ‘Make it a little harder’, No difference/easier = ‘No difference’, 
’Make it little easier’ and ’Make it much easier’) 
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Note: All figures are percentages, blank cells are suppressed figures due to low base counts 

Q17: If you are currently using one or more subsidised bus services in Leicestershire, what impact, if any, would replacing 
these with a DRT service have on your ability to access essential services? 
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Note: All figures are percentages, blank cells are suppressed figures due to low base counts 

Q19: Overall, to what extent do you agree or disagree that our proposals would provide an efficient passenger transport ser-
vice that meets user needs for priority journeys? 
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About the Strategic Business Intelligence Team 
 
The team provides research and insight support to the council, 
working with both internal departments and partner organisations. 
 
The team provides assistance with: 

 
 

 Asset Mapping  Forecasts/modelling 

 Benchmarking  Literature reviews 

 Business case development  GIS Mapping/ Mapinfo  

 Community profiling   Needs analysis  

 Consultation  Profiling  

 Cost benefit analysis  Questionnaire design 

 Journey mapping  Randomised control trials  

 Data management  Segmentation  

 Data cleaning/matching   Social Return on Investment/evaluations 

 Data visualisation/ Tableau  Statistical analysis/SPSS 

 Engagement   Surveys (all formats)/ SNAP 

 Ethnography   Voting handsets  

 Factor/cluster analysis   Web analytics  

 Focus groups/workshops  Web usability testing 

Contact 

Jo Miller      
Strategic Business Intelligence Team Leader 
     
Strategic Business Intelligence Team  
Strategy and Business Intelligence 
Leicestershire County Council 
County Hall, Glenfield 
Leicester LE3 8RA 
 
Tel:   0116 305 7341 
Email:  jo.miller@leics.gov.uk 
Web:    www.lsr-online.org 
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Strategic Business Intelligence Team  
Strategy and Business Intelligence 
Chief Executive’s Department 
Leicestershire County Council 
County Hall 
Glenfield 
Leicester 
LE3 8RA 
 
ri@leics.gov.uk 
www.lsr-online.org 
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