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6. Public transport information and
marketing

6.1 Introduction

In recent years in the UK, bus service improvements have often taken the form of a
package — called a quality bus partnership— encompassing improvements to
infrastructure and services as well as information and marketing. Quality bus
partnerships involve partnership agreements (either formal or informal) between bus
operators and local authorities, where both sides agree to implement measures which
will contribute to shared objectives. Not surprisingly, the literature reflects this focus
on quality bus partnerships, in that analyses of bus improvements tend not to
disaggregate the effects of the different measures, but to report overall impacts. In
section 6.2, we review the evidence about the overall impact of quality bus
partnerships. Subsequent sections look briefly at the marketing of rail services and the
impact of public transport ticketing schemes. We also summarise evidence from the
literature on what proportion of new public transport trips would have been made by
car in the absence of public transport improvements or marketing. Finally, our case
studies, and other material gathered during the process of case study selection, offer
insights into the specific contribution made by information and marketing measures
within a comprehensive package of hard and soft measures.

6.2 Literature evidence on the impact of quality bus
partnerships

Three documents give an overview of the success of recent quality bus partnerships: a
survey by LEK for the Commission for Integrated Transport, which looked in detail at
11 schemes (LEK / CfIT 2002); a report by the consultancy TAS, which surveyed all
the quality partnerships in Britain in 1999, and again in 2000 (TAS 2001); and a
report from the Confederation of Passenger Transport (CPT 2002), which includes
examples of patronage growth not reported by TAS or LEK. These, and some
additional data from reports by Mackie et al (2002), Daugherty et al (1999) and
Stagecoach (2002), were in turn summarised by Sloman (2003).

The LEK research examined 11 un-named urban quality partnerships, and found that
most schemes (nine out of the 11) delivered increases in patronage of between 7% and
30%. These schemes incorporated a variety of measures: bus lanes, other bus priority
measures, low floor buses, more frequent services, real time information, marketing,
and higher parking charges. One scheme performed much better than any of the
others, with an increase in patronage of over 90%. This was the only scheme to
include a guided bus-way, and was also the only one to be associated with a park and
ride service. One scheme had much less impact than the others, with patronage rising
only about 4%. This was the most limited of all the schemes, involving the
introduction of low floor buses and some bus priority measures but no new bus lane.

The TAS research suggests that differences in passenger growth figures are linked to
the extent of a quality partnership scheme. It finds that quality partnerships involving
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only minimal investment in new infrastructure will, on average, deliver revenue and
patronage increases of 5%. Where a comprehensive route upgrade is carried out,
patronage and revenue can be expected to rise by around 15%, and with very high
quality schemes the average increase will be around 30%, with some schemes
achieving increases in revenue as high as 45%. However, other factors outside a
quality partnership will also affect its impact: for example the level of parking charges
or availability of parking; levels of congestion; or competition with other modes such
as cycling or light rail. Table 6.1 shows the TAS analysis of the possible range in
passenger growth according to these external factors and the extent of the quality
partnership itself.

Table 6.1: Expected increases in revenue and patronage for quality bus partnerships

Improvement type worst case | average Best

case
Minimal infrastructure improvement -25% 5% 10%
Comprehensive conventional route upgrade 5% 15% 50%
The ‘X’ factor: something better than a conventional | 20% 30% 45%
route upgrade

Source: TAS (2001)

Several studies suggest that although some growth in bus use is usually seen quite
quickly after improvements are made, passenger numbers typically take up to two
years to peak. It takes time for improvements to ‘bed in” and for passengers to change
their existing travel behaviour and try the new service. For example passenger
numbers on Line 33 in the West Midlands increased by a fifth shortly after the quality
partnership began, but, 18 months later, bus use had increased by 40%. Similar
tendencies for longer term behaviour change to be greater than short term change have
been reported from studies analysing responses to altered bus fares, as discussed in
section 6.4. Meanwhile, TAS suggests that after two years, patronage increases may
level off, or even decline, if no further improvements are made. They argue that in a
climate of continually rising consumer expectation, local authorities and bus operators
must ‘refresh the quality bus product’ every five years in order to achieve continuing
increases in passenger numbers.

Table 6.2 shows the patronage increases achieved by a variety of quality bus
partnerships, as reported by LEK, TAS, CPT and others. Where possible, results have
been disaggregated into those about short-term change (“initial’ increases, or those
occurring in 15 months or less) and medium term increases (those occurring after 18
months or longer, or studies which simply reported the ‘overall’ effects of schemes).
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