
 

  

 

   

 

Education Scrutiny Committee  

 

Home to School Transport Services – Final Report 
 

Chairs Forward 

1. Local Education Authorities must provide free transport for children of primary 
school age who live more than two miles from their nearest suitable school. 
Travelling by bus to school has a higher safety record than car journeys. It is better 
for the environment, reduces congestion and develops confidence in children but 
some parents are reluctant to allow their children to use this form of transport 
because they regard the vehicles as being unsafe, outdated and the behaviour on 
the buses to be of a low standard.  

 
2. This report has attempted to make recommendations that will in the long-term 

improve the quality of the buses used, improve safety, improve behaviour, reduce 
traffic congestion and encourage the uptake of places on school buses. 
 

3. I would like to thank all those who contributed to the production of this report 
including Members, Officers, proprietors and managers of transport companies, 
parents, governors and headteachers of the schools involved. The frankness and 
openness of their contributions enabled the board to identify clear targets that can 
be achieved. 
 

4. There has been a marked variation in the type and quality of vehicle used for 
transporting primary school children to and from school in the past and this report 
if implemented would ensure that all pupils receive the same provision. 

Background 

5.  Local authorities are required by the government to provide transport to enable 
children to attend school.  This transport will be free of charge if the child attends 
the nearest suitable school which is within two miles walking distance of home for 
those up to eight years of age and three miles for pupils between the ages of eight 
and 16.  At present City of York also provides transport if a child attends a school 
for religious reasons provided that the school is the closest school of the preferred 
denomination and is beyond the appropriate walking distance for the pupil's age.  

6. Pupils with special educational needs or disabilities who could not be expected to 
walk to school may also be provided with free transport, however they are not the 
subject of this review. 



7. The Education and Inspection Bill which is currently before Parliament will require 
local authorities to provide free transport for pupils from low income families to 
three suitable secondary schools between two and six miles away from home and 
to the nearest primary school over two miles from home. 

 
8. In August 2006 Cllr Charles Hall registered a Scrutiny Topic which asked 

members to investigate the contracts for home to school transport and to consider 
if it would be possible to introduce higher quality buses and also to improve safety. 
 

9. Members of the Education Scrutiny committee met informally on 12 September 
2006 to consider their programme of work, and on 31 October 2006 formally 
agreed to undertake this topic with the following remit: 

 
Remit 
 
• To investigate  if improvements can be made to the safety of buses 

transporting school pupils to primary schools. 
 

• To consider the contract that is negotiated by the council for the provision of 
school transport services. 
 

• To make enquiries as to the school transport that is provided in other local 
authorities including the use of dedicated “yellow buses”. 

 
• To investigate the implications of installing seat belts in all buses contracted 

to carry primary school pupils. 

 
Consultation 
 

10. The following people contributed to this review as a participant or witness: 
 

Members of the Board 
 
Cllr Charles Hall (Chairman) 
Cllr Martin Bartlett 
Cllr Glen Bradley 
Cllr Andy D’Agorne 
Cllr Alan Jones 
Cllr Viv Kind 
Cllr David Livesley 
 
Co-opted Members 
 
John Bailey 
Andy Lawton 
Dr David Sellick 
 



City of York Council Officers 
 
Barbara Boyce – Scrutiny Services 
Mark Ellis – Education Access Team 
Terry Walker – Transport Planning 
 
Representatives of Other Organisations and Members of the Public 
 
James Crook-Williamson, Alpha Bus and Coach, Hull  
Peter Dew – Top Line Travel, York 
Colm Flanagan, Head of St Wildrid’s Primary School 
Mark Hallett – Cheshire County Council 
Cllr Janet Hopton, Rt Hon Lord Mayor of York 
Tom James -  K and J Travel, York 
John Norton – Kendric Ash, Public Sector “corporate transformation partner” 
George Peach – Regional Manager of the Confederation of Passenger Transport, 
Yorkshire Region 
Nigel Rowe – East Riding of Yorkshire Council 
Tim Wilkinson, Head Teacher of Poppleton Ousebank Primary School 
Parents and Governors from St Mary’s, St Wilfrid’s, Poppleton Ousebank and 
Archbishops of York’s schools. 

 
Options 

 

12. Members can support all, some or none of the recommendations proposed as a 
result of this review, taking into account Cllr Scott’s suggestions,  bearing in mind 
that they approved the recommendations at the meeting on 27 February.  
Members are also asked to note the amended financial implications to the 
recommendations. 

 

Information Gathered  
 
13. Members undertook the following activities in order to inform their deliberations: 
 

31 October 2006 
 

Members held discussions about the current service 
provision with officers from the Education Access Team 
and  Transport Planning Services. 
 

27 November 2006 Members visited Top Line Travel of York and held 
discussions with the Managing Director regarding their 
views as a provider of home to school transport. 
 

6 December 2006 Members met representatives of other transport providers 
and heard their views about issues to do with home to 
school transport contracts. 
 

15 January 2007 Members visited Cheshire County Council who provide a 
dedicated school bus service with vehicles belonging to 
the local authority. 



23 January 2007 Members met with staff, governors and parents from all 
the primary schools who use the home to school transport 
service and heard their concerns about the safety and 
reliability of the vehicles used for home to school 
transport. 
 

9 February 2007 
 

Members had further discussions with colleagues from 
the Education Access Team and  Transport Planning 
Services as well as representative from Kendric Ash.  
Kendric Ash are a firm of consultants who have 
undertaken an initial review of passenger transport 
services across the City of York and East Riding in terms 
of working in a more collaborative way. They are now 
working directly for York until the end of March providing 
a more in-depth analysis and offering potential 
improvements in procuring external transport and greater 
utilisation of the internal fleet. The Council are also 
considering tendering for a longer term Performance 
Partner to fully realise cost effective improvements to 
passenger transport. 

 
Analysis 

 
Parents, teachers and governors from primary schools using contractors’ 
vehicles 

 
14. In March 2006 certain parents of pupils at St Mary’s Primary School wrote to the 

CYC’s Transport Planning service expressing their concerns that the school bus 
from Askham Bryan to St Mary’s is not equipped with seat belts (see annex B).  
They claimed that some parents will not allow their children to use the bus 
because it has no seatbelts and prefer to take the children to school in their cars, 
thus adding to the congestion and pollution in Askham Richard.  Cllr Janet Hopton 
has been in contact with parents from this school and informed the Committee of 
her support for their views.  Cllr Glen Bradley has also been in contact with 
parents from St Mary’s and spoke in support of their concerns at the Council 
meeting of  25 January 2007 where he presented a petition requesting the 
provision of seatbelts on the school bus which had been signed by 19 parents 
from the school. 

 
15. These views were reiterated at the consultation meeting with the primary schools 

held on 23 January 2007. 
 
16. Poppleton Ousebank school’s main concern was about the regularity of the 

service rather than the condition of the buses, which they felt had improved.  It 
was perceived that pupils were often late for school due to the late arrival of the 
buses.  This issue is not pertinent to the remit of this review, but has instead been 
referred to the Education Access Team to deal with. 

 



17. The head teacher of St Wilfrid’s school informed members that their children travel 
to school on a service bus which is shared by fare-paying passengers.  Some of 
their parents do not want their children to have to travel on the same bus as 
members of the public.  After investigation members were informed that the pupils 
from St Wilfrid’s were not generally entitled to free transport, but that a free pass 
for a parent to accompany them had been issued as a goodwill gesture. 

 
18. Archbishop of York’s school are very happy with the bus service to their school.  In 

December 2006 they carried out a review of the service and the parents of all 
users responded that they were pleased with the service that is given (see annex 
C). 

 
19. Members recognised that these views were somewhat conflicting, although they 

realised that the schools will have different experiences of school transport as 
different contractors will operate their services.  Also the type of vehicle supplied 
by the contractor will vary, and may be different from day to day.  For example, at  
Archbishop of York’s school there are less than 16 pupils requiring the bus 
service, so a mini-bus (which has seatbelts) is provided. 
 
City of York Council services 

 
20. There have been significant year on year increases in home to school transport 

costs above inflation, which have been a cause for concern to members and 
officers.  There are presently 10 contractors supplying this service, the contracts 
are usually let for three years. Contracts to secondary school are normally re-let 
one per year as they come to an end.  There are four contracts serving primary 
schools, these are: 

 
• Archbishop of York’s C of E Primary, Bishopthorpe 
• Poppleton Ousebank Primary, Upper Poppleton 
• St Mary’s C of E Primary, Askham Richard 
• St Wilfrid’s RC Primary, Monkgate 

 
 
 21. The contracts for Poppleton Ousebank, St Wilfrid’s and Archbishop of York’s are 

due to end in 2008, and the one for St Mary’s ends in 2011. 
 
22. At present seatbelts are not a requirement of contracts.  If a bus with seatbelts is 

provided on any occasion it will be as a result of the contractor’s vehicle availability 
on that day.  CYC officers are aware that operators would be unable to invest in 
more modern vehicles unless they had the security of a longer contract.  It is 
recognised that newer vehicles are likely to have more and better safety features 
built into their design. 

 
23. Contracts can be terminated before their end date if the provider is given six 

months notice of this.  As contracts end they will be re-let under European Union 
procurement processes, which require a mix of price and quality to be taken into 
account when offering contracts.  In these circumstances the provision of seatbelts 



on buses could be stipulated under the contract terms or could be a criteria given 
preference when assessing quality of the service offered. 

 
24. At present the contracts do not insist that drivers of buses have a Criminal 

Records Bureau (CRB) check.  The drivers are not the employees of City of York 
Council and officers have expressed doubts over their authority to check the 
credentials of the employees of other companies (i.e. the contractors).  However, 
officers of East Riding of Yorkshire Council informed members that they had been 
assured by the CRB that it was reasonable to require contractors’ drivers to sign 
data protection consent to allow information on them to be shared with the 
Council.  They apply guidelines for deciding on eligibility for employment of drivers 
if the CRB check reveals details of any offence (see Annex D).  It is known that 
four operators running school contracts in York do CRB checks on all their drivers. 

 
25. Advice from the Department for Education and Skills (DfES) is that drivers’ CRBs 

should be checked periodically.  This could be specified as a minimum standard 
when re-letting contracts. 

 
26. Kendric Ash are a firm of Public Sector Consultants who are currently examining 

all transport used by City of York Council as well as aspects of transport that could 
be collaborative with other organisations.  Kendric Ash reported to the Executive 
Member for Corporate Services Advisory Panel on 12 December 2006 regarding 
the first phase of their work (a summary of this report can be found at Annex E).  
This had researched existing transport operations within CYC and made 
recommendations as to how the quality of services could be made better quality 
and more efficient as well as reducing costs.  The areas covered were Social 
Services, special educational needs, fleet management and pool cars as well as 
home to school transport.  In total the council spends over £3m per year on these 
services. 

 
27. On some home to school routes pupils who are not entitled to free transport are 

allowed to use the bus if they pay a fare.  DfES advice states that if there are any 
paying passengers then the vehicle is classed as a service bus, and contracts for 
these cannot be let for any longer than five years.  This could create a problem if 
higher quality vehicles depend on longer contracts being offered to operators. 

 
Home to school transport contractors 

 
28. Members of the Committee met with representatives of bus and coach companies 

who are contractors to CYC on 6 December 2006.  The Managing Director of the 
Confederation of Passenger Transport, Yorkshire Region also attended to make 
representations.   Representatives of the Committee visited another operator on 
27 November 2006, who provided some written answers to members’ questions 
(see annex F) 

 
29. Contractors agreed that they tend to use older vehicles on school runs because 

the competition for contracts keeps prices down to a level where the cost of newer 
vehicles cannot be justified.  If contracts were extended to 5 – 7 years then they 



felt they would be able to invest in newer vehicles as they would then be more 
likely to receive a return on their investment. 

 
30. Newer vehicles would be more likely to be equipped with seat belts.  The cost of 

equipping seatbelts to a single decker bus that does not already have them can be 
in the region of £5000, which is not economically viable for older vehicles.  
Speakers were all of the opinion that one of the main problems with seatbelts on 
buses was ensuring that the passengers wear them.  Although this is not normally 
a problem with primary school pupils, those from secondary schools often have a 
great reluctance to put them on – the wearing of seatbelts being seen as distinctly 
“uncool”.   Although buses used for school trips are required to be fitted with 
seatbelts, there are always teachers accompanying pupils to ensure the belts are 
worn. 

 
31. One of the big issues for all operators was the behaviour of children on the buses.  

This is a particular problem on double decker buses where the driver has less 
visibility.  It was generally felt that there had been a deterioration in behaviour, 
which had previously involved verbal abuse but this had increased to physical 
abuse in a minority of cases.  Vandalism is also a problem, both the expense of 
repairs, and the temporary loss of a vehicle, which has to be taken off the road, if, 
for example, a seatbelt is damaged. 

 
32. Contractors were of the opinion that the fitting of CCTV to school buses greatly 

improves pupil behaviour as evidence of the perpetrators of vandalism or unruly 
behaviour can be given to the schools.  The bus operators generally have good 
relationships with the schools they serve, which have varying methods of trying to 
ensure responsible behaviour.  This might mean employing a school transport 
manager, using sixth-formers as bus-monitors or removing the right to travel on 
the bus after being warned about behaviour. 

 
33. CRB checks were generally supported, although it was recognised that different 

local authorities required different information, so a check might not be acceptable 
to all clients.  It would be useful if there was some standardisation across 
authorities. 

 
Dedicated school buses 

 
34. Members were interested in the idea of dedicated school buses being introduced 

(as in the yellow buses used in the USA). They recognised that where these have 
been introduced it is often as a result of government funding for a particular project 
and over several local authorities, for example the £18.7m obtained by West 
Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive to supply bus services to 300 schools in 
West Yorkshire. 

 
35. On 15 January 2007 representatives of this Committee visited Cheshire County 

Council, a local authority which has invested in dedicated school buses for their 
own use. 

 



36. Cheshire have purchased eight dedicated School buses.  Three have 68 seats 
and five have 60 seats, all with seatbelts and CCTV.  Seven operate at one time, 
one is a spare in case any are off the road for any reason. 

 
37. These buses cost approx £115k each.  A secure parking area is needed at night. It 

is expected that each will have a ten-year lifespan, but will require refurbishment to 
keep in good condition – this discourages bad behaviour by pupils.  Seatbelts are 
specified that require minimum maintenance as this can be costly if they are 
damaged.  Obtaining vehicle parts can also be difficult be an issue with some 
models. 

 
38. The buses serve three secondary schools.    They can be hired out to schools for 

events between home-to-school runs, it is this that makes the  service financially 
viable.   

 
39 The buses belong to Council, they were  purchased as a result of spiralling 

contract prices.  They are part of the Council’s fleet of vehicles for Social Services 
and other purposes.  The drivers are employed by council and they also work as 
Social Services driver/attendants if necessary.  All drivers are CRB checked by 
council and the vehicles have to operate tachographs in order to comply with EU 
regulations. 

 
40. One contractor has dedicated school bus in the Council’s livery, they have a 

contract for five years.  Contractors have stated that they would prefer an eight to 
ten year contract.  Many other contractors are hired and they often use older 
double-decker buses.  The Council  considered that the contract offering the new 
bus with seatbelts, CCTV, 68 seats and wheelchair access offered the best value. 

 
41. Pupils travelling on the school buses and their parents are required to agree a 

good behaviour contract before being offered a place.  In this they have to agree 
to wear their seatbelts at all times and to refrain from eating and drinking on the 
bus.  Each has an allocated seat, the driver marks them on a register when they 
get on the bus, and this is checked by a representative of the school on arrival. 

 
Corporate Priorities 

 
42. In keeping with Corporate Priority 2 – Increase the use of public and other 

environmentally friendly modes of transport. 
 

Recommendation 1  
 

43. Council officers will attempt to negotiate with the transport provider for St Mary's 
School, Askham Richard in order for seat belts to be provided on all vehicles.  If 
this is not possible at a reasonable cost then they will re-let the contract from 
September 2007. 

 



 
Implications  

 
44. Financial The current contractor is willing to install lap seatbelts on his vehicle.  

This would involve a cost of £9742 + VAT - the breakdown of costs are parts 
(including new seats) £5867 and labour £3875.  The contractor would be seeking 
a negotiable one off contribution from the Council as a contribution towards these 
costs. No funding is available within the Home to School Transport or other LCCS 
budgets to fund these additional costs.  If this recommendation is accepted one-off 
budget growth of £10k will be required in order to implement it.  Further substantial 
unbudgeted costs would also be incurred if this proposal were to be rolled out 
across all school bus services in the city. 

 
45. Legal This would require an amendment to the existing contract with the transport 

provider.  If this were done in respect of this contract alone officers would need to 
consider whether this would have implications if the Council wished to pursue a 
similar amendment to other contracts with this or other providers.   

 
46. There are no known Human Resources, Equalities or Other implications. 
 

Recommendation 2 
 
46. The Council will ensure that minimum standards for all future home to school 

transport buses include: 
a) Lap seatbelts to be fitted to all vehicles, with the long term aim of these being 

3 point seatbelts. 
b) CCTV to be installed in all vehicles and functioning at all times 
c) Contractors to ensure that all drivers have had a CRB check within the last 

three years before commencing this work and thereafter in line with current 
Council policy. 

d) EU2 emission standards or greater to be required on all contract vehicles 
 

Implications  
 
47. Financial Preliminary investigations indicate that the requirement to fit seatbelts 

and CCTV immediately could increase the price of transport contracts by 25%, at 
an estimated total cost of around £250k p.a.  The requirement that all contract 
vehicles meet EU2 emission standards may further increase costs as a number of 
the vehicles currently used are EU1 vehicles.  No funding is available within the 
Home to School Transport or other LCCS budgets to fund these additional costs.  
If this recommendation is accepted budget growth to the full amount of at least 
£250k pa will be required in order to implement it. 
 

48. Phasing in the requirements of this recommendation over a number of years to 
allow contractors time to convert existing vehicles and invest in newer vehicles 
could reduce the annual costs incurred in the initial years.  Further work is needed 
to provide a realistic estimate of future costs in this case. 

 
49. There are no known Human Resources, Equalities, Legal or Other implications. 



 
Recommendation 3 

 
50. The council will ensure that where possible contracts are to be let for more than 5 

years, ideally 8 - 10 years in order to allow contractors to invest in higher quality 
vehicles 

 
Implications  

 
51. Financial There is the potential for savings if longer contracts can be offered to 

operators, or if a smaller number of individual contracts are let.  The Education 
and Inspection Bill may allow for some extension to contracts, which also carry 
some fare-paying passengers.  The Home to School Transport budgets are 
currently under severe financial pressure with an expected overspend of £100k in 
2006/07, therefore any savings would be a welcome contribution towards 
alleviating these pressures. 

 
52. There are no known Human Resources, Equalities, Legal or Other implications. 
 

Recommendation 4 
 
53. The council will recognise good practice in other local authorities and encourage 

schools and contractors to use measures such as good behaviour contracts (see 
paragraph 32), designated seats and the use of bus prefects to discourage unruly 
behaviour by pupils. 

 
Implications  

 
54. Financial There are no immediate financial implications associated with this 

recommendation  
 
55. There are no known Human Resources, Equalities, Legal or Other implications. 
 

Recommendation 5 
 
56. The Council will endeavour to ensure that the same high standards are in place for 

bus contracts covering all educational establishments. 
 

Implications  
 
57. Financial There are no immediate financial implications associated with this 

recommendation  
 
58. There are no known Human Resources, Equalities, Legal or Other implications. 
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