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0 SUMMARY Version of the report

0.1 Overview

This document covers the following : 

a) presents knowledge gained from a set of Flexible Transport Service (FTS) Test Cases carried out by CONNECT

b) develops Concepts and ‘Building Blocks’ for FTS, so that sites and practitioners can develop a set of feasible FTS options which are relevant to their specific site 

c) introduces a methodology which assists sites to assess, compare and prioritise among feasible FTS options, so that they can identify the best Applied Concept for their site

This document is designed to present usable information to practitioners. However, it is not an end-point in itself and subsequent CONNECT actions will develop the knowledge further.

0.2 Flexible Transport Services 

The scope of CONNECT is Flexible Transport Services (FTS). This covers a wide range of mobility offer concepts, although currently Demand Responsive Transport (DRT) is the most common. DRT usually refers to FTS operated with small buses, minibuses and maxi-taxis. DRT can be either for general public use, or can be for closed user groups (e.g. special services for disabled and elderly). 

In the mid-1990’s, new forms of DRT were made possible due to the rapid developments in communications, computing and in-vehicle systems. The ability to exploit Intelligent Transport Systems (ITS) overcame key barriers in learning about customer mobility needs, analysing these needs, optimising and allocating work, and handling the dispatching functions. Most importantly, it greatly reduced the time taken for these activities. 

In the period 1996-2004, a wave of new DRT services has emerged all over Europe. Most of these are still aimed towards small-scale niche markets such as remote rural areas, groups of disabled users etc. However, some were on a larger scale e.g. special needs service such as the FlexRoute in Gothenburg, Vervoer op Maat in Rotterdam. Others were implemented on small scale but could be readily rolled out on a much larger scale within an extensive organisation e.g. Personal Bus in Florence and Belbus in Flanders. 

In the most recent years, there have been further developments which have altered the basic position of FTS within the transportation framework. The FAMS project (2002-4) has developed the logical and physical platform to support multiple actors on a combined B2C and B2B basis, thus allowing integrated FTS involving many operators and entities. Belbus has been rolled out across much of Belgium, Finland proposes national DRT coverage using a coherent set of Travel Dispatch Centres (TDC), and countries such as France, Ireland, Italy and UK now have many diffuse DRT services in rural areas.

It is clear that FTS – currently in the form of DRT – has moved radically from a niche mobility “offer of last resort” to being a more significant mobility concept that is appearing in many environments. There is a clear need for a rapid escalation of a body of knowledge, targeted research, skill development and appropriate ITS tools to support these new FTS.

The transformation and emergence of DRT is of particular interest to policy makers, regulators, operators and practitioners. There are already established legal and regulatory frameworks, funding frameworks, authorities and institutions, transport supply industry, and other vested interests.  Five very significant questions arise : 

a) Is there a viable Business Case for FTS, and if so, which Business Models offer the greatest potential ?

b) What organisational and institutional arrangements are best for FTS?

c) What is the appropriate Legal and Regulatory frameworks for FTS

d) Does FTS face significant barriers within the current frameworks (mostly designed at a time prior to modern DRT) ? And if so, do these barriers represent reasonable regulation, or are they either outdated or protectionist ?

e) How can a site identify relevant options, and choose among them ?

0.3 The Work Approach of CONNECT Workpackage 4

Workpackage WP4 of CONNECT deals with Business Development. The objective of WP4 is to generate and formalise the necessary knowledge to provide valuable guidelines and recommendations for supporting business development of Flexible Transport Services, from a multidisciplinary point of view. To achieve this, three objectives will be the target in this workpackage:

1. To produce knowledge on Business Models.

2. To produce knowledge on Organisational Issues.

3. To produce knowledge on regulatory, legal and policy aspects.

Chapter 1 of this Deliverable explains the context of CONNECT, the work method of WorkPackage 4, and the outputs. It explains that the current Deliverable is the second in a set of four, the remaining two of which will be produced in mid- and late-2005. The relationship of the four deliverables is presented in Table 0‑1 below.

	No.
	Title
	Scope/Role
	Due date

	D5
	Business Development Knowledge Base Repository
	· Describes the three main axes of Business Models, Organisational Frameworks and Legal and Regulatory Frameworks

· Develops templates for data collection
	08/2004

	D10
	Innovative Solutions and Test Cases concerning Business Development
	· Presents and analyses the knowledge gained from the Test Case sites

· Describes concepts and ‘building blocks’ based on the Test Case sites knowledge

· Presents the Concept Assessment Methodology for use in D12  
	12/2004

	D12
	Updated Business Development Knowledge Base Repository
	· Assesses the Concepts developed in D10

· Explores the strengths and weaknesses of the various concept and methodology elements

· Demonstrates how to define and prioritise among alternative FTS concepts
	06/2005

	D14
	Recommendations for Business Development
	· Proposes potentially viable FTS concepts

· Makes recommendations for Business Development for FTS 
	12/2005


Table 0‑1 : Scope of the Deliverable of CONNECT WP4

0.4 Knowledge Gathering through Test Cases 

The CONNECT team decided that the best way to understand the framework and business dimensions for the future FTS is to develop and assess a set of Concepts. The Concepts would be based on a blend of best current practice in FTS, emerging ideas for the sector, and business concepts from other sectors. 

Chapter 2 of this Deliverable presents the Methodology. The information needs were developed and reported in CONNECT Deliverable D5. It was decided to obtain information on a set of Test Cases which represented good and innovative practice, with sufficient diversity of location, scale and purpose to give reasonable coverage of the domain. Also within D5, a set of templates was developed for the data collection. These are reproduced in Annex A of the current deliverable.

Information for 10 Test Cases in Europe was collected through site visits and direct interview. A further 9 Test Cases in North America were examined through Literature Review. The project team made the maximum number of site visits achievable within the available time and resources. The CONNECT team readily acknowledges that it would have been desirable to also have Test Cases from France, Germany, Italy and Sweden, where there is extensive DRT. The Test Site locations are shown in Table 0‑2 below. 

	 Ref
	FTS Service
	Country

	1
	Belbus, De Lijn
	Belgium

	2
	Telbus, TEC
	Belgium

	3
	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam
	Netherlands

	4
	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen
	Netherlands

	5
	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear
	UK

	6
	Ring a Link, Kilkenny
	Ireland

	7
	Central Oklahoma
	USA

	8
	Corpus Christi, Texas
	USA

	9
	Michigan 
	USA

	10
	Minnesota Valley
	USA

	11
	Norfolk, Virginia
	USA

	12
	Phoenix, Arizona
	USA

	13
	Puttnam County, Florida
	USA

	14
	Prince William County, Virginia
	USA

	15
	Winnipeg
	Canada

	16
	Espoo
	Finland

	17
	Helsinki
	Finland

	18
	Keski-Uusimaa
	Finland

	19
	Kuopio
	Finland


Table 0‑2 : Test Case sites

0.5 Findings from the Test Cases

Chapter 3 presents a brief overview of the state of the art in the three themes considered within the current work. This is not intended to be exhaustive. It positions the main issues for the reader, so that it is easier to follow the rather lengthy Chapter 4 which presents the main findings. 

As a general principle, Chapter 4 aims to present the information with some classification of the findings, seeking patterns, similarities and differences. Analysis and critical commentary is reserved for Chapter 5.  

The presentation of the results and the discussion in Chapter 5 confines itself to those Test Cases, and does not seek to add in knowledge about other locations. Such knowledge is not taken into account until Chapter 6, where the Concepts are developed. 

The Test Cases are presented in sequence according to the three strands : 

· Business Models

· Organisational Frameworks 

· Legal and Regulatory Frameworks

Efforts have been made to achieve consistency in presentation and style in Chapter 4. However, the concepts, subject matter and replies for the three strands are quite different, and hence of necessity it has not been possible to achieve full consistency. For example, some aspects of the Business Model require a lot of description of the service offer, the Organisational aspects are best shown pictorially, whereas the Legal and Regulatory aspects are shown in a mix of text boxes and tables. 

The analysis in Chapter 5 identifies a number of key issues : 

0.5.1 Business model and the demand side (mobility requirement)

Basically two different target markets should be considered : (a) Clients with specific mobility needs (e. g. disabled people) and (b) clients without specific mobility needs, but living in areas with inadequate public transport supply. It is possible to concentrate on one target market only, but efficiency and revenues can be increased if serving both groups. The possibility of supplying a specific area with door-to-door service allows to serve both target markets easily with no significant extra costs, as public transport systems (and flexible transport services) should be fully accessible for disabled people anyway. Of course extra equipment or services increasing the travel quality (e. g. guiding clients to their apartments by the driver) for handicapped people can be offered. Following this strategy subsidies from budgets for public transport and from the social sector can be gained then. Furthermore the relationship to the public transport sector has to be defined. There is competition of course (flexible transport service can replace public transport services by reducing the costs), but there is a big area for a complementary relationship. This relationship could be based on serving different areas (FTS as feeder traffic) or different times (FTS in off peak times). 

Stakeholders on the market are the users first of all, but there are other main groups to be considered. Their (expected) relationship to the flexible transport service has to be defined in the business model (Table 5‑1).

0.5.2 Business model and the operation side (service typology)

Most of the flexible transport services are operated by the public sector. This can be explained by the roots of flexible transport services, either social transport or public transport. There is no compelling argument to offer this service by the public sector only if subsidies are given based on a service contract. From the service typology point of view, four main concepts have to be defined in the business model : 

(1) The routing and scheduling concept should offer a door-to-door service at least for disabled passengers, for other passengers there is no clear indication whether a door-to-door service or a point-to-point service is more recommendable. For the creation of a local concept the relation of extra costs and additional demand should be investigated in advance. 

(2) The booking concept should be at least based on telephone communication. Additional internet booking or SMS booking can be offered, but from the main passenger group’s point of view telephone communication is most convenient. In order to avoid misuse or misunderstandings a call back system could be implemented.

(3) The tariff system should be ideally integrated in the local public transport system and can be based on a zonal system. This does not necessarily mean the price for tickets for the flexible transport system has to be equal to the public transport tickets, but regional season tickets should be accepted (e. g. reduced ticket price for holders of season tickets). Reduced tariffs for specific social groups should be offered similar to the public transport system. For handicapped people a voucher system could be implemented.

(4) The basic vehicle type in use should be an easy-access midi- or minibus, cars can be used on a complementary basis (optional cooperation with local taxi companies).

In order to be able to estimate the recourses needed for a flexible transport service, Table 5‑2 shows some basic performance figures of the test cases. Of course the performance is strongly dependent on the local market and service area but these figures should highlight the variety of performance of real life flexible transport services throughout Europe and beyond.
0.5.3 Analysis of the organisational framework of case studies

In the case studies there is clearly a difference in the organisational structures between the European and the North American cases. The organisational structure seems to be slightly lighter in North America. However, it is not clear if the difference originates from the different business models used in these two continents, or does it originate from the different choices in organisational framework. Also the method of the test case compilation may partially have affected the results, because the North American case studies were made by literature survey.

The comparison of the organisational structures based on the interaction matrices is relatively easy. However in some matrices some interactions are missing, although they probably shouldn’t be (this could be a limitation of the information gathering). Probably the predefined descriptions for responsibilities in the main actor table could have led to more comprehensive matrixes and also the terms used in the matrixes could have been more uniform.

The needs and proportions of the FTS services and thus the chosen business models vary significantly between the case studies. Therefore also the organisational structures of the case studies vary from large scale to small scale. This complicates the comparability of the case studies.

0.5.4 Findings for the concept development

In order to make the organisational structures in the case studies more comparable, the organisational framework of each test case is simplified in Chapter 4.2 by a graphical presentation. That way the interactions between the different actors can easily be seen.

The arrows represent only the main interactions between the main actors and the status of the interaction is not described. For example a municipality can be marked identically as a main actor in two separate case studies. However in the first one it purely gives funding for the FTS, but in the other it acts as a subscriber, a controller and a financier of the service. The main purpose of the graphical presentations is to provide a quick and easy way of analysing the differences and the similarities of the organisational structures. In detailed conceptual analysis it is recommended to go deeper into the arrows and their meaning. 

It may not be possible to choose the organisational structure so that the best model is chosen from the multiple basic options. Often the chosen business model and other constraints lead to a situation where you only have one or two basic options, but many possibilities to tailor them for your needs. This should be taken into account when proposing the organisational models so that there is enough freedom to fit the proposed concepts to the practice.

A basic method for assessing the organisational concepts could be to produce a set of criteria that describe the basic needs for the organisational structure. The next step is to evaluate how well the concepts fulfil each criterion. It is probably more useful to produce well-defined descriptions of current organisational structures than to evaluate their quality when developing new organisational concepts. However, if the organisational models are graded, the indicators that describe the efficiency of the model could be for example:

· How well the coordination of the stakeholders is succeeded in the model?

· How well the organisational model enables the integration of transports?

· Is there unnecessary bureaucracy in the model that leads to inefficiency?

· How well does the organisational model enable the development and expansion of the system?

0.5.5 The Legal Framework is more complex than previously thought

It is clear that there is significant diversity across the EU in the treatment of FTS within the Legal and Regulatory frameworks. There is little common ground, and even though the technical systems and the service offers may be similar from one country to the next, the underlying platform is different. 

There are multiple legal instruments at play. In fact, we can identify five quite different strands at work :

i) The legal framework for transport authorities and local authorities, their functions, and wherein lies the authority for organizing and financing passenger transportation

ii) The market framework governing rights of entry and initiative to the passenger transport market, the competition laws, and the rights to define and restrict the market

iii) The regulations governing the individual modes, especially buses, taxis and FTS

iv) The legal framework and regulations which define the entitlements of sectors of the population (especially elders and disabled) to either minimum levels of mobility or special transport services

v) The legal framework and regulations which determine minimum levels of mobility for the general population

Even the participants in the process are unclear about the legal framework in which they operate. Few were able to give definitive references for the various legal and regulatory instruments, and even fewer were able to identify all of the legal instruments which may impact on FTS. This is a clear indication that the legal and regulatory frameworks as they relate to FTS are poorly understood, and probably also that they have not been clearly defined. 
In reality, most of the FTS schemes are operating in a “grey area”, and it is likely that they can exist in their current form only because they are initiated and/or sponsored by the public administrations. 

0.5.6 FTS promoters set their own constraints due to legal uncertainty 

Generally, FTS services can be implemented within the applicable Law, but in most cases there are some constraints. It is often unclear what is permitted, and what is not permitted. Some countries have a controlling legal philosophy of “what is not permitted is forbidden”; others have a more permissive legal philosophy of “what is not forbidden is permitted”. 

Perhaps of greatest significance is that this lack of certainty means that FTS promoters are often setting their own limits, fearful of crossing an unmarked boundary. Since they are often the innovators, taking political, social and financial risks, they have to take care not to alienate either law-makers or established interests. Also, since they are putting so much of their energy into design, start-up, consultative processes, and indeed learning themselves what to do, they wish to avoid protracted administrative or legal challenge. 

As an analogy, in public life in Singapore there is the concept of “out-of-bounds markers”, which delineate the space for people and entities to get involved in or comment on political issues. These are not set down clearly in law or policy, but it is immediately apparent if anyone crosses them by intent or by error. Over time, people learn (usually from seeing the consequences to others) where the out-of-bounds (OOB) markers are, and work within the “safe space”. 

This appears to be a valid analogy to the FTS legal situation. It may be acceptable as FTS is itself learning its own nature and scope, but it can also act as a barrier to innovation, be used to keep FTS within predefined niches of little interest to the bus or taxi sectors, and it creates uncertainty for potential investors.
0.5.7 Public entities have a privileged position for FTS

In practice, the public sector – municipalities, administrations, transport authorities and public-sector monopoly operators – have a privileged position when it comes to initiating and/or organizing FTS. 

There are five findings from the Test Case sites : 

a) The practice is diverse across the sites, and there is little common ground

b) In Finland, all entities are treated equally in practice. Nonetheless, it is not clear that the private sector could initiate such a service without the consent and financial backing of the Municipality. It is also noted that there is no clear mechanism to direct the subsidy to private enterprises if the Municipality was not involved.
c) In Belgium – both Flanders and Wallonia – the market is closed, so only public sector entities can provide the FTS services. It is not clear what would be the case for FTS if the market was liberalised.

d) In Netherlands and UK, certain functions are reserved to the local administration and the transport authority, including the guarantee of mobility and the funding of passenger transport. These are natural functions of the administration and cannot be given to the private sector, although the service operation can be (and is) contracted out regardless of form of ownership of the operator.

e) In Ireland, a local private sector entity (which is in turn owned and controlled by a mix of community groups and public-sector organisations) is the organiser of the FTS. Indeed, there are 34 such entities in Ireland currently operating FTS, and there are no public-sector entities operating FTS. However, this is within a pilot program, and it is unclear whether these freedoms will continue beyond the program life.

On reflection, it appears that all except the Irish Test Case could not exist without the rights, funding channels, and exemptions available exclusively to the public sector. However, there are other cases not covered here in which the private sector is the initiator and has been able to leverage the needed funding (e.g. DART in Angus, Scotland).

Regarding operations of the services, there is strong private sector participation in Finland, Ireland, UK and Netherlands where the various services are contracted in. In all cases the private sector participate in the transport operations. In Netherlands and Finland, the private sector also provide the TDC services. 

0.6 Developing Concepts and ‘Building Blocks’

Chapter 6 develops Concepts for FTS. These Concepts are intended to describe how develop a set of feasible FTS solutions which can be considered by sites who are interested to implement FTS. Sites can blend the different elements to suit their specific Context.

Each Concept is described by a set of characteristics and/or options. However, each Concept is also capable of many variants, since the nature of the participants, the scale, the specific design details must be set locally. Hence the local applications of the same concept can look rather different from one to the next, even though they share fundamental characteristics.

A site which is considering to implement FTS, or to make a major transformation of the existing FTS, can use the Concepts as the first step in developing outline options, and can then develop the more promising ones in detail for comparative assessment and prioritisation of detailed options. The approach is explained in Chapter 7 and detailed in Annex B. 

However, it is not enough to just consider the concepts. Attention must first be paid to the Context. Examination of the Test Cases shows that FTS which are successful in one location could not succeed in a seemingly comparable location in some other countries. For example, all right of initiative might be vested in a public authority or monopoly transport operator, so a community or entrepreneurial initiative would not be permitted. Another example could be that the FTS is only possible within the taxi regulations, preventing any solution based on minibuses. Or, the lead actor entrusted to develop the FTS could either lack the core competences or have poor relationships with the other needed actors. 

Chapter 6 presents the following : 

· The relationship between Context and Concept

· A set of Concepts

· Elements and options for Concepts (the “building blocks”)

The intention is to provide information in a ‘toolbox’ fashion rather than to predetermine solutions. This allows practitioners the maximum flexibility in developing options, and harnessing innovation.

Chapter 6.1 presents the general idea and importance of the Context, and Chapters 6.2. and 6.3 discuss the specific issues of the Legal and Regulatory Frameworks and the Actors respectively. 

Chapter 6.4 presents a set of ‘Service Concepts’. The CONNECT team suggests that there are 7 basic Service Concepts as follows : 

· 2 for closed user groups (including special needs)

· 3 for urban/suburban

· 2 for rural areas

The Service Concepts are presented in summary in Table 0‑3 and in detail in Table 6‑1. Each Service Concept can have many variations, depending on scale, level of service, vehicle types, actors etc. 

	Service Concept
	Description

	Closed services – specific group
	Dedicated services for specific groups. Most typically for people with reduced mobility. Special needs services usually are based on a list of registered users, managed by the local authority or other agency. 

This concept can also include transport for active groups such as workers, students, conferences, airports etc. 

	Closed services – single agency
	In this concept, all of the closed group services are handled through a single agency. For example, this could cover the different healthcare types, the social ones for elders, perhaps some education, etc. The key difference from the previous concept is that resources are pooled, booking and reservations are combined, and there is greater integration at design, planning, operations, administration and customer support levels. 

	Urban Periphery
	Serving areas of at the urban edge, which until now are served by buses from the city centre or other distant location, and hence are low frequency to the specific area. These FTS have characteristics understood by bus-users, and are integrated – at least at the planning level – with the regular passenger transport. They may be substitutes for unsatisfactory or high-cost fixed-line transport.  

	Local journeys  in urban areas
	Services designed for the inner and middle suburbs, to cater for the trips of 1 to 5 km, currently mostly made by car as driver or passenger. Target users include ALL home-based persons, including mothers, pensioners, teleworkers, youth in the Mon-Fri off-peak, and everyone at weekends. Could base on shopping/ activity centres. 

These services remain flexible even in the long-term (although the trips might form stable patterns). They are intermediate between bus and taxi, offering the responsiveness of taxi at a price closer to bus tariffs. 

The key construct to the user is affordable mobility on demand. The user is unlikely to perceive it as a bus service.  

	Flexible routes in  suburban areas
	The FTS are designed to serve non-axis travel, short-mid length journeys. Current public transport options require either long walk at one/both ends of the trip, or taking two buses to complete a relatively short ‘crow-fly’ distance. Current bus users on these trips are highly frustrated. Target groups for these services include workers and students, as well as typical off-peak users. 

These FTS services will have some characteristics of bus services, and will be recognised as such by users. There will be integration at least at the planning level, and possibly at the operational level with the regular public transport. Over time, some of these services will convert to regular routes – at least in the peak hours – as the business develops and the demand lines become better understood.  

	Rural local services 
	Local FTS services both in the hinterland of the towns, and within the rural communities. Relatively high-frequency in the hinterlands of towns, target users are workers, youth, shoppers, people needing to deal with administration, and leisure. 

Moderate to low frequency in more remote areas, providing access to healthcare, administration and shopping services. For remote areas, focus is more typically on overcoming social exclusion. 

	Rural flexible routes
	Short and medium-distance services to towns and transport connection points, ensuring that all inhabitants of the rural areas can make regular travel and can access work, services, and long-distance transport

These FTS have recognisable characteristics of regular passenger transport and are integrated at design, planning and operational levels with the regular PT. They usually also provide planned connections with longer-distance transport. 


Table 0‑3 : Service Concepts for FTS

It is important to note that these Concepts are ‘generic’. In other words, they do not exist independently of either their Context or their Promoters. The Actors will determine both the Business dimensions of the concept, and will specify the details of the service offer. 

Chapter 6.6 through 6.8 presents a set of elements of the Concepts. These focus on the Business and Organisational aspects. 

0.7 Concept Assessment Methodology

Originally it was foreseen that CONNECT would develop a set of highly-specified Concepts which would then be evaluated against each other. During the analysis described in this document, it became clear that such a set of concepts would be too limiting, and that the outcome would probably be too prescriptive. 

The approach has been revised so that the tools presented in Chapter 6 allow sites and/or practitioners to develop their own set of ‘Applied Concepts’. These are likely to be differentiated along three axes : 

· Service Concepts (as described in Chapter 6.4)

· Scale and operational dimensions (the “service offer”)

· Business dimensions

Within this 3-dimensional space, a specific site can determine a set of options for assessment. This approach allows greater freedom in option development. For example, the same service offer could be assessed with different business dimensions (e.g. lead actor, contractual basis, incentives). 

The Assessment Methodology is presented in overview in Chapter 7, and in detail in Annex B. This will be used in the next phase of the work, scheduled for February through June 2005, and will be reported in CONNECT Deliverable D12. The assessment methodology will be refined using a number of real-life and hypothetical examples. 
0.8 Conclusion

The data collection methodology developed in CONNECT Deliverable D5 has been successfully used to study a set of Test Cases of FTS. This gives a reasonable coverage of the domain, although it cannot be considered fully representative in the absence of test cases from France, Germany, Italy and Sweden. Nonetheless, there has been sufficient diversity and the collected information has been of high quality. 

The findings of the Test Cases have been presented in an accessible manner. They have been presented in a comparative manner by site and by item along many dimensions in Chapter 4. The information has been analysed and the main issues and findings have been presented in Chapter 5.

A set of Concepts has been successfully developed. First, a set of Service Concepts has been developed. These are generic form of FTS. Second, a set of business model and organisational dimensions has been developed. By combining service concepts and dimensions, it is possible to generate a set of options which are relevant to a site which is either considering whether to introduce FTS, or wishes to adapt/extend its current FTS. In either case, the context is also taken into account so that the set of options are feasible.

A methodology has been developed to allow assessment of the options generated for a site. The version presented in this deliverable is an initial version, which will be tested in the next phase of the CONNECT work, using practical real-life and hypothetical example cases. It is anticipated that the framework will not be changed, but that the detail will be enhanced. This work will be carried out and reported in mid- and late-2005.

1 Introduction

1.1 Scope of the project

The scope of CONNECT is Flexible Transport Services (FTS). This term covers the spectrum between (but does not include), on the one hand conventional fixed line transport, and on the other hand own-account non-shared taxi services. This embraces a range of solutions including: local bus routes with some flexibility, Demand Responsive Transport, special users transport services, community transport services, shared taxis and car pooling, car sharing and organised lift giving. Logistics, which could be the ancillary business of the passenger services are included and integrated within the term "user" in this project.

Definition of Flexible transport

Flexible transport means that the service is adapted towards the expressed need of the users for their trip. This means that the mobility service has some degree of freedom in at least one of the three key dimensions: route, timing and vehicle/facility/driver assignment. The service is collective in the sense that it can have multiple users (even if on occasions there may be only one user). The service therefore is capable of taking into account the needs of its diverse users, although for reasons of efficiency or effectiveness it may choose to assign customers to different services. Typically, the service manager aims to optimize the user needs with the resource involved.

Activities of CONNECT-Project

There is a clear need for a rapid escalation of a body of knowledge, targeted research, skill development and appropriate ITS tools to support these new Flexible Transport Services. This is the role of the CONNECT Co-ordination Action. The main activities of CONNECT are:

(i)
To set up a common information system, which gathers and manages information on on-going research, the state-of-the-art and good practice in flexible transport and its supporting technologies. This will be achieved by the creation of a continuously updated web-based "Virtual Library", containing information on the different aspects of flexible transport: operation of transport services; legal frameworks and institutional aspects; system architecture, interfaces, data modelling; supporting technologies; business models, contracts, financing; and evaluation methodologies.

(ii)
To support the development of skills and best practice in the field of FTS through a number of actions, including: provision of course materials and educational resources; facilitation of exchanges of personnel, experience and knowledge; collection, development and promotion of best practice approaches; and identification and development of research opportunities.

(iii)
To provide guidelines and recommendations for supporting business development of FTS. To achieve this, CONNECT will produce knowledge on appropriate business models; organisational issues; and regulatory, legal and policy aspects.

(iv)
To organise thematic workshops for the User Communities involved in flexible and responsive forms of transport covering systems and operations; technologies; vehicles and vehicle technologies; and impacts and business cases for FTS. 

(v)
To increase the awareness of CONNECT among a broader audience by the utilisation of a diversity of channels of dissemination.

Scope of WP4 : Business Development

Workpackage WP4 deals with Business Development. The objective of WP4 is to generate and formalise the necessary knowledge to provide valuable guidelines and recommendations for supporting business development of Flexible Transport Services, from a multidisciplinary point of view. To achieve this, three intermediate objectives will be the target in this workpackage:

1. To produce knowledge on Business Models.

2. To produce knowledge on Organisational Issues.

3. To produce knowledge on regulatory, legal and policy aspects.

The work to be done within this Business development workpackage will follow the structure shown in Figure 1‑1.  
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Figure 1‑1 : WP4 Structure

· The process starts with the state of the art of the different research branches (business models, organisational, legal) that are the object of this workpackage. 

· In parallel with the state of the art and with an impact in the output of this first step, is the Operational Framework phase. This phase will set the scene on the basis of the research carried out in the state of the art phase.  

· Once the state of the art has been consolidated, the Concept Development phase starts, acting as a concertation tool and encouraging the key players and users to look for innovative approaches starting from the results obtained in the state of the art research. 

· Before passing to the Concept Assessment phase, an intermediate module appears to introduce the methodology to be followed in the evaluation of the concepts arisen. It is the Assessment Methodology phase. 

· Once these guidelines are produced, the Concept Assessment will be carried out, consisting in the evaluation of a series of applied concepts produced as output of the previous phases in the dedicated Workshop. 

· Finally, a series of proposals and recommendations will be produced in order to compile all the knowledge generated in the previous phases.

Three specific tasks have been defined to address the specific objectives described above :

Task 4.1 Excellence Business Models. [Task Leader = RCAUEB] It will rely not only in the compilation of the current best practices and business models but also in the identification of new models and approaches that will be adequately evaluated. Emerging business models and technologies with impact on transport systems will be also considered to envisage new business models of excellence. 

Task 4.2. Organisational Issues. [Task Leader : WSP LT Consultants Ltd.]. This task will address all the organisational issues, identifying the gaps and proposing new approaches for optimising these kind of transport services. Public-Private-Partnership, Public-Public-Partnership and any other current models of organizations involving public, semi-public and private organizations will be analysed and modelled for its incorporation to the CONNECT Knowledge Repository.

Task 4.3. Regulatory Frameworks. [Task Leader : ETTS Ltd.]. Transport regulations, legal issues and policy aspects still are heterogeneous across Europe. This task will provide recommendations to advance in the harmonization and also recommendations to enable the interoperability looking for solutions to by-pass the existing barriers (when possible).

These three tasks will be developed following a common framework structured in 4 main phases and two more phases carried out in parallel. 

The development work of WP4 has three core uses : 

a) The preparation of a Position Paper in early-2005 which will act as a focus for discussion within the industry sector

b) Generation of concepts and materials to support the 2nd CONNECT workshop to be held in Cremona, Italy in May 2005 

c) Production of a set of Deliverables which report the knowledge, findings and recommendations. These are intended to support practitioners.

1.2 Relationship of D10 to D5, D12, D15

Deliverable D10 is the second of four Deliverables generated within Workpackage 4, which deal with Business Development for Flexible Transport Services. The four Deliverables report on different stages of the work, and have been designed to make the knowledge more accessible during the life of the project. The structure of four Deliverables also assists in the project management, allowing each phase of the work to be Peer Reviewed and quality assured. 

The four Deliverables are shown in Table 1‑1 below : 

	No.
	Title
	Scope/Role
	Due date

	D5
	Business Development Knowledge Base Repository
	· Describes the three main axes of Business Models, Organisational Frameworks and Legal and Regulatory Frameworks

· Assembles the prior knowledge in the domain

· Identifies the key issues and needed knowledge 

· Develops templates for data collection
	08/2004

	D10
	Innovative Solutions and Test Cases
	· Presents and analyses the knowledge gained from the Test Case sites

· Defines concepts based on the Test Case sites knowledge

· Presents the Concept Assessment Methodology for use in D12  
	12/2004

	D12
	Updated Business Development Knowledge Base Repository
	· Assesses the Concepts developed in D10

· Explores the strengths and weaknesses of the various concept and methodology elements

· Demonstrates how to define and prioritise among alternative FTS concepts

· Presents the Position Paper developed for the 2nd CONNECT workshop
	06/2005

	D14
	Recommendations for Business Development
	· Proposes potentially viable FTS concepts

· Makes recommendations for Business Development for FTS 

· Presents the key findings of the 2nd CONNECT workshop
	12/2005


Table 1‑1 : Scope of the 4 Deliverables generated within WP4

Deliverable D5 provided the platform for the work carried out in the current Deliverables. D12 will take the concepts presented in Chapter 6 of the current Deliverable, and will analyse them according to the Assessment Methodology presented in Annex B. D14 will use the detailed template information as supporting materials for the recommendations.

1.3 Objectives and structure of Deliverable 10

Deliverable D10 has three main objectives : 

a) To present the knowledge gained from the selected Test Cases

b) To identify concepts for Business Models, Organisational Frameworks and Legal and Regulatory Frameworks, based both on the Test Cases and other knowlege sources

c) To present the Concept Assessment Methodology which will be used in the the next phase of the work, whose outcomes will be reported in D12

Deliverable D10 achieves these objectives through the following structure in Table 1‑2 : 

	Ch.
	Title
	Scope

	0
	Summary Version of the Report
	Decision-takers synopsis of Deliverable D10

	1
	Introduction
	Presents CONNECT, WP4 and D10

	2
	Methodology
	Describes the development of the data collection templates and overviews the Test Cases

	3
	State-of-the-Art
	Overview of the prior knowlege in the three areas of Business Models, Organisational Frameworks and Legal and Regulatory Frameworks.  

	4
	Test Cases : Presentation of Findings
	Presents the knowledge gathered from the Test Cases and identifies a number of key factors

	5
	Test Cases : Analysis and Commentary
	Discussion on the findings emerging from the Test Cases. 

	6
	Concepts
	Develops concepts and building blocks for FTS along the three axes of research

	7
	Assessment Methodology
	Synopsis of the Methodology presented in Annex B

	8
	Bibliography and References
	References used in this Deliverable

	9
	Abbreviations
	Explanation of terms used in this Deliverable.

	
	Annexes
	

	A
	Templates for the Test Cases
	Presents the templates used for knowledge gathering at the Test Cases, as generated in Deliverable D5

	B
	FTS Concept Assessment Methodology
	Presents the Concept Assessment Methodology which will be used to assess the Concepts developed in Chapter 7. The outcome will be reported in D12.


Table 1‑2 : Structure of Deliverable D10

2 Methodology

This section provides an overview of the Methodology used by the CONNECT team in the investigation of Business Development for Flexible Transport Services. 

It reviews the main direction established in Deliverable D5, introduces the templates used for the data collection, and identifies the sites which have been used as Test Cases. 

2.1 Approach to Business Development analysis within CONNECT

Deliverable D5 describes the methodology for the state of the art research.  

At an early stage of research into the state of the art of business models for FTS, it became clear that many examples of FTS existed but at different states of development.  This gave rise to difficulties in the consistent categorisation for a detailed statement, which would present the existing state of the art in this area.  The methodology adopted is to use knowledge from a set of existing schemes to examine relevant issues, and hence to develop templates for the collection of data from existing FTS operations on a comparable basis.  The presentation of information on a comparable basis is clearly important as it forms the basis for the analysis.

The implementation of the proposed systematic approach is based on the analysis of the business development of existing FTS systems with respect to :

· the business model characteristics

· the organisational structure, and 

· the associated legal and regulatory framework

The attainment of this goal will be achieved through a state-of-practice research on existing FTS business models focusing on the determination of the business models characteristics (market size, performance measures, cost structure and financial and economic basis), the business processes, the organisational structures, and the associated regulatory framework. 

The interested promoter of FTS does not control all of these dimensions, and the timeframe in which they can be influenced also varies. This is indicated in Table 2‑1 below : 

	
	Level of control which the FTS promoter / owner has over this dimension
	Timeframe within which influence can be exerted by FTS promoter / owner on this dimension

	Business Models
	High
	Rapid

	Organisational Frameworks
	Medium to low
	Medium

	Legal/regulatory frameworks
	Low to nil
	Long-term


Table 2‑1 : Timeframe for control and influence by FTS promoter

Somewhat unusually within Europe, there is not harmonisation within Europe for the organisational, regulatory, and fiscal or market frameworks for passenger transportation. Consequently, Europe is a heterogeneous market in every aspect.

Further, flexible transport is treated differently across the Member States of the EU, and sometimes even within the Member States. Even at the most fundamental level, some States specifically provide for it within the legal framework, others do not even recognise it.

From the research carried out, the CONNECT team has concluded that the development of the market for FTS requires a better understanding of these factors. It is necessary to understand the diversity across Europe, the practices, and the barriers. On one hand, this will allow for dissemination of good practice and training of practitioners. On the other, it will support analysis of frameworks and recommendations for new legal, regulatory, organisational and fiscal bases. 

As a result, the data collection exercise was designed to achieve this better understanding. It consists of three elements: 

a) Establish an initial understanding based on research to date, identify the key issues and options, and use this to develop the templates for the data collection (this has been described in Deliverable D5) 

b) Prepare about 20 Test Cases based on these templates. These are selected to ensure geographical, organisational, scale and environmental diversity. The Test Cases were carried out between July and November 2004.

c) Launch a broader data collection exercise to establish the FTS industry structure. This will allow a database of FTS systems to be established, and will provide a contextual reference for the Test Cases  and the downstream analysis. 

The reporting and analysis of the Test Cases form the main work of the current Deliverable. 
2.2 Templates for Test Case research

The development of the templates is described in CONNECT Deliverable D5. 

Four sets of templates have been developed by CONNECT are presented in Annex A : 

1) A general FTS description template that captures the key characteristics. This template has been designed for use on a wide scale.

2) A Business Model Description set of templates. This consists of five templates which capture different aspects of the Business Model concepts, cost structure and financing.

3) An Organisational Framework set of templates. This consists of two templates which identify the actors within the framework, and their inter-relationships.

4) A Legal and Regulatory Framework set of templates. This consists of two templates. The first captures a range of factors concerning the legal and regulatory conditions; the second identifies the financing framework.

2.3 Test Case studies completed

A set of target Test Cases was developed by the CONNECT team. The objectives in site selection were : 

· Each Test Case should be established and have permanency

· Each Test Case should have some known strengths

· Diversity of service type

· Diversity of user groups served

· Good geographical coverage

· Availability of information

It was agreed to carry out direct on-site investigation at 10 European sites, and to supplement this with a further 9 North American sites through a Literature Review. 

A list of the cases studies is shown in Table 2‑2; a more detailed report shown in Table 2‑3:

	 Ref
	FTS Service
	Country

	1
	Belbus, De Lijn
	Belgium

	2
	Telbus, TEC
	Belgium

	3
	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam
	Netherlands

	4
	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen
	Netherlands

	5
	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear
	UK

	6
	Ring a Link, Kilkenny
	Ireland

	7
	Central Oklahoma
	USA

	8
	Corpus Christi, Texas
	USA

	9
	Michigan 
	USA

	10
	Minnesota Valley
	USA

	11
	Norfolk, Virginia
	USA

	12
	Phoenix, Arizona
	USA

	13
	Puttnam County, Florida
	USA

	14
	Prince William County, Virginia
	USA

	15
	Winnipeg
	Canada

	16
	Espoo
	Finland

	17
	Helsinki
	Finland

	18
	Keski-Uusimaa
	Finland

	19
	Kuopio
	Finland


Table 2‑2 : List of Test Case Sites

CONNECT WP4 / D10 : Test Case studies status on 15th December 2004 

	Ref
	FTS Service
	Country
	Method
	FTS Template
	Business Model Template
	Organisational Framework Template
	Legal & Regulatory Framework

	1
	Belbus, De Lijn
	Belgium
	On-site interview
	Complete
	Done, limited financials
	Complete
	Complete

	2
	Telbus, TEC
	Belgium
	On-site interview
	Complete
	Done, limited financials
	Complete
	Complete

	3
	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam
	Netherlands
	On-site interview
	Complete
	Done, limited financials
	Complete
	Complete

	4
	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen
	Netherlands
	On-site interview
	Complete
	Done, limited financials
	Complete
	Complete

	5
	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear
	UK
	On-site interview
	Complete
	Done, limited financials
	Complete
	Complete

	6
	Ring a Link, Kilkenny
	Ireland
	On-site interview
	Complete
	Done, limited financials
	Complete
	Complete

	7
	Central Oklahoma
	USA
	Literature Review
	Complete
	Limited data
	Limited data
	No data

	8
	Corpus Christi, Texas
	USA
	Literature Review
	Complete
	Limited data
	Limited data
	No data

	9
	Michigan 
	USA
	Literature Review
	Complete
	Done, limited financials
	Complete
	Limited data

	10
	Minnesota Valley
	USA
	Literature Review
	Limited data
	Limited data
	Limited data
	No data

	11
	Norfolk, Virginia
	USA
	Literature Review
	Complete
	Limited data
	Complete
	Limited data

	12
	Phoenix, Arizona
	USA
	Literature Review
	Complete
	Limited data
	Complete
	Limited data

	13
	Puttnam County, Florida
	USA
	Literature Review
	No data
	Limited data
	Limited data
	No data

	14
	Prince William County, Virginia
	USA
	Literature Review
	Complete
	Limited data
	Complete
	No data

	15
	Winnipeg
	Canada
	Literature Review
	Complete
	Limited data
	Limited data
	Limited data

	16
	Espoo
	Finland
	On-site interview 
	Complete
	Done, limited financials
	Complete
	Complete

	17
	Helsinki
	Finland
	On-site interview
	Complete
	Done, limited financials
	Complete
	Complete

	18
	Keski-Uusimaa
	Finland
	On-site interview 
	Complete
	Done, limited financials
	Complete
	Complete

	19
	Kuopio
	Finland
	On-site interview 
	Complete
	Complete
	Complete
	Complete


Table 2‑3 : Status of Template Completion at Test Case Sites

3 State of the art : Setting the Scence

In this Chapter, we provide a short introduction to the three strands of Business Development : 

· Business Models

· Organisational Issues

· Legal and Regulatory Framework

This is designed to inform the reader of the current knowledge in the sector and, more importantly, the areas in which further knowledge and understanding is needed. This latter aspect is the core direction of the current work within this phase of CONNECT project, and is the purpose of carrying out and analysing the Test Cases. 

3.1 Business Model Issues

A methodological approach for developing business models for FTS is based on attributes determining the characteristics of the appropriate business model are: 

· the FTS service typology; 

· the FTS business functions that are of primary importance and 

· the mobility requirements that should be fulfilled. 

The three-dimensional approaches of the attributes leading to a specific business model are presented in Figure 3‑1.
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Figure 3‑1. Three-dimensional approach for the identification of a Business Model’s Characteristics

Approach for defining the Business model

The selection of a business model for implementing a flexible transport system (FTS) is a complex task since it requires the consideration of a large number of potential combinations of the attributes determining the FTS organisational structure. Therefore there is a need to identify: the typologies of relationships between the provision of FTS services, mobility requirements and business models and the conditions of applicability and viability of business models. In this context the former activity contributes to the specification of the alternative candidate business models for the implementation of a FTS on a specific service area, and the latter, the applicability and viability conditions, could support the methodological process for selecting the most appropriate business model. Figure 3‑2 presents the approach for selecting the most appropriate business model.
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Figure 3‑2. Methodological approach for selecting a business model as a robust model option

In particular this selection process aims to investigate the applicability of a business model for FTS given the specific demand characteristics of the service area and the economic viability. It is evident that the evaluation of the alternative candidate business models requires the specification of the following types of information: Demand characteristics of the service area i.e. market size; performance measures of the intended FTS; cost structure of the intended system and financial and income perspectives of the system. The collection of this information was achieved through the template which addressed these issues. The proposed template consists of four parts each one addressing one of the above issues. The information collected in the test cases is described in Chapter 4 and analysed in Chapter 5.

3.2 Organisational Framework issues

The FTS concept consists of different stakeholders that have to cooperate. Organisational issues regulate the forms of this cooperation. Clearly, the way the service operation is organised is crucial in the business model adopted by the operator of the service.

The concept of FTS is relatively new and it is still rapidly developing. New approaches for FTS organisations are experimental and are to be investigated so that best practises could be found. The municipal and regional decision making processes and cooperation could and should be developed so that the municipal and regional borders do not prevent the development work and implementation of FTS.

Current FTS applications have various organisational models that can be transferred to the new FTS sites. In that case it is important to notice both country and regional level differences that deeply affect into the functionality of the model. It is also possible to develop altogether new organisational models. However this cannot be done if the pros and cons of the current organisational models and their applicability in different regions are not known. 

The organisational framework of FTS includes models of organisations involving public, semi-public and private organisations. Public-Private-Partnership, Public-Public-Partnership and different combinations of them can be used. The form of partnerships has to be carefully planned and there should be common rules for co-operation.

The organisational framework of FTS consists of different stakeholders. Thus, the first thing when describing organisational model of FTS is to specify main actors involved the business and their roles and responsibilities. The main actors can be classified as following:

· Public service providers who are trying to offer public transport services to the inhabitants of their area with as good as possible level of service and cost efficiency.

· Operators who are trying to offer viable and sustainable services to public service providers.

· Other actors who are stakeholder groups whose business associates with FTS.

· Clients and End users who have needs for using FTS.

The main actors may have different roles and responsibilities in different organisation models. Basic responsibilities can be categorised as following:

· Funding of Transport

· Control of Transport

· Possible Competitive bidding process of operators

· Decisions for transport subsidies

· Trip dispatch

· Reporting of transports

· Compilation of statistics

· Billing and clearing

· Information services

· Co-ordination of Transports

· Operations (Practicalities) of Transports

· Developing and updating of the dispatch software

· Feedback

· Feedback handling.

Comparability of current organisational models is important if they are going to be used as a benchmark. The current models should be described as simplified structures where interactions between actors are easily seen.

The development of the templates for understanding the roles of the main actors and their interactions in the different organisational models of the FTS was done in the CONNECT Deliverable D5. The Sections 6.2 and 6.3 of the Deliverable D5 presented templates that were used to collect information from the current test cases. The information collected in the test cases is described in chapter 4.2 and analysed in chapter 5.2.

3.3 Regulatory issues and legal framework in FTS Business Development

Regardless of the potential of FTS concepts and projects, they do not exist in a “vacuum”. 

FTS are passenger transportation services, which is naturally a highly regulated area. Even in the UK - which has a “deregulated” environment that maximises the freedoms to the entrepreneur - there are instead restrictions on entities working together to provide a common service (this is to prevent anti-competitive behaviour). 

For the purposes of this discussion, it will not be distinguished between the “Legal” and the “Regulatory” aspects, and will instead use the term “Legal and Regulatory Framework”. 

3.3.1 Relevance of the Legal and Regulatory Framework

The Legal and Regulatory Framework has a very large impact on the freedom of initiative on all of the stakeholders. Among other things, it sets the framework for: 

· The nature of passenger transport services which can be offered

· Who can offer passenger transport services

· The relationships among the different actors

· Obligations on the provision of mobility services 

· Rights of citizens (including specific groups) to mobility services

· Restrictions on services and service types

· Operational and technical requirements

· Financing requirements and subsidies

· Access to the market

· Freedom or restrictions on innovation and entrepreneurship

· Protection for specific market or operator sectors

The passenger transport regulatory framework is generally stable and logical, but this is on the basis of predictable and easily categorised mobility services. Rail-based services (train, metro, tram), scheduled bus services, and taxi services are all well defined and typically have different regulatory, market access, operational and financing frameworks. The frameworks have emerged as a mix of historical context, sectoral interests, and broader political agendas regarding competition and markets. At present, these vary significantly even among the Member States of the EU, and also among non-EU countries. 

FTS has only emerged as a serious option in EU countries within the last decade (although forms of flexible transport has long been available in developing countries, some on quite large scale). It is not easily categorised within any of the service categories recognised within the then-existing regulatory frameworks. In particular, it lies rather uneasily between the natural domain of the scheduled bus operations and the taxi sector. As well as not having a well-defined legal space, it faces (initially, at least) serious resistance from the existing transport operator sectors who fear a loss of business and displacement by new service types and operators. 

The initial wave of FTS services have been able to function through a mix of pilot/demonstration status, and being within the public service ambit where formal permissions were not required. 

This was very helpful to prove the feasibility of the FTS concepts, but in many cases it has failed to establish a clear legal and regulatory framework which conferred sufficient freedom of initiative on FTS scheme promoters. 

In parallel, in very many cases sources of financing which is available to the established mobility services has not been available to the FTS services. This has ranged from the lack of a mechanism to permit it, to more wilful denial.

Clearly, if the Legal and Regulatory Frameworks do not recognise FTS or if it places discriminatory barriers against it, then the business case of FTS schemes can be seriously diminished. The uncertainty for both the start-up phase and the mature operations phase will make investors and scheme promoters uncertain.

Section 3.2 of CONNECT Deliverable D5 identified the range of issues which have emerged as potential Legal and Regulatory Framework issues. The development of the associated template (see Chapter 2 and Annex A of Deliverable D5) took these issues into account. 

Finally, it has been noted at this point that the Legal and Regulatory Frameworks in some countries have recognised FTS, although usually with some restrictions. One issue that  should be established in the research is whether such approaches are protectionist, or whether they are simply being prudent since the full range and impact of FTS has yet to reveal itself. 

3.3.2 Main aspects to be assessed within the regulatory and legal aspects context

From the research carried out in earlier projects (SAMPO, SAMPLUS, FAMS, ARTS), there is a growing body of knowledge about the European state-of-the-art in FTS. This has allowed the identification of a range of issues and barriers being faced by FTS scheme promoters and operators. 

The following list covers a number of serious contextual complexities which have been identified in the Literature Review within Deliverable D5 (note : some could be disproved in the further research) : 

· There is no common definition of FTS, even for passenger transport. 

· Within passenger transport, there is a huge diversity from conventional buses that deviate from their route on demand (e.g. De Lijn in Flanders) through to car-pooling and shared taxis.

· Many regulatory frameworks do not recognise concepts such as FTS. They are of the form “what is not permitted, is forbidden”. 

· The legal provision for licences for routes/lines in some countries (e.g. Ireland) require them to specify quite precisely the start/end points, the route taken, departure times etc. Flexible route concepts do not fit within these frameworks

· It appears that in some countries the public-sector entities are exempt from the normal regulations, and can implement more or less what they wish. Private entities do not have these freedoms and the framework does not recognise the service types

· The definition of collective passenger transport often excludes the vehicle types, operational characteristics, service concepts, tariff structures etc. of FTS

· Many legal/regulatory frameworks prohibit concepts of FTS in order to protect either the service bus or the taxi sector. These prohibitions were made at times when FTS concepts were not possible. The original intention was to prevent damaging extraction from the sector, not to block new forms of mobility offer.

· In many countries, passenger transport services require explicit permission of the transport authority, and specify or restrict the type of entity that can organise such services. The concept of community transport entities (as in Ireland, Scotland) or flexible agencies (as in FAMS) is not defined

· In some countries, financial support (subsidy) is only available for scheduled passenger transport services. FTS is not recognised, and therefore not eligible. Funding can only be made available through other instruments that are usually temporary in nature and limited.

· Similarly, in some countries, free or reduced rate travel for elders and special-needs groups is only available to legally recognised service types. Again, FTS can be excluded because it is not specifically included.

· Schemes in some cases are permitted on a case-by-case basis or a no-objection basis, although there is no permanent protection in law for them. It is important to understand that what is tolerated today could be forbidden tomorrow.

· It is unclear whether the current arrangements are sustainable in a transparent competitive framework

· The special case of the deregulated environment in the UK seems to effectively prevent any large-scale FTS since in the private sector it would form a cartel, and in the public sector it would interfere with the free market

So far, the UK is the only case which has explicit national legislation for FTS.  The CONNECT project team is currently not aware of any relevant legislation at the European level but it is hoped to verify the situation in this research. The templates and the use of case studies will be directed towards understanding the current framework within which the FTS is operating and establishing:

· Where it recognises FTS

· Where it facilitates them

· Where it restricts them

· Where it discriminates against them

· Where permissions are given but not assured in law 

· Where permissions and/or finance are dependent on decisions of the individual decision-taker or regulator

4 TEST CaseS Studies : Presentation of FINdings

This chapter presents the findings from the Test Cases. 

As a general principle, this chapter aims to present the information with some classification of the findings, seeking patterns, similarities and differences. Analysis and critical commentary is reserved for Chapter 5.  

The Test Cases reported in this Chapter are those listed in Chapter 2, using the data collection methods and the templates described therein. 

The presentation of the results and the discussion in this chapter confines itself to those Test Cases, and does not seek to add in knowledge about other locations. Such knowledge is not taken into account until Chapter 6, where the Concepts are developed. 

The Test Cases are presented in sequence according to the three strands : 

· Business Models

· Organisational Frameworks 

· Legal and Regulatory Frameworks

Efforts have been made to achieve consistency in presentation and style. However, the concepts, subject matter and replies for the three strands are quite different, and hence of necessity it has not been possible to achieve full consistency. For example, some aspects of the Business Model require a lot of description of the service offer, the Organisational aspects are best shown pictorially, whereas the Legal and Regulatory aspects are shown in a mix of text boxes and tables. 

4.1 Business model of test cases

To be able to collect and analyse the business model of the test cases, specific questionnaires were developed (see Annex A). Some data were collected in free format description, some were collected with the help of pre selected answers or indicators or exactly defined values to report. The content can be structured in mission, target markets and stakeholders, operation form and service characteristics, demand estimation, performance measures, cost structure and financial basis. 

Mission

The main mission of the test cases is to satisfy the basic mobility needs, where conventional public transport is lacking, i.e. 12 out of 16 (Table 4‑1). Additionally 7 flexible transport systems define their mission in satisfying mobility for citizens with specific mobility needs (e. g. disabled), two of them exclusively for this group of clients. The majority offer a combination: access to everyone but special consideration on groups with specific requirements for transport (e. g. place for wheel-chairs). If the mission is satisfying basic mobility needs where public transport is lacking decreasing costs for public transport supply is a linked argument (cases, where a conventional public transport supply was converted into a flexible transport system). Decreasing the costs for transportation of citizens with specific mobility needs is usually a mission in test cases, they are open to all passengers now, as a revenue increase but stable costs can be expected. The relationship to conventional public transport is the third group of missions reported. It could be defined either as complementary to the public transport system or as replacing conventional public transport services (part time / all the time) or increasing the demand for public transport at all (what could be both).

	Region of Service
	Mission

	
	satisfying basic mobility needs
	satisfying mobility for citizens with specific mobility needs
	decrease costs for public transport supply
	decrease costs for transportation of citizens with specific mobility needs
	replace conventional public transport services (part time / all the time)
	services complementary to the public transport system
	increase the demand for public transport

	Arnhem-Nijmwegen (NL)
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes
	
	
	

	Corpus Christ (US)
	
	
	
	Yes
	
	
	

	Flanders (BE)
	Yes
	
	Yes
	
	Yes
	
	

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Kilkenny (IE)
	Yes
	
	
	
	
	Yes
	Yes

	Luxembourg/Wallonia (BE)
	Yes
	
	Yes
	
	
	Yes
	

	Michigan (US)
	
	Yes
	
	
	
	
	

	Minnesota (US)
	Yes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tyne and Wear/ Northumberland (UK)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	
	
	Yes

	Norfolk (US)
	
	
	Yes
	
	Yes
	
	

	Oklahoma (US)
	Yes
	
	
	
	Yes
	
	

	Phoenix (US)
	Yes
	Yes
	
	
	
	
	

	Putnam County (US)
	Yes
	Yes
	
	
	
	
	

	Rotterdam (NL)
	Yes
	
	Yes
	
	
	
	Yes

	Virginia (US)
	Yes
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Winnipeg (CA)
	
	Yes
	
	
	
	
	

	


Table 4‑1:
Mission of flexible transport services analysed.

Mobility requirement - target markets and stakeholders

Based on the mission defined the target market can be easily derived (Table 4‑2). If the service is accessible for everyone, the target market is the general public. Looking at the group of disabled and elderly people, one can observe, there are test cases defining their target market in this group, but do not define their mission in satisfying the mobility needs of this group of clients. If elderly people are the target market, disabled people are defined as target market as well. There is only one test case concentrating on school children (as another group of captive riders) as well. Most of the test cases are understood the target markets in person groups, but some understood their target markets in specific trip purposes as well, this could be leisure trips or commuting trips.

	Region of Service
	Target markets

	
	General public for all purposes in areas/times with no pt-supply
	Disabled people, people with reduced mobility
	Elderly people
	School children 
	Leisure trips
	Commuting trips

	Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes

	Corpus Christ (US)
	
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	Flanders (BE)
	Yes
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	
	
	

	Kilkenny (IE)
	Yes
	
	
	
	
	

	Luxembourg/Wallonia (BE)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	
	

	Michigan (US)
	
	Yes
	Yes
	
	
	

	Minnesota (US)
	Yes
	
	
	
	
	

	Tyne and Wear/ Northumberland (UK)
	Yes
	Yes
	
	
	
	Yes

	Norfolk (US)
	Yes
	
	
	
	
	

	Oklahoma (US)
	Yes
	
	
	
	
	

	Phoenix (US)
	
	Yes
	Yes
	
	
	

	Putnam County (US)
	
	Yes
	Yes
	
	
	

	Rotterdam (NL)
	
	Yes
	
	
	Yes
	

	Virginia (US)
	Yes
	
	
	
	
	

	Winnipeg (CA)
	
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	


Table 4‑2:
Target markets of flexible transport services analysed.

The stakeholders at the test cases are usually a heterogeneous cluster of groups (usually following their different goals) where the flexible transport system has to fit in (Table 4‑3). Stakeholders can be distinguished in public entities (municipalities, social sector or public other authorities) the clients, other groups on the market (public transport operators) – could be complementary or in competition – and technology supplier. One stakeholder of at least each of these groups is reported as present (except Oklahoma and Putnam County). Of course there is a clear link between the mission to satisfy mobility for citizens with specific mobility needs and the presence of the social sector as stakeholder.

	Region of Service
	Stakeholder

	
	Public Authorities
	Travel dispatch centre Operator
	Travel dispatch centre software provider
	Public transport operators
	Users
	Municipalities
	Social Sector

	Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	

	Corpus Christ (US)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Flanders (BE)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes

	Kilkenny (IE)
	yes
	yes
	
	
	yes
	
	

	Luxembourg/Wallonia (BE)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	

	Michigan (US)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes

	Minnesota (US)
	
	
	
	yes
	
	
	

	Tyne and Wear/

Northumberland (UK)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes

	Norfolk (US)
	yes
	yes
	
	
	yes
	
	

	Oklahoma (US)
	
	
	
	yes
	
	
	

	Phoenix (US)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes

	Putnam County (US)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	yes

	Rotterdam (NL)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	

	Virginia (US)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	

	Winnipeg (CA)
	yes
	yes
	
	
	
	
	

	


Table 4‑3:
Stakeholders of flexible transport services analysed.

Service typology - operation form and characteristics

Looking at the operation form of the test cases, there is a main focus on systems operated as public sector entity, what means about 50% of the test cases (Table 4‑4). 25% are operated as private sector entity and another 25% as entity of public-private partnership.

	Region of Service
	Operation of the system

	
	Public
	Private
	Public-private Partnership

	Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL)
	yes
	
	

	Corpus Christ (US)
	
	
	

	Flanders (BE)
	yes
	
	

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	
	yes
	yes

	Kilkenny (IE)
	
	yes
	

	Luxembourg/Wallonia (BE)
	yes
	
	

	Michigan (US)
	yes
	
	

	Minnesota (US)
	
	
	yes

	Tyne and Wear/ Northumberland (UK)
	yes
	
	

	Norfolk (US)
	
	
	yes

	Oklahoma (US)
	yes
	
	

	Phoenix (US)
	
	
	yes

	Putnam County (US)
	yes
	
	

	Rotterdam (NL)
	
	yes
	

	Virginia (US)
	yes
	
	

	Winnipeg (CA)
	
	yes
	

	


Table 4‑4:
Operation form of the system of flexible transport services analysed.

The service characteristics (Table 4‑5) can be split into route flexibility, operation time, vehicle used, how to arrange a trip and tariff-system. As the reports are very heterogeneous, the reports were structured only, but not paraphrased like in the other chapters. Nevertheless some worth mentioning issues can be raised here:

(1) There is no clear indication that a specific grade of route flexibility is generally used. 9 test cases are offering a door to door service, 7 test cases are offering a (predefined) point to point service. There are dependencies whether disabled people are a target market or not.

(2) Same applies to the operation time: 4 test cases are operating daily, three are offering service on specific days only (usually Monday to Friday). There is no 24 hour service (except for some special groups).

(3) Usually minibuses are used as vehicles, cars are used mainly complementary.

(4) Booking is basically made by telephone, there is a call back system or clients are asked to pre-register to avoid errors or misuse.

(5) The Tariff system usually works on zonal basis. The price is generally subsidised (at least for specific clients) and adapted to competing markets.

	Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL)

	Route flexibility:
	Free routing service, trips can be made anywhere within large zone. "Room to room" is provided to certain registered users with mobility difficulties. In these cases, the driver gives whatever assistance is needed.

	Operation time:
	Operates 06:00-24:00 daily, until 02:00 Fr/Sat nights.

	Vehicles used:
	Minibus is normal operation, car/taxi used as needed.

	How to book:
	User rings to book service and is given trips details, automatic call to user 5 minutes before vehicle arrives, the driver calls to the door, waits 2 mins.

	Tariff system:
	Tariff to user is € 1.72 per zone for all users, municipalities can pay the difference to reduce the tariffs.

	Corpus Christ (US)

	Route flexibility:
	A curb - to - curb route deviation service for the disabled residents of Corpus Christi.

	Flanders (BE)

	Route flexibility:
	Free routing along a corridor centred on local commercial and/or administrative centre.

	Operation time:
	Operates 06:00 – 21:00 Monday-Friday, 08:00-23:00 Sat/Sun.

	How to book:
	Passengers phone in to book, receive trip information in that call.

	Tariff system:
	Zonal tariff, same as regular De Lijn bus service tariffs. (Note : tariff is based on the intended journey - if the bus travels through extra zones to accommodate other passengers, the tariff is not raised!), elders (>65) travel free, under 25 pay reduced tariffs. Some municipalities intervene in the tariffs and De Lijn are compensated for this Interventions include free travel for over 60's, flat one Euro fare (Brugge), reduced tariff on market day, free travel (Hasselt).

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)

	Route flexibility:
	Flexible route among fixed points. A social officer or health centre officer has the right to grant the door to door transport for special reasons (some slight disability, day hospital patients, very young or old people, etc).

	Operation time:
	SAMPO operates during the week between 05:30 and 22:00 and at Saturdays between 08:00 and 18:00. The Disability Act transports can be made 24 hours per day everyday.

	Vehicles used:
	Minibus and car/taxi depending on the demand and time of day

	How to book:
	Passengers phone in to book, receive trip information in that call. 

	Tariff system:
	Zonal tariff, some 70-100% higher than in regular PT service. Special service has its own tariffs, that are usually near regular PT tariff.

	Kilkenny (IE)

	Route flexibility:
	Six services are provided on a free routing over pre-defined areas. Two services (Bagenalstown-New Ross and Kildavin-Carlow) operate as semi-fixed routes with variation on demand. They have specific timing points but can go off-route to pick-up/set-down. These services make one return journey on one day of the week.

	Operation time:
	Each service operates one or two days per week between 07:00 or 09:30 and 18:00 or19:00 hours.


	Luxembourg/ Wallonia (BE)

	Route flexibility:
	Services operated as free routing within one centred on local commercial and/or administrative centre. 5 zones in area covering 24% of territory of Luxembourg province, with about 19% of the population.

	Operation time:
	Operates 09:00 – 17:00 hours, Monday-Friday.

	Vehicles used:
	Uses Mercedes buses, 17 seats, maximum 32 passengers

	How to book:
	Passengers phone in to book, get call back.

	Tariff system:
	Zonal tariff, maximum 6 zones, tariff range € 1.20 to 3.60. Elders (>65) and children (<12) pay € 1.20 flat tariff (for elders, even though there is a free travel scheme, decided to charge nominal amount to deter no-shows and spurious bookings for short trips). Currently no integration of tariffs with other modes or bus services operated by TEC.

	Michigan (US)

	Route flexibility:
	Door to door service for handicapped passengers who cannot use the fixed route transit service.

	Minnesota (US)

	Route flexibility:
	Operates as route deviation service.

	Tyne and Wear/Northumberland (UK)

	Route flexibility:
	Mostly point-to-point service, in western area semi-fixed service links were replaced. Door-to-door for wheelchairs if requested. Escort can travel free. Destination point, time guaranteed (thus, pick-up time is flexible), can pick-up at stops for non-pre-booked, driver can deviate at his discretion.

	Operation time:
	Operates 7 days, 07:00 – 23:00 hours.

	Vehicles used:
	2 places for wheelchairs.

	How to book:
	Must pre-register, approx. 15,000 on the register base at present. Can bring paying companions, family - requirement is that the registered user is travelling.

	Tariff system:
	Tariffs are based on comparable bus fares (distance, zonal, flat - it varies by route), flat fare of £1 (€ 1.40). Concessionary and season tickets accepted as for regular buses.

	Norfolk (US)

	Route flexibility:
	Provision of demand responsive transit services in areas where conventional transit services suffer from low productivity, i.e. they are not financially sustainable.

	Oklahoma (US)

	Route flexibility:
	Point deviation service that replaces fixed routes at nights and Sunday. All day point deviation at an outlying area.


	Phoenix (US)

	Route flexibility:
	Phoenix Dial-a-Ride provides demand responsive transit services for seniors aged 65 and older and persons with disabilities. It also offers connections with neighbouring Dial-a-Ride services and regional bus routes.

	Putnam County (US)

	How to book:
	Transportation services for human service agencies. Dial a ride service for general Public.

	Rotterdam (NL)

	Route flexibility:
	Door-to-door service for most clients, client must be ready at door, or lobby/reception area if apartment. Certain clients will be assisted 'across the threshold'.

	Operation time:
	Operates 08:00 to 01:30 hours next day.

	How to book:
	Client makes trip request by phone. Client can make multiple bookings, and can make advance bookings and 'standing orders. Clients can bring one non-registered companion (special cases two). Companions pay a different, somewhat lower tariff. Certain cases where a client cannot travel without a companion, companion travels free.

Service restricted to registered clients approved by the Municipality of Rotterdam.

Call window of plus/minus 15 minutes of customer request. System limit on maximum deviation/ excess journey time for the customer.

	Tariff system:
	Client pays tariff using Strippenkart, on a zonal basis. Standard Strippenkart is € 6.40 for 15 strips (per € 0.43 per zone). Client has "zone budget" of 500 zones per year (about 10/week). Average zones/trip is 1.83, thus typical user has about 5-6 trips, 2-3 round trips per week.

	Virginia (US)

	Route flexibility:
	OmniLink is a demand-responsive transit service that is based on point deviation (answering to customer requests) throughout the route. Fixed - route feeder to Virginia Railway Express Commuter Rail.

OmniLink operates in the outer suburbs of Prince William County, Virginia.

	Winnipeg (CA)

	Route flexibility:
	A door to door service for the disabled residents of Winnipeg.


Table 4‑5:
Service characteristics of flexible transport services analysed.

 Demand estimation and validation

Nearly 50% of the test cases were able to estimate the demand on the basis of existing data recorded on former conventional public transport supply or even flexible transport services (Table 4‑6). In three test cases a detailed market study was commissioned or carried out, in four of them a rough estimation based on demographic statistics only was carried out. There is one exceptional case, where the demand estimation was “not relevant” as the financial resources are there. In more than 50% of the reported test cases a validation of the demand estimation was carried out.

	Region of Service
	Demand estimation
	Validation made

	
	Existing data from previous services (FTS or conventional PT)
	Forecasting demand expected by model or market study or surveys
	Rough estimation based on demographic statistics
	Demand estimation not relevant as service is defined as “basic need” and will be subsidised
	

	Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL)
	Yes
	
	Yes
	
	Yes

	Corpus Christ (US)
	
	
	
	
	

	Flanders (BE)
	
	
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes

	Kilkenny (IE)
	
	Yes
	
	
	No

	Luxembourg/Wallonia (BE)
	
	
	
	Yes
	No

	Michigan (US)
	
	
	Yes
	
	

	Minnesota (US)
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	Tyne and Wear/Northumberland (UK)
	
	Yes
	
	
	No

	Norfolk (US)
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	Oklahoma (US)
	
	
	Yes
	
	

	Phoenix (US)
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	Putnam County (Us)
	
	
	
	
	

	Rotterdam (NL)
	Yes
	Yes
	
	
	Yes

	Virginia (US)
	Yes
	
	
	
	Yes

	Winnipeg (CA)
	
	
	
	
	

	


Table 4‑6:
Demand estimation of flexible transport services analysed.

Performance measures

The table displaying the performance measures (Table 4‑7) describes a very heterogeneous picture. The number of yearly passenger trips varies from 17,300 (Minnesota) to 1,398,168 (Arnhem-Nijmegen) trips, which could easily be explained by the different extension of the service areas. This explains the variety of the other performance measures as well, as they are – over all – primarily describing the size of the flexible transport system (especially number of vehicles). This data collection of test cases tells us that there is no clearly ideal size of flexible transport services. There are solutions covering whole provinces or just one village. Margin costs seem to be no predominant condition, if operating flexible transport services, although the costs for the travel dispatch centre has to be considered.

	Region of Service
	performance measures

	
	Number of passenger trips per yearly
	Number of vehicle trips per year
	Number of vehicle hours per year
	Number of vehicle kilometres
	Number of vehicles (cars and buses)

	Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL)
	1,398,168
	98,725
	
	
	160

	Corpus Christ (US)
	175,550
	
	59,248
	1,853,565
	35

	Flanders (BE)
	480,000
	
	
	
	66

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	140,000
	120,000
	
	980,000
	126

	Kilkenny (IE)
	20,000
	
	
	
	4

	Luxembourg/ Wallonia (BE)
	
	
	
	
	7

	Michigan (US)
	177,000
	
	
	
	

	Minnesota (US)
	17,300
	
	
	
	

	Tyne and Wear/ Northumberland (UK)
	
	
	
	
	

	Norfolk (US)
	307,590
	
	113,909
	2443,866
	151

	Oklahoma (US)
	163,532
	
	81,177
	1757,540
	78

	Phoenix (US)
	84,407
	
	78,040
	
	25

	Putnam County (US)
	135,922
	6,865
	56,634
	
	42

	Rotterdam (NL)
	
	
	
	
	

	Virginia (US)
	381,060
	
	
	
	13

	Winnipeg (CA)
	503,327
	
	
	
	

	


Remark: 
if reported on monthly base, the values were extrapolated by multiplying factor 12.

Table 4‑7:
Performance measures of flexible transport services analysed.

Cost structure and financial basis

Except two flexible transport services, all operators receive subsidies in the one or the other way (Table 4‑8). The majority of funding is defined as a lump sum, three operators receive funding on net cost basis, two operators on gross cost basis, one operator on a combination of net cost basis and a lump sum. The advantage of the lump sum is the predefined amount, the sponsors have to calculate with. The other financing models are depending on the demand. the fare box revenue is varying enormous, starting with 3% and ending with 100%, where no subsidies are given. The lowest fare box revenues are linked with the financing model, where a lump sum is paid.

	Region of Service
	Cost structure and financial basis

	
	Commercial basis -i.e. operator hopes to make profit from fares.
	Gross cost basis -i.e. operator gets paid on a cost-plus basis per unit.
	Net cost basis -i.e. operator gets paid an additional amount per unit to supplement the fare box revenue,
	Lump sum -i.e. Either gross or net cost, but not directly linked to the actual production.
	Fare box revenue

	Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL)
	
	
	yes
	Yes
	50-60%

	Corpus Christ (US)
	yes
	
	
	
	

	Flanders (BE)
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	
	
	
	Yes
	15%

	Kilkenny (IE)
	
	
	
	Yes
	3%

	Luxembourg/ Wallonia (BE)
	
	
	
	Yes
	6%

	Michigan (US)
	
	
	
	
	15%

	Minnesota (US)
	
	
	
	
	

	Tyne and Wear/ Northumberland (UK)
	
	Yes
	
	
	40%

	Norfolk (US)
	
	
	Yes
	
	

	Oklahoma (US)
	Yes
	
	
	
	100%

	Phoenix (US)
	
	
	
	
	

	Putnam County (US)
	
	
	
	
	

	Rotterdam (NL)
	
	Yes
	
	
	< 20%

	Virginia (US)
	
	
	Yes
	
	

	Winnipeg (CA)
	
	
	Yes
	
	

	


Table 4‑8:
Cost structure and financial basis of flexible transport services analysed.

Organisational Frameworks of Test Cases

This section presents the findings from the Organisational Frameworks template. The template was filled so that the organisational issues were analysed from the total 19 test cases.

4.1.1 The Main Actors of the FTS

In the organization model analyse one has to know which actors are involved in the operation. The main actors of different test cases are collected together in the next table. One actor may have been marked twice if it has several tasks. For example, in some cases the software provider is a private partner and that is why it’s marked both in the cell Software Provider and in the cell Private Sector Actor.

	Region of Service
	Public Service Providers
	Operators
	Other Actors

	
	State
	Province / County
	Municipality
	Social Insurance Institution
	Other Public Sector Actors
	Operator of the Traffic Dispatch Centre
	Provider of the Dispatch Software
	Taxi Operators
	Public Transport Operator
	Private Sector Actors
	Service Providers 
	Client Interest Groups
	Consultants

	Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL)
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Corpus Christi (US)
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Espoo (FI)
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	X

	Helsinki (FI)
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	X

	Flanders (BE)
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Kilkenny (IE)
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	Kuopio (FI)
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Luxembourg/Wallonia (BE)
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	

	Michigan (US)
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	

	Minnesota (US)
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Tyne and Wear/

Northumberland (UK)
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Norfolk (US)
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Oklahoma (US)
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Phoenix (US)
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Puttnam County (US)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	

	Rotterdam (NL)
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	

	Virginia (US)
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Winnipeg (CA)
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	2
	8
	15
	2
	5
	8
	11
	9
	16
	4
	1
	5
	2


Table 4‑9: The main actors involved in flexible transport services analysed.

The state is marked as a main actor in only two test cases. In most cases, however, the state is involved in the operation for example by funding the operations. In some cases this may concern also the province and county level.

In almost every test case the municipality is marked as a main actor. However, the role of the municipality varies a lot. The Social Insurance Institution is involved in the system in Kilkenny and Kuopio. Other Public Sector Actors, such as Committee on Passenger Transport (Belbus), Area Development Management (Kilkenny), District Commission (Norfolk) and Health Care Administration (Kuopio), were mentioned in five test cases.

The TDC operator was outsourced in eight test cases and in many of these the operator simultaneously offered also taxi or bus services. In these cases the operator has been marked in several cells. In nine test cases the dispatch software was produced by an outward software producer. Presumably the software producer is an outward partner in many other test cases too, but the role is so small that it hasn’t been considered as a main actor. In cases where the TDC operator, or the software producer have not been mentioned, their possible operations are done by a public actor. This explains some differences between Table 4‑9 and Table 4-3.

In ten test cases only bus operators and in three test cases only taxi operators were involved. In six test cases the operations were shared for both.

Private stakeholders were marked as main actors in four test cases. These were Supplier of ICT services (Rotterdam), National Lotto (Kilkenny), Supplier of Advanced Operating Systems (Michigan) and Human Service Agencies (Putnam County). 

Client interest groups were mentioned in five test cases as a main actor. Especially in test cases, where the services are promoted mainly for the elderly and the disabled people, the significance of the client interest groups is important. Consultants were one of the main actors in Helsinki and Espoo test cases. There, the consultants have taken part in the FTS projects’ whole life span. Probably the consultants have been used also in other test cases, but their role has not been remarkable enough to be mentioned as a main actor.

4.1.2 The Roles and Responsibilities of Main Actors

The main actors may have different roles and responsibilities in different organisation models. In the next table it is shown which main actor is responsible for which task. The number in each cell shows in how many test cases the actor is operating that certain task.

In some cases there are more than one mark from one test case, for example if the information services are provided by the operator of the TDC and the municipality together.

There are not marks in every row from every test case, if it has been clear that the operation doesn’t belong to the FTS system of that test case. For example the decision for the transport subsidies doesn’t have to be done if the FTS system is free for everyone and there is no subsidies.

	FTS Service
	Public Service Providers
	Operators
	Other Actors
	

	
	State
	Province / County
	Municipality
	Social Insurance Institution
	Other Public Sector Actors
	Operator of the Traffic Dispatch Centre
	Provider of the Dispatch Software
	Taxi Operators
	Public Transport Operator
	Private Sector Actors
	Service Providers 
	Client Interest Groups
	Consultants
	Passengers / Customers

	Funding of Transport 
	2
	5
	9
	1
	3
	
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	

	Control of Transport 
	
	1
	7
	1
	2
	
	
	1
	2
	1
	
	
	
	

	Competitive bidding process of operators 
	
	1
	4
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Decisions for transport subsidies 
	
	3
	6
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Trip dispatch 
	
	
	3
	1
	
	5
	
	1
	6
	1
	
	
	
	

	Reporting of transports 
	
	
	1
	
	
	5
	
	1
	4
	
	
	
	
	

	Compilation of statistics 
	
	
	1
	
	
	5
	
	1
	4
	
	
	
	
	

	Billing and clearing 
	
	
	1
	
	
	5
	
	
	4
	
	
	
	
	

	Information services
	
	1
	9
	1
	
	4
	
	1
	4
	1
	
	
	
	

	Co-ordination of Transports 
	
	
	4
	
	
	5
	
	2
	5
	1
	
	
	
	

	Operations (Practicalities) of Transports 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9
	16
	
	
	
	
	

	Developing and updating of the dispatch software
	
	
	
	
	
	
	7
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	

	Feedback 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10

	Feedback handling
	
	1
	7
	1
	2
	
	
	
	2
	
	
	
	
	


Table 4‑10: The number of test cases where the main actor is responsible for different role.

In most cases the funding of the FTS comes from a public sector actor, usually from the municipality. Only in two test cases the financier is a private actor. However in many cases the operation bases on the laws of economy and is totally commercial without any outward funding actor.

If the transport operator acts simultaneously as a TDC operator, the mark in the table is according to primary task of the operator. For example in Telbus test case TEC Namur is primarily a public transport company, which local operating unit operates the TDC, so in the row ”Trip dispatch” the mark has been made in the cell “Public Transport Operator”. In Keski-Uusimaa the Korsisaari Group is one private-sector public transport company of many in the region, but after the competitive tendering it was chosen to operate the trip dispatching and transport operations as an overall service. That is why the mark is in the cell ”Operator of the TDC”.

Practicalities of transports are often outsourced to bus operator, to taxi operator or to both of them. In most of the test cases the public service provider arranges the competitive bidding process of the transport operations. In some cases also the tendering process itself has been outsourced to the operator of the TDC. This is done for example in Rotterdam.

4.1.3 Simplified organisational structures of the test cases

Comparability of the organisational models is important, if the models are going to be used as a benchmark. The organisational framework of each test case is described with a simplified structure that clearly shows the interactions between the actors. As the organisational structures are compared, the roles of the main actors are understood better.

An example of the organisational structure is shown in Figure 4‑1. Different stakeholder groups are marked with individual colour. For example public service providers are marked with blue. The arrows represent the main interactions between the actors.
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Figure 4‑1: Example of the organisational structure from the test case (Rotterdam).

The test cases are grouped based on the organisational structure. The grouping is made based on the general picture, so among the groups there can be some minor differences in main actors or in interactions between the main actors.

In total, 7 types of organisational structure have been identified. These are now presented in turn. 

Putnam County (Figure 4‑2) is the only test case where the provider of the FTS is a private sector operator. ARC Transit, a subsidiary of Association of Retarded Citizens of Putnam County, operates the FTS and does not outsource transport operations or TDC operations.
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Figure 4‑2: Organisational Structure of the Putnam County FTS.

The second group (Figure 4‑3) consists of the Netherlands test cases and Espoo. In these test cases the operations of the TDC are outsourced to an operator that is not a transport operator. The role of the TDC operator is to be the coordinator of the FTS between its main actors. All the preceding TDC Operators purchase the software for the TDC from an outsourced software provider.
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Figure 4‑3: Organisational Structures of the RegioTaxi KAN, Rotterdam and Espoo FTS.

The third group (Figure 4‑4) consists of two Finnish test cases Keski-Uusimaa and Helsinki. These differ from the test cases in the second group so that the operator of the TDC has its own transport capacity. In addition of its own capacity the operator has some taxi and bus operators as subcontractors. In cases where passengers are advised to use regular public transport or FTS are used as a feeder service, the other bus companies are not subcontractors, but equal service providers.
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Figure 4‑4. Organisational Structures of the Keski-Uusimaa and Helsinki FTS.

The fourth group (Figure 4‑5) consists of test cases where a bus or taxi operator operates the FTS. Both Belgium test cases are found in this group in addition of Phoenix and Kilkenny.
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Figure 4‑5. Organisational Structures of the Telbus, Belbus, Phoenix and Ring a Link Kilkenny.

The remaining test cases have a public sector actor operating the FTS. The fifth group (Figure 4‑6) consists of test cases where the public body has needs for FTS and resources to operate it. All test cases in this group are from the USA.
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Figure 4‑6. Organisational Structures of the Minnesota Valley, Central Oklahoma and Corpus Christi.

The organisational structures of the test cases in the group six (Figure 4‑7) are almost same than in the group five. The main difference is that there is other public sector actor behind the public body that operates the FTS. The group six consists of American test cases from Michigan and Prince William County and the Canadian test case from Winnipeg.
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Figure 4‑7. Organisational Structures of the Winnipeg, Michigan and Prince William County FTS.

The last group (Figure 4‑8) consists of test cases where the public sector actor operates the TDC and the transport operations are outsourced to the bus and taxi operators. In this group there are test cases form Tyne and Wear, Kuopio and Norfolk, Virginia.
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Figure 4‑8. Organisational Structures of the Tyne and Wear, Kuopio and Norfolk FTS.
4.2 Legal and Regulatory Frameworks of Test Cases

This section presents the findings from the Legal and Regulatory Frameworks template. 

The 10 European sites involving direct interview all yielded usable information. The information in this section, and the analysis and commentary in later sections are based on the European Test Case sites.

 The North American Test Case sites which were done by literature review did not yield much usable information for this theme. Any relevant information is either included in the text, or the site is added to the specific table.

A list of the European Test Case studies is shown in Table 4‑11 below : 

	Ref
	FTS Service
	Country

	1
	Belbus, De Lijn
	Belgium

	2
	Telbus, TEC
	Belgium

	3
	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam
	Netherlands

	4
	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen
	Netherlands

	5
	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear
	UK

	6
	Ring a Link, Kilkenny
	Ireland

	16
	Espoo
	Finland

	17
	Helsinki
	Finland

	18
	Keski-Uusimaa
	Finland

	19
	Kuopio
	Finland


Table 4‑11 : Test Case sites usable for Legal and Regulatory Issues
This gives responses from 5 EU countries : 

· Belgium

· Finland

· Ireland

· Netherlands

· UK

This is a lower degree of coverage than wished for, but is as much as the available resources could achieve. It still serves a useful purpose. 

Nonetheless, it is recognized that countries with significant numbers of FTS systems – particularly France, Germany, Italy and Sweden – have not been covered. It is recommended to launch a more extensive investigation (outside of CONNECT project) of the core legal framework for FTS in all 25 EU countries. 

4.2.1 Applicable Law and Regulations for the FTS

This question was designed to identify the Legal Framework under which the FTS are provided. The responses are shown in Table 4‑12.

Three things have become quite clear from the responses : 

a) The Legal framework basis is quite different from one country to the next 

b) There are multiple legal instruments at play. In fact, we can identify FIVE quite different strands at work :

i) The legal framework for transport authorities and local authorities, their functions, and wherein lies the authority for organizing and financing passenger transportation

ii) The market framework governing rights of entry and initiative to the passenger transport market, the competition laws, and the rights to define and restrict the market

iii) The regulations governing the individual modes, especially buses, taxis and FTS

iv) The legal framework and regulations which define the entitlements of sectors of the population (especially elders and disabled) to either minimum levels of mobility or special transport services

v) The legal framework and regulations which determine minimum levels of mobility for the general population

c) Even the participants in the process are unclear about the legal framework in which they operate. Few were able to give definitive references for the various legal and regulatory instruments, and even fewer were able to identify all of the legal instruments which may impact on FTS. This is a clear indication that the legal and regulatory frameworks as they relate to FTS are poorly understood, and probably also that they have not been clearly defined. 

In reality, most of the FTS schemes are operating in a “grey area”, and it is likely that they can exist in their current form only because they are initiated and/or sponsored by the public administrations. 

	FTS Service
	Applicable Law and Regulations for FTS

	Belbus, De Lijn (BE)
	National Transport law of Belgium (c. 1946)

Law on Basic Mobility, Government of Flanders Region (2002). This law requires that there is a minimum level of public transport offer to all lands planned for residential purposes, with different service levels required for different density levels. While the Law does not determine the transportation solution, the only practical way to do so is by using FTS. 

	Telbus, TEC (BE)
	National Transport Law of Belgium (1946)

	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam (NL)
	National Law on Services for the Disabled, 1994. This is a framework law. It establishes certain principles, but the implementation mechanisms, budget amount, budget allocation is a matter for the municipalities, as long as the principles are respected.

National Law on Transportation of People, 2000

	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL) 
	National Law on Taxis

	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear (UK)
	Various Transport Acts, especially those of 1985 and 2000  determine the market for bus passenger transport services. 

The PSV regulations determine the modalities of services, licences etc. The PSV regulations were amended in February 2004 specifically to permit the regulation of FTS, and to define such services. 

	Ring a Link, Kilkenny (IE)
	The 1932 Road Transport Act is the primary legislation governing passenger transport in Ireland. This Act sets down the conditions under which Operators can participate in the passenger transport market. It specifies that route operating licences are required to operate scheduled passenger transport services, and specifies the procedures for application, grant and refusal of licences. While various Ministers have pledged to reform this legislation, none have actually done so.

In 2000, a Rural Transport Initiative was launched which led to 35 community-led flexible transport schemes being implemented during 2002-4. These do not have any specific legal basis, but have not been challenged to date.



	Espoo (FI)
	In accordance with the Disability Act in Finland the disabled people are entitled to make 18 parallel spare time trips per month freely (Customer’s excess must be comparative to the public transport fee). The Disability Act does not prevent the trip combining if it is possible according the properties of passengers.

On the basis of the Social Welfare Act the elderly and the disabled people as well as people suffering chronic diseases are given transport services for day care, personal business trips,  etc.

The municipality must define the level of service for the public transport of its area.

The law of public transport operations in Finland forbids the offering of any kind of open-for-all passenger transport service that may violate the licensed regular service (demand/passenger base)



	Helsinki (FI)
	

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	

	Kuopio (FI)
	

	US Test Cases
	Americans with Disabilities Act


Table 4‑12 : Applicable Law for the FTS at the Test Case Sites

4.2.2 Government level at which applicable laws are set

This question was designed to determine at which level of the administration the applicable laws were set. The main issue was whether it was a matter of National Law – and hence likely to be homogeneous across the State, or a matter for the local administrations. The responses are shown in Table 4‑13.

In all cases the Applicable Law for FTS is determined at National level, although in two cases (Flanders and Rotterdam), there is a hierarchical dimension. Our understanding is that the fundamental law is set at national level, and the regional or local administration determines other elements, whilst remaining consistent with the National Law. 

This finding should NOT be interpreted to mean that National Laws exist in these countries which are coherent in regard to FTS. It only means that the laws which govern FTS – for good or for worse – are set at the National level.
	Region of Service
	Level at which the applicable laws are set

	
	National
	Regional
	Local Authority
	Hierarchical
	No answer / unclear

	Belbus, De Lijn (BE)
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes
	

	Telbus, TEC (BE)
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam (NL)
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes
	

	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL) 
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear (UK)
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	Ring a Link, Kilkenny (IE)
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	Espoo (FI)
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	Helsinki (FI)
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	Kuopio (FI)
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	US Test Cases
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	


Table 4‑13 : Level at which applicable laws are set

Level of most significant Transport Authority for FTS

This question was designed to determine which level of the administration is the most significant Transport Authority governing the FTS. The main issues were whether there actually exists a transport authority with clear responsibility for the FTS, and whether it is a matter for local determination. The responses are shown in Table 4‑14.

There are three findings here : 

a) In almost all cases, there is a relevant transport authority which has an active responsibility for the FTS. Only in the Kilkenny (IE) case there is no relevant transport authority, although licencing issues and such oversight as does exist occurs at the national level.

b) In the majority of cases, the regional or local authority is the most relevant transport authority. In some cases, the transport authority also runs the FTS services. 

c) In two cases (Flanders, Wallonia) the public sector monopoly transport operator is the de facto transport authority, determining the transport offer and modalities, and accounting directly to the political process. 

	Region of Service
	Level of the most significant Transport Authority

	
	National
	Regional
	Local Authority
	Operator is the de facto  authority
	No defined authority

	Belbus, De Lijn (BE)
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	Telbus, TEC (BE)
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam (NL)
	
	
	Yes
	
	

	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL) 
	
	Yes
	
	Yes
	

	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear (UK)
	
	
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Ring a Link, Kilkenny (IE)
	Yes
	
	
	
	Yes

	Espoo (FI)
	
	
	Yes
	
	

	Helsinki (FI)
	
	
	Yes
	
	

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	
	Yes
	
	
	

	Kuopio (FI)
	
	
	Yes
	
	

	Phoenix, Arizona (US)
	
	Yes
	
	
	

	Norfolk, Virginia (US)
	
	
	Yes
	
	

	Ann Arbor, Michigan (US)
	
	Yes
	
	
	

	


Table 4‑14 : Level of the most significant Transport Authority for FTS

4.2.3 Recognition of FTS in the applicable law

This question was designed to determine whether the concept of FTS is actually recognized in the Applicable Law. The main issue was whether specific provision is made for FTS, or if it must exist within laws which were designed for conventional buses and taxis. The responses are shown in Table 4‑15. There are four findings here : 

a) The practice is varied among countries, and there is little common ground at present

b) The UK is currently the only country that has specific laws for FTS. It is expected that FTS will be recognized in the forthcoming Sickness Insurance Act

c) In Belgium – both Flanders and Wallonia -  FTS are not recognized, but the transport operator has effectively a free hand to implement whatever services it sees fit

d) In Netherlands, FTS in the form of taxi services are recognized, but not in the form of bus services. As will be seen below, this currently constrains the form of the services. 

e) In Ireland, FTS is not recognized in the applicable Law. The format of a licence for a bus service is defined in the applicable law, and presumes a fixed route. 

	FTS Service
	Does the Applicable Law recognise FTS ?

	Belbus, De Lijn (BE)
	The FTS are not specifically recognised in the law, nor are they prohibited. The law recognises three types of bus service : Regular (scheduled services, Belbus is treated in this category), irregular (e.g. Charter, private hire) and special forms of regular service (e.g. schools transport).

De Lijn is entrusted with the task of providing basic mobility. As long as they can demonstrate that they are achieving that aim, they have a fairly free hand about how they do it.

	Telbus, TEC (BE)
	The FTS are not specifically recognised in the law, nor are they prohibited. TEC is entrusted with the task of providing the mobility. As long as they can show that they are achieving that aim, they have a fairly free hand about how they do it.

	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam (NL)
	Only as taxi services.

	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL) 
	Only as taxi services

	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear (UK)
	Bus-based only - this was done in the amendments to the PSV regulations in early-2004.

	Ring a Link, Kilkenny (IE)
	None

	Espoo (FI)
	No

	Helsinki (FI)
	

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	

	Kuopio (FI)
	


Table 4‑15 : Recognition of FTS under the applicable Law at the Test Case sites
4.2.4 Impact of Law to Prevent or Restrict aspects of FTS 

This question was designed to understand the practical impacts of the applicable Law on the scope, form and scale of the FTS. The main issue was whether the applicable Law distorts the FTS offer, or whether any constraints are ones which can be managed by the FTS promoter/operator. The responses are shown in Table 4‑16.

Generally, FTS services can be implemented within the applicable Law, but in most cases there are some constraints. The four main constraints which have been experienced are : 

a) In Netherlands, it has been necessary to operate within the framework of the taxi services. As long as vehicles not exceeding 8 persons are used, there is little constraint on the general FTS offer. However, it appears that they cannot opt for larger vehicles, since they would then be within the bus services framework which does not recognise FTS. Also, while working within the taxi framework, they cannot advertise it as a regular service, function as a regular route, publish a timetable, or establish stopping places.

b) In Ireland, it is not possible to gain a regular route licence, and so it is not permitted to function as a normal service route. An indirect mechanism has been used, since it is not permitted to charge differential fares nor to collect them on the vehicles.

c) In both Finland and Ireland, the FTS promoter is not permitted to support services that would compete against self-financing regular transport. 

d) In Flanders, the FTS must pick-up and set-down at designated bus-stops. Door-to-door services for the general public are not permitted.

It is often unclear what is permitted, and what is not permitted. Some countries have a controlling legal philosophy of “what is not permitted is forbidden”; others have a more permissive legal philosophy of “what is not forbidden is permitted”. 

Perhaps of greatest significance is that this lack of certainty means that FTS promoters are often setting their own limits, fearful of crossing an unmarked boundary. Since they are often the innovators, taking political, social and financial risks, they have to take care not to alienate either law-makers or established interests. Also, since they are putting so much of their energy into design, start-up, consultative processes, and indeed learning themselves what to do, they wish to avoid protracted administrative or legal challenge. 

In Singapore, there is the concept of “out-of-bounds markers”, which delineate the space for people and entities to get involved in or comment on political issues. These are not set down clearly in law, but it is immediately apparent if anyone crosses them by design or by error. Over time, people learn (from the consequences to others) where the OOB markers are, and work within the “safe space”. 

This appears to be a valid analogy to the FTS legal situation. It may be acceptable as FTS is itself learning its own nature and scope, but it can also act as a barrier to innovation, be used to keep FTS within predefined niches of little interest to the bus or taxi sectors, and it creates uncertainty for potential investors. 

	FTS Service
	Does the Applicable Law prevent or Restrict any Aspects of FTS ?

Has the Regulatory Framework Caused you to change or Eliminate any aspects of FTS ?

	Belbus, De Lijn (BE)
	Passengers must be picked-up and set-down at a bus stop. Door-to-door services by regular bus service are not permitted under the law. 

The exception is the special services for the disabled, which is allowed for under a special regulation. 

Bus stops can be established, but this must be done in co-operation with the owner of the road (municipality, etc). The stop must have a plate which identifies the stop number, name and the services (including Belbus) which are served by the stop.

	Telbus, TEC (BE)
	Not to date

	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam (NL)
	Under the Law on Transportation of People, 2000, it was found that it was not permitted to operate passenger transport services which were restricted to specific categories of people. 

It appears that if the services were available for general use, this would not be a problem. However, to offer services to specific types of user (or registered client list?) would not be permitted within the framework of the normal passenger transport. 

It was necessary to operate within the framework of taxis, thus placing upper limits on the vehicle size (max 8 persons) where they are combining trips. If they organise a group travel or outing, this is not seen as combining independent trips, and hence they can allocate a larger vehicle since it is the style of charter / private hire.

	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL) 
	RegioTaxi has been implemented on the basis of taxi regulations. This involves a number of constraints : 

the maximum vehicle capacity is 8 persons, bigger vehicles can't be used

it is not permitted to publish a timetable

it is not permitted to operate in the style of a bus , operating to a known route or picking up passengers from public stops

KAN would have liked to decrease the booking time to 30 minutes, make a semi-fixed route, with maybe 5 pre-defined stops. However, this would clearly violate the laws, so they could not proceed.

It is not clear whether there are specific aspects of the regulations which would prevent them from offering such a service using buses.

	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear (UK)
	Nexus feels that the regulations were fairly generous. It recognises the flexible part, although it does set some boundaries for DRT. Nonetheless, they have no complaints about it. 

However, they have to be cautious where they might be seen to be competing with commercial services - this would apply to any initiative in the deregulated environment. For the moment, they are feeling where the 'out of bounds' markers may be. 

Passengers who are not pre-booked (I.e. street pick-ups) must be picked-up and set-down at a bus stop.

	Ring a Link, Kilkenny (IE)
	The only identified barrier is the need to have a route licence in order to operate a scheduled passenger transport service. To get around this, the FTS are organised as 'travel clubs'. Basically, a customer 'joins' the travel club before boarding the vehicle, and their membership elapses after the journey. This means that differential fares cannot be charged, and fares cannot be collected on board the vehicle. In fact, the concept of 'travel club' is not defined in the law either, but it has been successfully used by other sectors to circumvent the current regulations, and hence is also used by the FTS sector.

No aspect has had to be changed due to the regulations. However, in part this is due to the system promoter working out what was likely to be permitted, and avoiding any confrontational situation. Especially in a start-up phase where there are no clear guideline or case practice, scheme promoters do not want to be distracted or blocked by legal or other challenges. To a certain extent, they guess where the 'out of bound' markers might be, and stay within what are effectively self-imposed limits. They only learn the real location of 'out of bounds' if they step outside them.

	Espoo (FI)
	None, because the question is of special transport, only.

	Helsinki (FI)
	None, because the question is of special transport, only.

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	Municipality is not allowed to purchase open-for-all transports so that the transports inhibit or extract from existing (self-profitable) liner traffic. DRT services should be planned so that it takes into consideration these items.

	Kuopio (FI)
	None


Table 4‑16 : Restrictions or changes to FTS caused by the Applicable Law
4.2.5 Requirement to have licence(s) to operate FTS

This question was designed to identify whether licences are needed to operate FTS. The main issue is to identify if a separate category of licence is needed either to be an operator of FTS or for the individual FTS services. The responses are shown in Table 4‑17.

There are three findings : 

a) In Finland, a general licence is needed to operate FTS any PT services including FST services. No special FST license exists. In some of these cases it is for a specific geographic area

b) In Arnhem-Nijmegen region, the Agency needs a licence

c) In all cases, licences are not required or are not issued for the individual FTS services
A cautionary note is made here : In most cases, the services are either organised or operated by the public sector entities which are responsible for the regulation of the passenger transport. In some cases, there is no provision within the current Law for a licence for a flexible route (e.g. in Ireland).
	Region of Service
	Are specific licences needed for the operation of the FTS ?

	
	The TDC/Agency needs a licence
	The operator needs a general PT licence to operate FTS services
	A licence is needed to operate FTS in a geographical area
	A licence is needed for each specific service
	No specific FTS licences are needed

	Belbus, De Lijn (BE)
	
	
	
	
	Yes

	Telbus, TEC (BE)
	
	
	
	
	Yes

	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam (NL)
	
	
	
	
	Yes

	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL) 
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear (UK)
	
	
	
	
	Yes

	Ring a Link, Kilkenny (IE)
	
	
	
	
	Yes

	Espoo (FI)
	
	Yes
	
	
	Yes

	Helsinki (FI)
	
	Yes
	
	
	Yes

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	
	Yes
	
	
	Yes

	Kuopio (FI)
	
	Yes
	
	
	Yes

	


Table 4‑17 : Requirements to have licences to operate FTS at the Test Case sites

4.2.6 Treatment of public entities compared to private entities

This question was designed to determine whether public sector entities are treated differently to those of the private sector. The main issue was whether public sector entities are exempt from regulations which apply to the private sector, and indeed whether  only they can practically be the organizer of FTS . The responses are shown in Table 4‑18.

There are five findings here : 

a) The practice is diverse across the sites, and there is little common ground

b) In Finland, all entities are treated equally in practice. Nonetheless, it is not clear that the private sector could initiate such a service without the consent and financial backing of the Municipality, other than in commercial cases such as Airport taxis 
c) In Belgium – both Flanders and Wallonia – the market is closed, so only public sector entities can provide the FTS services. It is not clear what would be the case for FTS if the market was liberalised.

d) In Netherlands and UK, certain functions are reserved to the local administration and the transport authority, including the guarantee of mobility and the funding of passenger transport. These are natural functions of the administration and cannot be given to the private sector, although the service operation can be (and is) contracted out regardless of form of ownership of the operator.

e) In Ireland, a private sector entity (which is in turn owned and controlled by a mix of community groups and public-sector organisations) is the organiser of the FTS. Indeed, there are 34 such entities in Ireland currently operating FTS, and there are no public-sector entities operating FTS. However, this is within a pilot program, and it is unclear whether these freedoms will continue beyond the program life.

A cautionary note here : the Test Cases sites were selected because of their interesting features. All except the Irish Test Case could not exist without the rights, funding channels, and exemptions available to the public sector. However, there are other cases not covered here in which the private sector is the initiator and has been able to leverage the needed funding (e.g. DART in Angus, Scotland).

	FTS Service
	Are public sector entities exempt from regulations which apply to private entities

	Belbus, De Lijn (BE)
	De Lijn is the monopoly provider of scheduled services. Private operators (other than renters) can't enter the market, so the issue doesn't arise. It is hard to tell what would be case if the market was liberalised.

	Telbus, TEC (BE)
	TEC is the monopoly provider of scheduled services. Private operators (other than renters) can't enter the market, so the issue doesn't arise. It is hard to tell what would be case if the market was liberalised..

	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam (NL)
	No, but being in the public sector (as NLA were until 2002) had placed constraints in the business. 

In particular, NLA could not bid for work outside of Rotterdam, even though it could probably have won such tenders, and RTC are likely to do so as they already did at Den Haag. 

Also, when NLA was part of RET, it was subject to formal European tendering procedures. Now, RMC has the freedom to decide how it procures services and goods.

	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL) 
	KAN as the transport authority can take actions that are not open to other entities. However, this is more based on the functions reserved for the transport authority, and is not specifically a matter of public sector having privileges over private entities.

	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear (UK)
	Nexus as the transport authority can take actions that are not open to other entities. However, this is more based on the functions reserved for the transport authority, and is not specifically a matter of public sector having privileges over private entities.

	Ring a Link, Kilkenny (IE)
	No, but they simply register their services in 'block' at year start/end, and they face simpler administrative issues.

	Espoo (FI)
	All are treated equally in practice

	Helsinki (FI)
	

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	

	Kuopio (FI)
	


Table 4‑18 : Existence of exemptions for public entities in provision of FTS
4.2.7 Need for special exemptions for FTS

This question was designed to determine whether special exemptions were needed for the FTS services at the Test Case sites. The main issue was whether there was no proper legal basis for the FTS, and in such absence, the administration(s) had created a “space” in which innovative services could be offered. The responses are shown in Table 4‑19.

There are two findings here : 

a) In most cases, no exemptions have been needed. However, this should interpreted with caution, since they are services offered by public-sector monopoly operators or the municipality which are themselves exempt from formal regulation of services

b) In Ireland, there is a de facto exemption for the FTS services, since there are part of the Rural Transport Initiative program sponsored by the Department of Transport. It is unlikely that an independent entity would currently be allowed to operate FTS for the general public outside of the RTI or another formal program.
	Region of Service
	Have special exemptions been made to allow the existing FTS ? 

	
	Yes, since they are part of a national/regional program
	Applies to all within specific program
	Case-by-case basis
	No special exemptions needs
	Special exemptions needed, but they have not been granted

	Belbus, De Lijn (BE)
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	Telbus, TEC (BE)
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam (NL)
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL) 
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear (UK)
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	Ring a Link, Kilkenny (IE)
	Yes
	
	
	
	

	Espoo (FI)
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	Helsinki (FI)
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	Kuopio (FI)
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	


Table 4‑19 : Use of special exemptions for FTS at Test Case sites

.

4.2.8 Whether FTS are absolutely permitted under the applicable Law 

This question was designed to determine whether the FTS are absolutely permitted under the current applicable Law. The main issue was whether FTS are guaranteed a right to exist, or whether they must find space within the possibilities and constraints of other service types. The responses are shown in Table 4‑20.

There are two findings here : 

a) In the UK and Finland, FTS are formally recognized and are permitted under the applicable Law.

b) In all other cases, there is no specific permission for FTS.
	FTS Service
	Is Flexible Transport Service permitted absolutely under the applicable Law ?

	Belbus, De Lijn (BE)
	No, FTS are not explicitly defined

	Telbus, TEC (BE)
	No, FTS are not explicitly defined

	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam (NL)
	No, bus-based FTS are not explicitly defined, but this is not seen as a problem.

	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL) 
	No, bus-based FTS are not explicitly defined

	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear (UK)
	Yes, under the PSV Regulations amendment of 2004

	Ring a Link, Kilkenny (IE)
	Up to the individual decision-taker.

	Espoo (FI)
	Yes

	Helsinki (FI)
	Yes

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	Yes

	Kuopio (FI)
	Yes


Table 4‑20 : Explicit permission of FTS within the applicable Law at Test Case sites
Anticipated potential changes to applicable Law on FTS 

This question was designed to gain the views of the Test Case sites whether they anticipated changes to the applicable Law in the near future. The main issue was whether changes were being prepared, or at least expected, which would be inclusive of FTS and clarify their legal basis. The responses are shown in Table 4‑21.

There are four findings here : 

a) In UK, Belgium and Netherlands (Rotterdam), no significant changes are foreseen for the FTS, but this is not seen as a problem since these Test Case sites have sufficient scope for their FTS already.

b) In Finland, Ireland, and Netherlands (Arnhem-Nijmegen) changes to the legislation regarding FTS are foreseen. In Finland and Netherlands, it is foreseen that there will be greater freedom for the authority and the operator in how they use FTS. In Ireland, it is foreseen that a legislative basis for FTS will be introduced.
c) In UK, it is foreseen that increasing scope and roles of FTS will inevitably cause it intersect with the community transport and taxi services. This will either require the regulations to be changed to accommodate new ways of operating, or boundaries will remain fixed and will act as constraints.
d) Broader changes to the legislative base, such as liberalization of the market and/or requirements for competitive processes, could in turn force changes in the FTS legal basis.  
	FTS Service
	Do you expect that the Legal/Regulatory framework will be changed in the next 5 years to better allow FTS ?

	Belbus, De Lijn (BE)
	No. For the FTS, they do not see that any changes need to be or will be made.

The significant change would be if there was a liberalisation of the market. The draft EU Regulation had been stalled. The current Dutch presidency of the Commission are interested, and may move things along, and since they are followed by the UK presidency, it is possible that changes could happen. 

	Telbus, TEC (BE)
	No. For the FTS, they do not see that any changes need to be or will be made.

The significant change would be if there was a liberalisation of the market. The draft EU Regulation seems to have stalled, and TEC at any rate do not foresee anything being imposed in the near future. 

	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam (NL)
	It is foreseen that there will be a growing level of FTS.

However, it is not foreseen that this will lead to changes in the laws or regulations. 

	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL) 
	Foresees that there will be an increase in the amount of DRT/FTS. The internet and SMS will be part of this. 

Expects that either the regulations themselves, or how they are interpreted, will give greater freedoms to the transport authority to respond to mobility needs as they see fit, without specific distinction of whether it is taxi- or bus-based.

	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear (UK)
	Not in relation to the DRT services.

However, this is likely to become more and more involved with the taxi and community transport type schemes. This will push the boundaries, and may lead to a reaction. It remains to be seen whether changes will be made to the regulations to accommodate the new ways of operating, or whether the boundaries will remain in place.

	Ring a Link, Kilkenny (IE)
	Yes. The Department of Transport is believed to be reviewing the legislative position. It is expected that they will conclude that a better legislative basis is needed for FTS, and that it will specifically recognise and permit at least some types of flexible transport. However, if there is such a review process, it is not in the public domain and there is not a visible consultative process.

	Espoo (FI)
	Possibly – more freedom would be given

	Helsinki (FI)
	Possibly – more freedom would be given

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	Yes. The Ministry of transport and communications is currently reviewing the legislative position. Also the reform of the Sickness Insurance Act is currently ongoing. The FTS is mentioned in the new sickness Insurance Act as a possibility for the compensation of the trip costs based on the cheapest possible means of transportation.

	Kuopio (FI)
	Possibly – more freedom would be given


Table 4‑21 : Changes in the applicable Law foreseen at the Test Case sites
4.2.9 Eligibility of FTS for subsidy 

This question was designed to determine whether the FTS are eligible for subsidies. The main issue was whether there are barriers to the FTS having access to the  public financial support available to conventional transport. The responses are shown in Table 4‑22.

There are three findings here : 

a) In most cases the FTS are eligible for subsidies. In Finland and in Netherlands there are some restrictions.
b) In UK there is currently a dedicated funding line for the FTS, but there is no legal barrier to transport authorities allocating subsidies to the FTS if they choose to do so.
c) In Ireland, there is currently no mechanism by which subsidies for the passenger transport can be allocated to the FTS (unless the public sector companies who are the sole beneficiaries of subsidies choose to operate FTS and make an internal allocation).
	FTS Service
	Are flexible transport services eligible for subsidy ?

	Belbus, De Lijn (BE)
	Yes, on the same basis as conventional transport

	Telbus, TEC (BE)
	Yes, on the same basis as conventional transport

	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam (NL)
	Yes, but on restricted basis - through contract with Municipality within the scope of services for disabled. 

	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL) 
	Yes, on the same basis as conventional transport

	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear (UK)
	Yes, same basis as conventional transit - there doesn't seem to be any barrier to allow Nexus to allocate some of the funds it currently uses to support fixed-line bus services, as long as it does it through competitive tender and contracts.

	Ring a Link, Kilkenny (IE)
	No mechanism to permit it.

	Espoo (FI)
	Yes, but on a restricted basis. There is extra funding for dispatching operators. 

	Helsinki (FI)
	Yes, but on a restricted basis. There is extra funding for dispatching operators.

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	· Yes, from municipalities on the same basis as conventional public transport, 

· but no PT subsidy from state, as other means of PT receive.

	Kuopio (FI)
	Yes, but on a restricted basis. There is extra funding for dispatching operators.


Table 4‑22 : Eligibility of the FTS for subsidy at the Test Case sites
4.2.10 Eligibility of FTS for reimbursement for free or reduced rate travel 

This question was designed to determine whether the FTS is eligible for reimbursement for free or reduced rate travel, especially for elders, disabled and schoolchildren. The main issue was whether there are legal or technical barriers to FTS accessing these fund sources. The responses are shown in Table 4‑23.

There are three findings here : 

a) In almost all cases, the FTS are eligible on the same basis as the conventional transport

b) In Belgium and Netherlands, the individual Municipalities or communities can choose to provide supplementary funding for specific users or special fares (this is additional to the baseline funding and concessionary schemes, and can also be used to increase subsidy for specific purposes)
c) In Ireland, the FTS cannot gain direct reimbursement, and the overall amount is limited. It is not clear whether this is a transitional situation as the FTS is being better understood, or whether this barrier will remain in place indefinitely
	FTS Service
	Are flexible transport services eligible for reimbursement for free or reduced rate travel (e.g. elders, disabled) ?

	Belbus, De Lijn (BE)
	Yes, one the same basis as conventional transport

	Telbus, TEC (BE)
	Yes, ELIGIBLE on the same basis as conventional transit BUT have chosen not to use that option

	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam (NL)
	Yes, but on restricted basis - through contract with Municipality within the scope of services for disabled. Note : this refers specifically to VVM; it is quite possible that general use DRT could be allocated normal reimbursement for free/reduced rate travel if, for example, RET decided to implement such services.

	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL) 
	Yes, same basis as conventional transit. The funding of reduced fare travel is a matter for the municipalities, as part of their social budget. It is up to them how they allocate it, and what they ask KAN to do (and are willing to pay)

	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear (UK)
	Yes, same basis as conventional transit.

	Ring a Link, Kilkenny (IE)
	Yes, on a restricted basis. The amount is limited and the procedures are currently more complex than for conventional transport. This may change in the coming years. 

	Espoo (FI)
	Yes, same basis as conventional transit.

	Helsinki (FI)
	Yes, same basis as conventional transit.

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	Yes, same basis as conventional transit.

	Kuopio (FI)
	Yes, same basis as conventional transit.


Table 4‑23 : Eligibility of the FTS for reimbursement of free travel at the Test Case sites
Source of public funding for FTS  

This question was designed to determine the source(s) of public funding for the FTS. The main issue was whether it is from the same funding line as conventional transport, or from a dedicated line. The responses are shown in Table 4-33. The five key findings are :

a) In almost all cases, the public funding for FTS comes from the same funding source as the conventional transport. In Belgium, is comes from the same funding line. 

b) In Finland, although the funding comes from the same source, there is a dedicated funding line for the FTS

c) In Netherlands (Rotterdam), the funding comes from the social services budget of the Municipality

d) In UK and Ireland, the funding comes from specific programs to support FTS and/or other innovative schemes

e) In Belgium, Netherlands and Ireland, the “normal” funding line can be supplemented by Municipalities and/or communities at their discretion to either increase the service offer or to target special fares/discounts

	FTS Service
	What is the source of public funding to the  FTS?

	Belbus, De Lijn (BE)
	Same funding line as conventional transit (subject to approval of the projects by the De Lijn Commission)

	Telbus, TEC (BE)
	Same funding line as conventional transit - an additional allocation was made to the TEC budget for the purpose of expanding Telbus.

	Vervoer op Maat, Rotterdam (NL)
	Social services budget of the Municipality of Rotterdam

	RegioTaxi KAN, Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL) 
	Currently, same funding line as conventional transit.

Until now, transport funding was earmarked for various purposes. In the coming year, all transport funds will be in a single 'pot', while at the same time there will be reductions in the funding levels. This means that RegioTaxi will have to compete not only with the regular bus services for funds, but even with road and bridge infrastructure projects. It is uncertain whether this will allow RegioTaxi to retain or increase its funding, or whether it will be cut back for other projects.

	NEXUS, Tyne and Wear (UK)
	Specific program

	Ring a Link, Kilkenny (IE)
	Specific program, supplemented by local administration and social program grants.

	Espoo (FI)
	Same source as conventional transit, but dedicated funding line

	Helsinki (FI)
	Same source as conventional transit, but dedicated funding line

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	Same source as conventional transit, but dedicated funding line if the question is funding from other sources as state. State PT funding is legally unavailable.

	Kuopio (FI)
	Same source as conventional transit, but dedicated funding line


Table 4‑24 : Source of Public Funding for the FTS at Test Case sites
5 Case Studies : Analysis and Commentary

This Chapter analyses and makes commentary on the findings of the Test Cases presented in Chapter 4. The main purpose is the identify key issues and knowledge gained from the Test Cases. The insights – including better awareness of open issues and challenges – will assist in the development of Concepts to be carried out in Chapter 6, and in the later phases of the work when the Concepts are assessed (to be reported in Deliverables D12 and D14).

5.1 Analyses of business model

Based on the reports of the business models of 16 test cases recorded, some basic conclusions can be drawn here and are recommended to consider, if developing a business model for flexible transport services. Of course these general recommendations have to be adapted to the local environment.

5.1.1 Business model and the demand side (mobility requirement)

Basically two different target markets should be considered. Clients with specific mobility needs (e. g. disabled people) and clients without specific mobility needs, but living in areas with no public transport supply. It is possible to concentrate on one target market only, but efficiency and revenues can be increased, if serving both groups. The possibility of supplying a specific area with door to door service allows to serve both target markets easily with no significant extra costs, as public transport systems (and flexible transport services) should be fully accessible for disabled people anyway. Of course extra equipment or services increasing the travel quality (e. g. guiding clients to their apartments by the driver) for handicapped people can be offered. Following this strategy subsidies from budgets for public transport and from the social sector can be gained then. Furthermore the relationship to the public transport sector has to be defined. There is competition of course (flexible transport service can replace public transport services by reducing the costs), but there is a big area for a symbiotic relationship. This relationship could be based on serving different areas (FTS as feeder traffic) or different times (FTS in off peak times). 

Stakeholders on the market are the users first of all, but there are other main groups to be considered. Their (expected) relationship to the flexible transport service has to be defined in the business model (Table 5‑1).

	Stakeholder
	expected role

	users
	· using the service,

· give feedback to the service (reliability).

	public authorities
	-
licensing operation,

-
subsidising the service based on public transport or social sector funding,

-
other support (promotion within their cities, awareness raising, measures on competing markets).

	technology provider
	-
offering matching software and communication technology between client - driver - travel dispatch centre,

-
optional: running the travel dispatch centre of different flexible transport services nationwide (using synergy effects)

	public transport operators
	-
complementary services (FTS as feeder traffic or in times of low peak demand)

-
sharing the infrastructure (e. g. stops at public transport nodes, ticketing system)


Table 5‑1:
Stakeholders and their expected relationship to flexible transport services.

5.1.2 Business model and the operation side (service typology)

Most of the flexible transport services are operated by the public sector. This can be explained by the roots of flexible transport services, either social transports or public transports. There is no compelling argument to offer this service by the public sector only if subsidies are given based on a service contract. From the service typology point of view, four main concepts have to be defined in the business model: 

(1) The routing and scheduling concept should offer a door to door service at least for disabled passengers, for other passengers there is no clear indication whether a door to door service or a point to point service is more recommendable. For the creation of a local concept the relation of extra costs and additional demand should be investigated in advance. 

(2) The booking concept should be at least based on telephone communication. Additional internet booking or SMS booking can be offered, but from the main passenger group’s point of view telephone communication is most convenient. In order to avoid misuse or misunderstandings a call back system should be implemented.

(3) The tariff system should be ideally integrated in the local public transport system and can be based on a zonal system. This does not necessarily mean the price for tickets for the flexible transport system has to be equal to the public transport tickets, but regional season tickets should be accepted (e. g. reduced ticket price for holders of season tickets). Reduced tariffs for specific social groups should be offered similar to the public transport system. For handicapped people a voucher system could be implemented.

(4) The basic vehicle type in use should be a minibus, cars can be used complementary (optional cooperation with local taxi companies).

In order to be able to estimate the recourses needed for a flexible transport service, Table 5‑2 shows some basic performance figures of the test cases. Of course the performance is strongly dependent on the local market and service area but these figures should highlight the variety of performance of real life flexible transport services throughout Europe and beyond.

	Region of Service
	performance figures

	
	yearly passenger 
trips per vehicle
	yearly vehicle trips per vehicle
	average vehicle km per trip
	average vehicle operation time in minutes  per trip
	average vehicle operation time in hours per day

	Arnhem-Nijmegen (NL)
	8739
	617
	
	
	

	Corpus Christ (US)
	5016
	
	11
	20
	4,6

	Flanders (BE)
	7273
	
	
	
	

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	286
	952
	27
	
	

	Kilkenny (IE)
	5000
	
	
	
	

	Luxembourg/ Wallonia (BE)
	
	
	
	
	

	Michigan (US)
	
	
	
	
	

	Minnesota (US)
	
	
	
	
	

	Tyne and Wear/Northumberland (UK)
	
	
	
	
	

	Norfolk (US)
	2037
	
	8
	22
	2,1

	Oklahoma (US)
	2097
	
	11
	30
	2,9

	Phoenix (US)
	3376
	
	
	55
	8,6

	Putnam County (US)
	3236
	163
	
	25
	3,7

	Rotterdam (NL)
	
	
	
	
	

	Virginia (US)
	
	
	
	
	

	Winnipeg (CA)
	
	
	
	
	

	


Table 5‑2:
Performance figures of flexible transport services

5.2 Commentary on Organisational Frameworks of the Test Case Sites
When promoting the FTS, one has to consider the organisational framework not before the business model and the legal and regulatory framework have been considered. First the FTS promoter has to choose the business model that suits best its needs. Then the organisational structure will be selected and constructed within the public law and regulations.

5.2.1 Analysis of the organisational framework of case studies

The 19 case studies from around Europe and North America cover a wide range of different organisational structures. The analysis and conceptual development can be done based on them. There is enough room for the conceptual development, because the number of possible organisational models as well as the number of organisational solutions within the structures is unlimited.

In the case studies there is clearly a difference in the organisational structures between the European and the North American cases. The organisational structure seems to be slightly lighter in North America. However it is not clear, if the difference originates from the different business models used in these two continents, or does it originate from the different choices in organisational framework. Also the method of the test case compilation may partially have affected the results, because the North American case studies were made by literature survey.

The comparison of the organisational structures based on the interaction matrixes is relatively easy. However in some matrixes some interactions are missing, although they probably shouldn’t. Probably the predefined descriptions for responsibilities in the main actor table could have led to more comprehensive matrixes and also the terms used in the matrixes could have been more uniform.

The needs and proportions of the FTS services and thus the chosen business models vary significantly between the case studies. Therefore also the organisational structures of the case studies vary from large scale to small scale. This complicates the comparability of the case studies.

5.2.2 Findings for the concept development

Some basic conclusions can be drawn from the reports of the organisational framework of the case studies. Developing the organisational structures for the FTS, the following should be considered:

In order to make the organisational structures in the case studies more comparable, the organisational framework of each test case is simplified in Chapter 4.2 by a graphical presentation. That way the interactions between the different actors can easily be seen.

The weakness of the graphical presentations is that the roles of the presence actors cannot be straight out concluded. The arrows represent only the main interactions between the main actors and the status of the interaction is not described. For example a municipality can be marked identically as a main actor in two separate case studies. However in the first one it purely gives funding for the FTS, but in the other it acts as a subscriber, a controller and a financier of the service. The main purpose of the graphical presentations is to provide a quick and easy way of analysing the differences and the similarities of the organisational structures.

In detailed conceptual analysis it is recommended to go deeper into the arrows and their meaning. Presumably some patterns of interactions can be found from the test cases. Also it is recommended that the organisational framework reports recorded in test cases should be used in addition of graphical presentations so that the detailed roles and responsibilities of main actors would be considered.

Probably it is not expedient to formalise whole benchmark organisational structures in the concept development part. First of all it is probably impossible to formalise universal organisational structure that fits in every business model and legal and regulatory framework. Secondly it is much more useful to produce partial solutions for the organisational structures, which then can be inserted to the organisational framework of the FTS promoter.

It may not be possible to choose the organisational structure so that the best model is chosen from the multiple basic options. Often the chosen business model and other constraints lead to a situation where you only have one or two basic options, but many possibilities to tailor them for your needs. This should be taken into account when proposing the organisational models so that there is enough freedom to fit the proposed concepts to the practise.

A basic method for assessing the organisational concepts could be to produce a set of criteria that describe the basic needs for the organisational structure. The next step is to evaluate how well the concepts fulfil each criterion. The problem for the organisational concepts is that before its quality can be rated, the business model and legal and regulatory framework in its background should be estimated. Therefore giving the grades to the organisational models based on the set of criteria is not possible, or at least it leads easily to wrong conclusions. Thus it is probably much more useful to produce well-defined descriptions of current organisational structures than to evaluate their quality when developing new organisational concepts.

However, if the organisational models are graded, the indicators that describe the efficiency of the model could be for example:

· How well the coordination of the stakeholders is succeeded in the model?

· How well the organisational model enables the integration of transports?

· Is there unnecessary bureaucracy in the model that leads to inefficiency?

· How well does the organisational model enable the development and expansion of the system?

5.3 Commentary on Legal and Regulatory Frameworks of the Test Case sites

The Legal and Regulatory Framework has a different aspect than the Business Models and the Organisational Framework, in the sense that it is a given within which the actors and the promoters of the FTS must operate. If there is any possibility to influence this framework, then it is a slow process and both the outcome and the timescale are uncertain. This makes it very different from the Business Model which is entirely under the control of the FTS promoter, and the Organisational Framework which can be adapted (at least within the medium timeframe).

The Test Cases represent a set of 10 locations which were chosen for their interesting features, and because they were sites that have established themselves on a more-or-less permanent basis. As cautioned earlier, they do not represent all FTS in Europe or even in their own countries. The lessons should be interpreted only within this set, and should not be considered as representative of all FTS in Europe. In particular, France, Germany, Sweden and Italy have not been covered, and these are 4 countries with extensive FTS. 

5.3.1 The Legal Framework is more complex than previously thought

It is clear that there is significant diversity across the EU in the treatment of FTS within the Legal and Regulatory frameworks. There is little common ground, and even though the technical systems and the service offers may be similar from one country to the next, the underlying platform is different. 

There are multiple legal instruments at play. In fact, we can identify FIVE quite different strands at work :

i) The legal framework for transport authorities and local authorities, their functions, and wherein lies the authority for organizing and financing passenger transportation

ii) The market framework governing rights of entry and initiative to the passenger transport market, the competition laws, and the rights to define and restrict the market

iii) The regulations governing the individual modes, especially buses, taxis and FTS

iv) The legal framework and regulations which define the entitlements of sectors of the population (especially elders and disabled) to either minimum levels of mobility or special transport services

v) The legal framework and regulations which determine minimum levels of mobility for the general population

Even the participants in the process are unclear about the legal framework in which they operate. Few were able to give definitive references for the various legal and regulatory instruments, and even fewer were able to identify all of the legal instruments which may impact on FTS. This is a clear indication that the legal and regulatory frameworks as they relate to FTS are poorly understood, and probably also that they have not been clearly defined. 

In reality, most of the FTS schemes are operating in a “grey area”, and it is likely that they can exist in their current form only because they are initiated and/or sponsored by the public administrations. 

5.3.2 FTS promoters set their own constraints due to legal uncertainty 

Generally, FTS services can be implemented within the applicable Law, but in most cases there are some constraints. 

It is often unclear what is permitted, and what is not permitted. Some countries have a controlling legal philosophy of “what is not permitted is forbidden”; others have a more permissive legal philosophy of “what is not forbidden is permitted”. 

Perhaps of greatest significance is that this lack of certainty means that FTS promoters are often setting their own limits, fearful of crossing an unmarked boundary. Since they are often the innovators, taking political, social and financial risks, they have to take care not to alienate either law-makers or established interests. Also, since they are putting so much of their energy into design, start-up, consultative processes, and indeed learning themselves what to do, they wish to avoid protracted administrative or legal challenge. 

In Singapore, there is the concept of “out-of-bounds markers”, which delineate the space for people and entities to get involved in or comment on political issues. These are not set down clearly in law, but it is immediately apparent if anyone crosses them by intent or by error. Over time, people learn (usually from seeing the consequences to others) where the out-of-bounds (OOB) markers are, and work within the “safe space”. 

This appears to be a valid analogy to the FTS legal situation. It may be acceptable as FTS is itself learning its own nature and scope, but it can also act as a barrier to innovation, be used to keep FTS within predefined niches of little interest to the bus or taxi sectors, and it creates uncertainty for potential investors.
5.3.3 Public entities have a privileged position for FTS

In practice, the public sector – municipalities, administrations, transport authorities and public-sector monopoly operators – have a privileged position when it comes to initiating and/or organizing FTS. 

There are five findings from the Test Case sites : 

a) The practice is diverse across the sites, and there is little common ground

b) In Finland, all entities are treated equally in practice. Nonetheless, it is not clear that the private sector could initiate such a service without the consent and financial backing of the Municipality 
c) In Belgium – both Flanders and Wallonia – the market is closed, so only public sector entities can provide the FTS services. It is not clear what would be the case for FTS if the market was liberalised.

d) In Netherlands and UK, certain functions are reserved to the local administration and the transport authority, including the guarantee of mobility and the funding of passenger transport. These are natural functions of the administration and cannot be given to the private sector, although the service operation can be (and is) contracted out regardless of form of ownership of the operator.

e) In Ireland, a private sector entity (which is in turn owned and controlled by a mix of community groups and public-sector organisations) is the organiser of the FTS. Indeed, there are 34 such entities in Ireland currently operating FTS, and there are no public-sector entities operating FTS. However, this is within a pilot program, and it is unclear whether these freedoms will continue beyond the program life.

On reflection, it appears that all except the Irish Test Case could not exist without the rights, funding channels, and exemptions available exclusively to the public sector. However, there are other cases not covered here in which the private sector is the initiator and has been able to leverage the needed funding (e.g. DART in Angus, Scotland).

Regarding operations of the services, there is strong private sector participation in Finland, Ireland, UK and Netherlands where the various services are contracted in. In all cases the private sector participate in the transport operations. In Netherlands and Finland, the private sector also provide the TDC services. 

6 Developing CONCEPTS of FTS

In this Chapter, we develop a set of Concepts  and Building Blocks for FTS. 

These Concepts are intended to represent a set of feasible FTS solutions which can be considered by sites who are interested to implement FTS. 

Each Concept is described by a set of characteristics and/or options. However, each Concept is also capable of many variants, since the nature of the participants, the scale, the specific design details must be set locally. Hence the local applications of the same concept can look rather different from one to the next, even though they share fundamental characteristics.

If we take an analogy from the animal kingdom, we could use the class of ‘mammal’ and descriptor ‘quadruped’ just as we could identify ‘public transport’ and ‘FTS’. Within the descriptor ‘quadruped’, we have distinct species such as ‘horse’, ‘dog’, ‘cat’, ‘lion’, each of which can be considered a ‘concept’. They are distinct, they have characteristics recognisable both to the scientist and to the layman, but they also contain a lot of diversity which results from evolution and adaptation to context. To extend the analogy, there are quadrupeds which are not mammals, such as ‘crocodile’, in the same way that ‘car sharing’ could be considered as non-FTS, whereas ‘car-pooling’ might be included as FTS.

A site which is considering to implement FTS, or to make a major transformation of the existing FTS, can use the Concepts as the first step in developing options, and can then develop the more promising options. The approach is explained in Chapter 7 and detailed in Annex B. 

However, it is not enough to just consider the concepts. Attention must first be paid to the Context. Examination of the Test Cases shows that FTS which are successful in one location could not succeed in a comparable location in some other countries. For example, all right of initiative might be vested in a public authority or monopoly transport operator, so a community or entrepreneurial initiative would not be permitted. Another example could be that the FTS is only possible within the taxi regulations, preventing any solution based on minibuses. Or, the lead actor entrusted to develop the FTS could either lack the core competences or have poor relationships with the other needed actors. 

This chapter now presents the following : 

· The relationship between Context and Concept

· A set of Service Concepts

· Elements and options for Concepts

The intention is to provide information in a ‘toolbox’ fashion rather than to predetermine solutions. This approach allows greater freedom for practitioners in option development. For example, the same service offer could be assessed with different business dimensions (e.g. lead actor, contractual basis, incentives).
6.1 Context and Concepts

The Context represents the environment in which the FTS could be provided. 

We could consider that it consists of :

· The Framework

· The Market

· The Market Opportunities

· The potential Actors

· The interested Actors

The Context will vary from site to site, so it is necessary to truly understand it. Otherwise, there is a high risk of mismatch between Context and Concept.
We could describe the Context in the following way : 

a) There is a Framework in place. This includes the legal and regulatory framework, the institutions, public financing arrangements, fare restrictions etc. This varies across sites, and must be taken into account. The actors cannot easily change this, and even then change is more likely to be in the medium- to long-term. Thus, the Framework forms the core constraints or ‘boundary conditions’. 

b) There is a Potential Market for mobility services. This describes the population, their characteristics, their location and the location of potential destinations. It is also something the actors cannot easily change in the short term, although occasionally a step-change can occur (e.g. a new major employment centre, significant demand management measure). The Potential Market should also be considered as background.

c) There is a set of  Market Opportunities which are subsets of the Market. These are areas of the market with higher potential for existing actors or new entrants to gain new business. They occur due to unmet or poorly-met mobility needs. They can also occur where an actor can offer a (perceived) step change in quality, thus targeting existing business. The set of Market Opportunities is normally background, but it can be influenced by the actors, even in the short term. They can do this through outreach, marketing, and other proactive measures.

d) There is a set of Perceived Market Opportunities. In a perfect world, this would align fully with the Market Opportunities. The Market Opportunity which is being assessed – and hence the Service Offer and the Business Model – is based on what the actors perceive to be the case. If there is a significant mismatch, this could have profound implications. There are four factors which can cause a sub-optimal alignment :

a. Actors might not be aware that a market opportunity exists

b. Actors have insufficient information, underestimate the scale of the opportunity, and wrongly dismiss the opportunity

c. Actors see an opportunity, but misread some aspect of it. Hence, their response to the opportunity is not well matched to the reality

d. Key actors – normally the public sector – have a specific agenda which is not at all related to the Market, or only to specific groups

e) There needs to be a set of Interested or Mobilised Actors. These are the actors who have perceived the Market Opportunity/ies and are willing to take actions. If this set does not exist, then there will not be any FTS. More importantly, the nature of these actors, their motivation, their capabilities, their innovation and risk-taking characteristics, their ability to work together, and the resources they can mobilise are all key to the form and scale of FTS which can emerge. 

All of these factors create the Context, including the Actors. It is important to understand that FTS according to Concept A, or B, or C could either be successful or fail entirely due to the nature of the Actors. 

Within this Contextual Framework we can consider the Concepts, which have three key sets of elements : 

1) The Service Concept (what is offered to the customer)

2) The Business Concept (relationships among actors, and financial dimensions)

3) The incentives (i.e. the dynamic force, and how the actors profit from it)

This could be described in Figure 6‑1: 
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Figure 6‑1 : Relationship of Context and Concepts

6.2 Context Issues : Legal and Regulatory Framework

The following Legal and Regulatory dimensions can be identified : 

a) Legal instruments which define the framework

b) Who has the right of initiative ?

c) Within which regulatory framework does the FTS fall ? 

Legal instruments which define the framework :

· Obligation to provide basic mobility for the general public

· Obligation to provide basic mobility for specific segments of the population

· Obligation to stay within the regulatory framework for transport services

· Freedom for specific entity to operate without either restriction of obligation 

Rights of initiative 

· Monopoly public sector entity can define and operate services as it sees fit

· Public agency can define and procure services as it sees fit

· Public agency can define and procure services, within restrictions

· Entities of any form can offer services, within restrictions

· Entities of any form can offer services, without restrictions


Regulatory framework

· Specific regulations for FTS which take into account their characteristics

· FTS operates within bus regulatory framework, and associated restrictions

· FTS operates within taxi services framework, and associate restrictions

· FTS operates on the basis of exemption or special permit

6.3 Context Issues : Actors and Business Perspectives

We could suggest three basic aspects for the Context : 

· The role of the participants

· The core motivation to initiate or offer the service

· The core business type that underlies the offer

· The know how and other business of the operator
The first two explain why the actors get involved, and may pre-determine both their business perspectives and their relationships with each other. The third factor may be one of the fundamental differentiators of the business models. 
These factors could be of particular importance because our Concepts – or perhaps the analysis phase – need to go beyond describing different FTS, and should understand WHY.
6.3.1 Role of Participants

Participants can be one of the following : 

· Policy maker/strategist that determines the framework and determines an outline mobility specification
· Initiator and/or promoter of the FTS. They are thus the central figure, at least at start-up phase, bringing both the intellectual resource and the dynamism

· Providers of services under contract. These are producers, but do not take risk.

· Entrepreneurs and investors. These may or may not provide direct services. They take risk in the expectation of reward. 

· Funders. These provide resources and/or funds so that the FTS achieves their objectives. They include the social, welfare and community sectors. 

Participants can have more than one of these roles, or have a primary role and a secondary one. To understand them – and more importantly their probable business behaviour and motivations – it is probably important to consider them in terms of their multiple roles, and the extent to which the multiple roles are complementary, neutral, contradictory, or conflict of interest.
6.3.2 Motivation

The motivation explains why the participant gets involved in one or more role of the FTS. 
Motivations include : 

· Responding to legal requirement or political order to provide basic or specified mobility
· Responding to legal requirement or political order to provide specified mobility to particular user groups
· Minimisation or optimisation of cost to achieve mandated mobility levels

· Searching for solutions to overcome mobility challenges and social exclusion

· Entrepreneurial interest to invest and seek reward
· Seeking a new business niche for existing fleet or to put pressure on competitors.
· Resource owners interest to find productive use for resources and earn income

There may be others.

6.3.3 Fundamental nature of the Business

Looking at how the providers of DRT have changed in the last few years, we can consider that there is an evolution in Business Form. This can be seen especially at Vervoer op Maat in Rotterdam, and Nexus in Tyne and Wear. 

· DRT services typical began as Transporters. Their primary skill is in managing the vehicles and logistics. They have a user interface to understand demand, but their business processes are centred on their transportation resource.

· As they get busier, they migrate to being call centres. Their customer base is either a list from the sponsoring agency, or people who phone in based on the publicity for the services. The call centre can have up to 40 work stations, highly computerised, and the TDC/optimisation software is one of the key business tools. The call centre, portal, and the “one-stop shop” is their biggest selling point. There is still a transportation function, but this is taken for granted and is often sub-contracted out as a semi-skilled or low-skill activity whose cost should be minimised. Despite the large call centre, generally they respond to requests rather than actively seeking them. 
· The next natural step is to evolve into business acquirers. At this stage, their primary skill is in generating the business. This can be done through winning contracts from cities and social services for bulk travel, working with destinations, with travel groups, and direct marketing. There is at least as much emphasis in filling the seats as in providing them. However, this is not just about revenue maximisation. They “acquire” the business for the transporters, who may be shareholders in the firm, or who have some other mutual-benefit relationship. Thus, the call centre and transporter functions are merely delivery mechanisms, but the real core skill is in the business acquisition processes. This will require a deep understanding of the markets, the customers, the acquisition and retention cycles, and the yield optimisation. FAMS project has created the technical platform and some of the concepts for this, but much more has to be done for maturity. 

6.3.4 The know how and other business of the operator

The know-how of the potential operator and his other business (and interests) influences the solution of the business model as well. Not all of the potential operators characterised below are 100% compatible to every business concept, some solutions prefer different carriers of the FT-service. Six main groups of operator types have to be considered:

· Public transport operator: prefer point to point service as substitution of off-peak public transport routes, servicing by vehicles, similar to conventional public transport services, but try to reduce the costs for the service by making it flexible.

· Taxi operator: prefer a door-to-door service, but low cost scheme with taxi cars, no focus on disabled, try to receive some public subsidies under the title of "public transport" to be able to lower the tariffs and enlarge his business.

· Disabled people transport company: prefer a door-to-door service by specially equipped minibuses/vans but open to other passengers, try to use free time resources of the vehicle and staff to receive some additional revenue.

· Operated by communities themselves: prefer door-to-point service, see the social need for basic mobility to increase the quality of life within the community and use community budget to run such a service, stay within their area and link points of communication and basic needs (e.g. medicine stations, post office) with the housing areas within the villages.

· Non benefit oriented service operated by members of the community: prefer door-to-point service, similar to (4) but the initiative comes from ambitioned citizens themselves, this service e.g. starts with organized pupils transport carried out by parents.

· Totally new operator: is really flexible in his business model, but this group is the smallest. Nonetheless, if the form of FTS changes radically, then new entrants and entrants for other service sectors may have the innovative and entrepreneurial skills needed to succeed.

6.4 Service Concepts

The CONNECT team suggests that there are 7 basic Service Concepts as follows : 

· 2 for closed user groups (including special needs)

· 3 for urban/suburban

· 2 for rural areas

The Service Concepts are presented in Table 6‑1. Each Service Concept can have many variations, depending on scale, level of service, vehicle types, actors etc. 

	Service Concept
	Description

	Closed services – specific group
	Dedicated services for specific groups. Most typically for people with reduced mobility. This can include disabled, people with special needs, elders etc. However, it can also include people who find it difficult to use the conventional public transport, but are otherwise active and relatively able-bodied. 

Special needs services usually are based on a list of registered users, managed by the local authority or other agency. 

This concept can also include transport for active groups such as workers, students, conferences, airports etc. 

In this concept, there is a dedicated service for a dedicated group, even though this group could be very big – e.g. Helsinki special needs, Vervoer op Maat in Rotterdam.

	Closed services – single agency
	In this concept, all of the closed group services are handled through a single agency. For example, this could cover the different healthcare types, the social ones for elders, perhaps some education, etc. etc. 

We have seen in almost all countries that typically there are many owners and operators of the social services. Often resources are underused. In this concept, they are required to (or they agree to) pool their resources. This could equally apply to worker or student transport.

The key difference from the previous concept is that resources are pooled, booking and reservations are combined, and there is greater integration at design, planning, operations, administration and customer support levels. 

	Urban Periphery
	Serving areas of at the urban edge, which until now are served by buses from the city centre or other distant location, and hence are low frequency to the target area. Increases in frequency or changes to suit the users of the peripheral area are usually stifled because of the cost and/or because of the needs of the people along the main route.

These FTS have characteristics understood by bus-users, and are integrated – at least at the planning level – with the regular passenger transport. They may be substitutes for unsatisfactory or high-cost fixed-line transport. 

Good example in Florence in the municipalities such as Campi Bisenzio, Scandicci, Calenzano

Good example in Brugge, Belgium, where scheduled fixed-line services switch to flexible services in the evenings and weekends. 

	Local journeys  in urban areas
	Services designed for the inner and middle suburbs, to cater for the trips of 1-5 km, currently mostly made by car as driver or passenger. Walk to/from bus stops is probably longer than car trip; when add in wait and travel time, often bus option (if it exists) is 30-45 minutes compared to 5 minutes by car. Target users include ALL home-based persons, including mothers, pensioners, teleworkers, youth in the Mon-Fri off-peak, and everyone at weekends. Could base on shopping/ activity centres. 

These services remain flexible even in the long-term (although the trips might form stable patterns). They are intermediate between bus and taxi, offering the responsiveness of taxi at a price closer to bus tariffs. 

The key construct to the user is affordable mobility on demand. The user is unlikely to perceive it as a bus service. 

There are not yet good examples of such large-scale flexible transport, although the Taxibus concept is an excellent specification. 

	Flexible routes in  suburban areas
	Services designed to serve non-axis travel, short-mid length journeys. Current public transport options require either long walk at one/both ends of the trip, or taking two buses to complete a relatively short ‘crow-fly’ distance. Current bus users on these trips are highly frustrated.

Target groups for these services include workers and students, as well as typical off-peak users. 

These FTS services will have some characteristics of bus services, and will be recognised as such by users. There will be integration at least at the planning level, and possibly at the operational level with the regular public transport. Over time, some of these services will convert to regular routes – at least in the peak hours – as the business develops and the demand lines become better understood. 

The St. Petersburg and other CIS marshrutki (route taxis) fulfil this function reasonably well, although they are not allowed to deviate from the route for which the licence is granted.  

	Rural local services 
	Local FTS services both in the hinterland of the towns, and within the rural communities. Relatively high-frequency in the hinterlands of towns, target users are workers, youth, shoppers, people needing to deal with administration, and leisure. Acting as feeder service for the trunk lines.

Moderate to low frequency in more remote areas, providing access to healthcare, administration and shopping services. For remote areas, focus is more typically on overcoming social exclusion. 
Good example in Keski-Uusimaa in Finland centred on Tuusula and the neighbouring rural area and townlands. Good examples for remote areas in Angus, Scotland, and Ring a Link, Kilkenny, Ireland.

	Rural flexible routes
	Short and medium-distance services to towns and transport connection points, ensuring that all inhabitants of the rural areas can make regular travel and can access work, services, and long-distance transport

These FTS have recognisable characteristics of regular passenger transport and are integrated at design, planning and operational levels with the regular PT. They usually also provide planned connections with longer-distance transport. 

Good example in Flanders where Belbus provides coverage of almost all rural Flanders (following Law on Basic Mobility) using flexible transport. E.g. West Flanders, 22 services. 




Table 6‑1 : Service Concepts for FTS

It is important to note that these Concepts are ‘generic’. In other words, they do not exist independently of either their Context or their Promoters. 

The Actors will determine both the Business dimensions of the concept, and will specify the details of the service offer. The Business approach, dynamic, relationships and fiscal principles (as discussed in Section 6.3 above) will greatly influence the final form of the FTS, and will be key differentiators of FTS offers of the same Service Concept (see Figure 6‑2).
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Figure 6‑2 : Concepts, Service Offers and Parameters

6.5 Combining Service Concepts and Business Concepts

If we accept that the Concept has both Service and Business Dimensions, then perhaps we can define a family of Applied Concepts taking into account the business dynamic, as illustrated in Table 6‑2 using the Test Cases as examples :

	Core business form
	Transporter
	Call Centre
	Business Acquirer
	Other ???

	Natural focus
	Vehicle management
	Customer management
	Business maximisation
	??

	Special service – dedicated
	Florence
	Rotterdam

Helsinki
	Rotterdam
	

	Special services – all combined
	Not applicable
	Angus

Tyne and Wear
	Angus 
	

	Urban periphery
	Florence
	Florence
	
	

	Urban local
	Tyne and Wear
	Tyne and Wear
	
	

	Urban connections
	
	
	
	

	Rural connectivity
	Belbus
	Belbus

Kilkenny
	
	

	Rural local
	Telbus
	Kilkenny
	
	


Table 6‑2 : Applied Concepts for FTS

We do not propose to explore this aspect further within the current Deliverable, but will return to it in later stages of the CONNECT WP4 work. 

We will now turn to describing the Concepts so that they can be compared and assessed for applicability to different environments. 

6.6 Describing the Concepts

The Concepts can be defined using a set of parameters that both describe and differentiate the target market, service offer, operational, and technical dimensions. 

6.6.1 Business model dimensions

The following Business model dimensions can be identified:

A) Target market

B) Target area

C) Relation to public transport

D) Service typology 

E) Tariff system

F) Vehicle type

Target market
A-1
Disabled people only

A-2
Passengers with origin or destination in areas with no public transport supply

A-3
Both preceding

Target area
B-1
All areas

B-2
Where public transport supply is lacking

Relation to public transport

C-1
Stand alone 

C-2
Integrated (serving different times or different areas)

Service typology 

D-1
Fixed route and timetable, operated on demand

D-2
Routes and possible deviations to serve predefined stops on demand 

D-3
Point to point service on demand

D-4
Door to door service on demand

D-5
Combination of door to door service and point to point service

Tariff system

E-1
Vouchers or pay per trip

E-2
Zonal system with special tariff but integrated in the PT-environment

E-3
Combination of preceding systems 

Vehicle type

F-1
Car

F-2
Minibus

F-3
Specially equipped minibus

F-4
Minibus with complementary cars

F-5
Specially equipped minibus with complementary cars

F-6
Bus

F-7
Combinations of preceding

6.6.2 Organisational issues dimensions

Organisational issues dimensions of the FTS concept cover the stakeholders involved in the business, their associated roles and the interactions between them. The following Organisational issues dimensions can be identified:

G) The organisational model

H) The role of the TDC operator

I) The Public Bodies in the FTS.

The organisational model defines the basic organisational structure of FTS. The possibility to choose organisational model is restricted by the chosen business model and legal and regulatory framework. The following organisational models can be identified:

G-1
The FTS is operated by private sector actor

G-2
The FTS is operated by public body with its own resources.

G-3
The FTS is operated in cooperation with public body and private sector actor (Public-Private Partnership)

G-4
The public body has contracted the TDC and transport operations as a comprehensive service to the one operator.

G-5
The public body has contracted the TDC and transport operations separately to the two operators.

G-6
The public body has contracted the TDC operations to the one operator. Multiple operators handle the transport operations.

The TDC operations can be operated separately from the transport operations or  by the transport operator. If the transport operator operates also the TDC its main occupation can be one or the other. The following roles of the TDC operator can be identified:

H-1
The transport operator operates TDC so that it fulfils its needs for FTS. 

H-2
The main occupation of the operator is TDC operations, but it has also its own transport capacity for FTS. In addition the subcontractors are used for the transport operations.

H-3
The TDC operator is not a transport operator.

The common roles of the public bodies in FTS are to provide funding for the FTS or control its operations. The following possibilities for the public bodies can be identified.:

I-1
The FTS is not controlled or funded by public bodies.

I-2
A private sector actor operates the FTS, but there are public bodies that fund FTS operations.

I-3
A single public body controls the FTS, but there are many public bodies that fund the FTS operations.

I-4
A single public body funds and controls the FTS

I-5
Multiple public bodies are funding and controlling the FTS in cooperation

6.7 Current organisational dimensions

With the preceding business model and organisational issues dimensions, it is possible to define both current FTS concepts as well as new ones. From the test cases one can identify current concepts that are used in FTS. Table 6‑3 includes organisational issues dimensions of Finnish test cases described with the dimensions from the Chapter 6.6.2.

	FTS Service
	G)

The organisational model
	H) 

The role of the TDC operator
	i)

The public bodies in the FTS

	Espoo (FI)
	G-4
	H-3
	I-4

	Helsinki (FI)
	G-4
	H-2
	I-4

	Keski-Uusimaa (FI)
	G-4
	H-2
	I-5

	Kuopio (FI)
	G-2
	H-3
	I-5


Table 6‑3: The Organisational issues dimensions of the flexible transport services analysed.

As can be seen from the Finnish case studies, none of them are equal with the other when analysing the organisational dimensions.

6.8 Concept development

Based on current concepts, one can reflect on what the dimensions could be for the new concepts. Identifying the gaps in the dimensions and generating totally new combinations could find the new concepts. The problem is that there is a lot of interdependence in dimensions. The choice in one may affect to other and so the possible combinations of dimensions are limited.
Table 6‑4 illustrates a relatively simple example of three possible FTS concepts. The concepts are made for the following missions: 

· “FTS as social service to become disabled people more independent”

· “FTS ensure mobility in rural areas and off peak times”

· “FTS makes no difference whom to serve and get them together”.

	
	Basic Concept
	Closed services-specific group
	Rural local services
	Urban  Periphery

	
	Name of the service offer
	“FTS as social service to allow disabled people be more independent”
	“FTS to ensure mobility in rural areas and off peak times”
	“FTS to serve all sections of the community according to their requests”

	BUSINESS DIMENSIONS
	Demand side aspects
	
	

	
	A) Target market
	A-2: Disabled people only
	A-2: Passengers with origin or destination in areas with no public transport supply
	A-3: both

	
	B) Target area
	B-1: All areas
	B-2: Where public transport supply is lacking
	B-2: Mainly where public transport supply is lacking

	
	C) Relation to public transport
	C-1: Stand alone
	C-2: Integrated (serving different times or different areas)
	C-2: Integrated (serving different times or different areas)

	
	Stakeholders
	· disabled users

· technology provider

· authorities (licensing)

· social sector
	· users

· technology provider

· authorities (licensing)

· public transport operators
	· users incl. disabled users

· technology provider

· social sector

· authorities (licensing)

· public transport operators

	
	Service typology
	
	
	

	
	D) Service
	D-4: Door to door service
	D-3: Point to point service
	D-5: Combination of door to door service and point to point service

	
	E) Tariff system
	E-1: Vouchers or pay per trip
	E-2: Zonal system with special tariff but integrated in the pt-environment
	E-3: Combination of both systems

	
	F) Vehicle type
	F-3: Minibus (specially equipped), 
	F-4: Minibus

complementary cars (taxi) possible
	F-5: Minibus (specially equipped)

complementary cars (taxi) possible

	Communication (minimum standard)
	Telephone with call back system
	Telephone with call back system
	Telephone with call back system

	Performance

	passenger trips per vehicle
	there is no indication in the test cases, if there is some influence by the different concepts

	vehicle time per day
	there is no indication in the test cases, if there is some influence by the different concepts

	operation time per service trip
	there is no indication in the test cases, if there is some influence by the different concepts


Table 6‑4: Illustrative example of Concept description 

Table 6‑5 illustrates some potential combinations for the new organisational concepts. The concepts are created based on analysed FTS test cases and they are made for the following missions: 

· “Private sector actor needs to promote TDC for rationalising its transport operations”

· “The Public-Private Partnership is used when new FTS are promoted” 

· “Multiple municipalities and national social insurance institution are promoting the FTS by outsourcing TDC and transport operations”.
The third concept is the concept that has been mentioned in the report of the Ministry of Transport and Communications Finland at the April 2004. The concept is recommended to the FTS systems that are started up in the near future in Finland.

	
	ORGANISATIONAL DIMENSIONS

	FTS Service
	G)

The organisational model
	H) 

The role of the TDC operator
	I)

The public bodies in the FTS
	

	New Service 1
	G-1
	H-1
	I-1
	

	New Service 2
	G-3
	H-3
	I-4
	

	New Service 3
	G-5
	H-3
	I-5
	


Table 6‑5: Some potential combinations for the new organisational concepts.

In the next chapter, we consider how to assess the various feasible options that are open to a site. 

7 Assessment Methodology

7.1 Concept Definition and Assessment 

Originally it was foreseen that CONNECT would develop a set of highly-specified Concepts which would then be evaluated against each other. During the analysis described in this document, it became clear that such a set of concepts would be too limiting, and that the outcome would probably be too prescriptive. 

The approach has been revised so that the tools presented in Chapter 6 allow sites and/or practitioners to develop their own set of ‘Applied Concepts’. These are likely to be differentiated along three axes : 

· Service Concepts (as described in Chapter 6.4)

· Scale and operational dimensions (the “service offer”)

· Business dimensions

Within this 3-dimensional space, a specific site can determine a set of options for assessment. This approach allows greater freedom in option development. For example, the same service offer could be assessed with different business dimensions (e.g. lead actor, contractual basis, incentives). 

The CONNECT Concept Assessment Methodology is presented in overview in this chapter, and in detail in Annex B. This approach will be used in the next phase of the work, scheduled for February through June 2005, and will be reported in CONNECT Deliverable D12. The reader is cautioned that although the framework will remain the same, the detail will certainly be enhanced based on usage with a set of practical example cases. For example, additional Indicators will certainly be needed. 

7.2 Concept Assessment Methodology

A Flexible Transport System (FTS) Applied Concept defines the generic business and organisational structure of an FTS by specifying the services, the major business functions, the involved stakeholders and their associated roles. 

In particular, the FTS Applied Concept definition involves the determination of the following features: 

1. Target Marget

2. Target Area

3. Relation to public transport

4. Stakeholders and associated roles

5. Service Type

6. Tariff system

7. Vehicle type used

8. Organisational Model

9. The public bodies roles

The problem that arises in FTS business development is the assessment of the alternative FTS concepts in order to select the most appropriate concept for providing flexible transport services at a given service area. In the remainder of this section there is an exposition of a methodological framework for performing this type of assessment. The FTS concepts evaluation problem emerges from the need to establish flexible transport services in an area in order to achieve a set of business, social, or economic goals. This objective can be achieved through the identification of a number of alternative applicable FTS concepts and the prioritization of these concepts in terms of a set of evaluation criteria. 

A methodological framework has been developed in order to efficiently perform the FTS concepts assessment. This methodology is presented in detail in Annex B. Figure 7‑1 presents the methodological steps of this approach. 

The FTS concepts can be classified in terms of the mobility requirements, the legal framework, the socio-economic, demographic, and geographical features of the potential market, and the market opportunities of the service area. This classification scheme determines the FTS concepts that could be implemented on a specific service area given a set of service requirements. In particular, given the FTS concepts categorization, the applicable FTS concepts on a given area can be readily determined based on the mobility requirements, the socio-economic prevailing conditions, and the legal constraints in the area under study. This process results to the specification of the concepts that could be used for the establishment of the intended FTS. 
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Figure 7‑1 : Methodological Framework for FTS Concept selection
The next methodological step refers to assessing the candidate concepts in terms of their applicability in the specific service area. This process can be implemented by a checklist model in which each candidate concept is assessed under a set of applicability criteria. The applicability criteria are presented and elaborated in Annex B. This task results to the specification of the set of alternative applicable FTS concepts. The selection of the most beneficial concept is determined through the prioritization of the alternatives in terms of a set of evaluation criteria reflecting the level of attainment of the economic, social, and business goals. A detailed description of this process is provided in Annex B.

7.3 Development and application of the Methodology

The next steps for the CONNECT team will be : 

· Describe Applied Concepts and options for sites using the descriptors in Chapter 6

· Prepare example cases, and test them against the initial assessment methodology

· Refine both the option descriptor and the methodology parameters

· Finalise a robust set of Criteria and Indicators within the Assessment Methodology (the initial sets are presented in Annex B)

· Apply the refined Assessment Methodology

· Derive conclusions and generate recommendations about the Service Concepts and/or Applied Concepts

· Derive conclusions and generate recommendations about the Assessment Methodology

The outputs of these actions will be reported in CONNECT deliverables D12 and D14, which will be issued during mid- and end-2005 respectively. 

8 Conclusion

The data collection methodology developed in CONNECT Deliverable D5 has been successfully used to study a set of Test Cases of FTS. This gives a reasonable coverage of the domain, although it cannot be considered fully representative in the absence of test cases from France, Germany, Italy and Sweden. Nonetheless, there has been sufficient diversity and the collected information has been of high quality. 

The findings of the Test Cases have been presented in an accessible manner. They have been presented in a comparative manner by site and by item along many dimensions in Chapter 4. The information has been analysed and the main issues and findings have been presented in Chapter 5.

A set of Concepts has been successfully developed. First, a set of Service Concepts has been developed. These are generic form of FTS. Second, a set of business model and organisational dimensions has been developed. By combining service concepts and dimensions, it is possible to generate a set of options which are relevant to a site which is either considering whether to introduce FTS, or wishes to adapt/extend its current FTS. In either case, the context is also taken into account so that the set of options are feasible.

A methodology has been developed to allow assessment of the options generated for a site. The version presented in this deliverable is an initial version, which will be tested in the next phase of the CONNECT work, using practical real-life and hypothetical example cases. It is anticipated that the framework will not be changed, but that the detail will be enhanced. This work will be carried out and reported in mid- and late-2005.
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10 Abbreviations

	Abbreviation
	Description

	B2B
	Business to Business

	B2C
	Business to Customer

	CONNECT
	Co-ordination of CONcepts for New Collective Transport – EU supported knowledge network with focus on FTS

	DART
	FTS service operated in rural parts of Angus, Scotland.

	DRT
	Demand Responsive Transport

	Dx (e.g. D5, D10)
	Deliverable of the CONNECT project, D = Deliverable, x = sequential production number. The current document is D10.

	EU
	European Union

	FAMS
	Flexible Agency for Mobility Services. Key EU research project (2002-4) in DRT and FTS which developed B2B/B2C platform for DRT. 

	FTS
	Flexible Transport Service 

	ITS
	Intelligent Transport Systems (also known as ‘Telematics’)

	KAN
	Kommune Arnhem-Nijmegen – local and passenger transport authority for region of Arnhem-Nijmegen, Netherlands

	NEXUS
	Passenger Transport Authority in Newcastle-upon-Tyne, UK. Operator of FTS services Ucall and Phone’n’Go.

	NLA
	Former small FTS operator in Rotterdam, section of RET, which has subsequently been restructured as RMC, current operator of VVM

	PSV
	Public Service Vehicle – especially in UK “PSV Licence” 

	(U)PT
	(Urban) Public Transport

	RET
	Rotterdam Electric Traction – public sector monopoly passenger transport provider in Rotterdam, Netherlands

	RMC
	Rotterdam Mobility Centre – operator of VVM in Rotterdam, joint venture owned by RET and RMT, Rotterdam’s leading taxi operator.

	RTI
	Rural Transport Initiative – program of Department of Transport in Ireland, initiated 2002, which currently supports 34 rural community FTS organisations.

	SAMPO, SAMPLUS
	EU sponsored projects of 4th FP in 1996-7 and 1998-9 respectively in which ITS for DRT was developed and demonstrated in European sites

	SMS
	Short Message Service

	TDC
	Travel Dispatch Centre

	TEC
	Transport en Commun  - public sector monopoly passenger transport service provider in Wallonia, Belgium. 

	VVM
	Vervoer op Maat – FTS service for registered special needs users operated in Rotterdam, Netherlands


11 Annex a: Templates for the Case Studies

This Annex presents the Templates used to collect the data from the Test Case sites. 

The development of the templates is described in CONNECT Deliverable D5. 

Four sets of templates are presented here : 

5) A general FTS description template which captures the key characteristics. This template has been designed for use on a wide scale.

6) A Business Model Description set of templates. This consists of five templates which capture different aspects of the Business Model concepts, cost structure and financing.

7) An Organisational Framework set of templates. This consists of two templates which identify the actors within the framework, and their inter-relationships.

8) A Legal and Regulatory Framework set of templates. This consists of two templates. The first captures a range of factors concerning the legal and regulatory conditions; the second identifies the financing framework.

11.1 General Flexible Transport Service Description Template

	FLEXIBLE TRANSPORT SERVICE DESCRIPTION

	

	PARAMETER
	VALUE RANGE
	 
	SPECIFY

	Organisation Name
	 
	 

	Country
	 
	 

	Operating Environment
	Urban
	 

	
	Suburban
	 

	
	Peri-urban
	 

	
	Rural
	 

	Target Market
	General use
	 

	
	Elders and reduced mobility
	 

	
	Disabled, mobility-impaired
	 

	
	Community groups, social
	 

	
	Mixed use
	 

	
	Others
	 
	 

	Service type
	Minor deviation from fixed route
	The service is scheduled with fixed stops and predefined passing times. The vehicle will deviate from the route to serve other pre-defined stops on request, but usually returns to the original route.

	
	Variable route, timing
	There is a basic route, which operates by default, but substantial variations can be made to the route, stopping places or timing according to the bookings made.

	
	Flexible routing along corridor
	The general direction of movement is pre-defined, but the routing and stops served are established on demand.

	
	Flexible route among fixed points
	The service operates to predefined stops in a broad area; the route is flexible to serve the demand/bookings.

	
	Free routing
	There are not neither pre-defined stops nor predefined corridor to be served. The routing is established in an area totally on demand.

	Vehicle type
	Large bus ( > 30 seats )
	 

	
	Midibus (15 - 30 seats )
	 

	
	Minibus ( < 15 seats)
	 

	
	Maxi-taxi (6-8 seats)
	 

	
	Others
	 
	 

	Scale
	Number of buses
	 
	 

	
	Number of lines
	 
	 

	
	Number of passenger trips / month
	 
	 

	Degree of pre-booking               (% of users who book in advance) 
	< 10%
	 

	
	10% - 25%
	 

	
	25% - 50%
	 

	
	50% - 75%
	 

	
	> 75%
	 

	
	All passengers must pre-book
	 

	Latest time to book
	Previous day
	 

	
	Hours/minutes before trip
	 
	 

	
	During trip, if vehicle can still deviate
	 

	Are Intelligent Transport Systems used? 
	For booking and reservations
	 

	
	For optimising the trips and dispatching
	 

	
	In-vehicle displays/units for drivers
	 

	
	Vehicle locations and operations control
	 

	
	Ticketing and payment systems
	 

	Means of making the booking? 
	Telephone to operator
	 

	
	Telephone to automated system
	 

	
	Internet
	 

	
	SMS
	 

	
	Request button at stop
	 

	
	Others
	 
	 

	Who operates the booking and dispatch system? 
	Transport authority / municipality
	 

	
	Dedicated public sector 
	 

	
	Travel Dispatch Centre agency
	 

	
	Local public sector operator
	 

	
	Local private sector operator
	 

	
	Independent entity
	 

	
	Community group
	 

	
	Others
	 
	 

	Does the system receive public funding? 
	No
	 

	
	Yes
	For the TDC and marketing/information
	 

	
	
	For the transport services
	 

	
	
	For specific users
	 


Source: CONNECT Consortium

Figure A-1 : Flexible Transport Service Description Template

11.2   Business Models Templates


Figure A-2 : Business Models Template


Source: CONNECT Consortium

Figure A-3: Demand Characteristics Template

Source: CONNECT Consortium

Figure A-4: Performance Measures Template

Figure A-5 : Cost Structure Template 
	Financial Basis

	Commercial Basis -i.e. No public money, operator hopes to make profit from fares.
	 

	Gross cost basis -i.e. Operator gets paid on a cost-plus basis per unit.
	 

	Net cost basis -i.e. Operator gets paid an additional amount per unit to supplement the fare box revenue, operator carries or shares revenue risk.
	 

	Lump sum -i.e. Either gross or net cost, but not directly linked to the actual production.
	 


Source: CONNECT Consortium

Figure A-6: Financial Basis Template

	Income Basis

	Revenues
	 

	What % comes from:
	 

	Direct fare box revenue (sales on- and off- vehicle)
	 

	Reimbursement for free or reduced-rate passengers (only if on per passenger basis)
	 

	Participation in shared revenue schemes (integrating ticketing)
	 

	Other sources (private hire, contract work)
	 

	Public Funding
	 

	What is the payment basis:
	 

	per vehicle trip
	 

	per vehicle-kilometre
	 
	 

	per vehicle-hour
	 

	per event
	 

	per passenger trip
	 

	per passenger-kilometre
	 

	mobility index, service coverage
	 

	lump sum
	 

	Others (specify)
	Please  give a free format description

	
	 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Source: CONNECT Consortium

Figure A-7: Income Basis Template

11.3 Organisational Framework Templates
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Source: CONNECT Consortium

Figure A-8 : Organisational Framework Template
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Source: CONNECT Consortium

Figure A-9 : Interaction among actors Template

11.4 Legal and Regulatory Framework Template



Source: CONNECT Consortium

Figure A-10 : Legal Framework Template


Source: CONNECT Consortium

Figure A-11 : Fiscal Framework Template

12 Annex B : FTS Concept Assessment Methodology

12.1 Overview of the FTS concept definition 

A Flexible Transport System (FTS) Applied Concept defines the generic business and organisational structure of an FTS by specifying the services, the major business functions, the involved stakeholders and their associated roles. 

In particular, the FTS Applied Concept definition involves the determination of the following features: 

10. Target Marget

11. Target Area

12. Relation to public transport

13. Stakeholders and associated roles

14. Service Type

15. Tariff system

16. Vehicle type used

17. Organisational Model

18. The public bodies roles

The problem that arises in FTS business development is the assessment of the alternative FTS concepts in order to select the most appropriate concept for providing flexible transport services at a given service area. In the remainder of this section there is an exposition of a methodological framework for performing this type of assessment. The FTS concepts evaluation problem emerges from the need to establish flexible transport services in an area in order to achieve a set of business, social, or economic goals. This objective can be achieved through the identification of a number of alternative applicable FTS concepts and the prioritization of these concepts in terms of a set of evaluation criteria. 

A methodological framework has been developed in order to efficiently perform the FTS concepts assessment. This methodology is presented in detail in Annex B. Figure 7-1 presents the major steps of the proposed assessment methodology. 
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Figure 12‑1 : Methodological Framework for FTS Concept selection
The FTS concepts can be classified in terms of the mobility requirements, the legal framework, the socio-economic, demographic, and geographical features of the potential market, and the market opportunities of the service area. This classification scheme determines the FTS concepts that could be implemented on a specific service area given a set of service requirements. In particular, given the FTS concepts categorization, the applicable FTS concepts on a given area can be readily determined based on the mobility requirements, the socio-economic prevailing conditions, and the legal constraints in the area under study. This process results to the specification of the concepts that could be used for the establishment of the intended FTS. The next methodological step refers to assessing the candidate concepts in terms of their applicability in the specific service area. This process can be implemented by a checklist model in which each candidate concept is assessed under a set of applicability criteria. The applicability criteria are presented and elaborated in Annex B. This task results to the specification of the set of alternative applicable FTS concepts. The selection of the most beneficial concept is determined through the prioritization of the alternatives in terms of a set of evaluation criteria reflecting the level of attainment of the economic, social, and business goals. 
12.2 FTS CONCEPT APPLICABILITY

The set of FTS concepts that qualify for being considered in the later stages of the evaluation process should comply with the potential mobility requirements of the service area under study,and legal and regulatory contsraints. The alternative applicable FTS concepts are specified through a two stages process: i) at the first stage a superset of FTS concepts (candidate) that cover the mobility and service requirements of the area under study is determined, and ii) the second stage involves a screening process that excludes from further consideration the concepts that fail to comply with a set of applicability conditions.
In particular, the latter stage of the specification of the applicable FTS concepts can be implemented by a checklist model. The objective of this model is to test each candidate concept under a set of applicability criteria reflecting the compatibility of each of the proposed concepts with the mobility and service requirements, the prevailing socio-economic conditions, and the legal and regulatory framework of the area under study. The proposed checklist model is presented in Table 1. The first column of the table presents the applicability criteria. The remainder columns of the table refer to the cells where the outcome of the pass/fail test of each concept under the associated applicability criteria indication is placed. The criteria that have been incorporated in this checklist model refer to: 

i) The level of attainment of the mobility requirements. This criterion aims to determine whether the intended service type of each FTS concept succeeds in covering the mobility requirements of the market area under study.

ii) Compatibility with the legal and regulatory framework. This criterion determines whether the proposed FTS concepts comply with the relevant legislatiion and the emerging legal constraints within the market area under study.

iii) Compatibility with the service requirements. The assessment under this criterion aims to determine the compatibility of the proposed concepts with the service requirements that emerge from the area under study. 

iv) Acceptable market size. The objective of the assessment of each concept under this criterion is to determine whether the expected size of the intended market is adequate for establishing the associated FTS. 

v) Organisational feasibility. This criterion determines whether the organisational model of each of the candidate concepts can be implemented by the interested actors of the market area under study.

	Criteria
	Concept1 (Yes/No)
	Concept 2  (Yes/No)
	…..
	Concept n 

(Yes/No)

	Level of attainment of the mobility requirements
	
	
	
	

	Compatibility with the legal and institutional environment
	
	
	
	

	Compatibility with service requirements
	
	
	
	

	Acceptable expected market size
	
	
	
	

	Organisational Feasibility
	
	
	
	


Table 1: Checklist model for testing the applicability of the candidate FTS concepts. 

The FTS concepts that fail to satisfy any of the applicability criteria is discarded from the list of alternative concepts. 

12.3 PRIORITIZATION OF ALTERNATIVE FTS CONCEPTS

The prioritization of the alternative FTS concepts aims to rank the alternatives in terms of the level of attainment of a set of evaluation criteria. This is a complex evaluation problem which involves multiple tangible and intangible criteria. This fact implies the analysis of the evaluation problem into several levels of homogeneous evaluation elements i.e. criteria, sub-criteria and indicators in order to capture the entire spectrum of evaluation features. In particular, the proposed evaluation problem can be decomposed into the following elements:

C1. Expected System Performance. The objective of this criterion is to assess the expected performance of intended FTS system in terms of productivity and efficiency. The associated indicators are as follows:

I1.1: Expected system productivity

I1.2: Expected system operational efficiency

C2. Organisational Efficiency. A major feature of the implementation of a FTS concept is the organisational structure of the intended FTS. This feature affects significantly the level of coordination and co-operation of the involved stakeholders and therefore plays a key role in the FTS concept assessment. In particular this criterion is expressed by the following indicators:

I2.1: Degree of coordination of the stakeholders

I2.2: Contribution to the degree of transport integration

C3. Financial Viability. This criterion aims to assess the alternative FTS concepts in terms of the expected financial benefits derived from their implementation. It involves the following indicators:

I3.1: Expected system costs

I3.2: Expected system revenues

C4. Transport Level of Service. This criterion refers to the impacts of the FTS implementation in the transport network performance. Under this perspective, the transport efficiency is expressed by the following indicators:

I4.1: Increase of comfort

I4.2: Improvement of transport reliability

Figure 2 presents the hierarchy that expresses the evaluation problem at hand. 
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Figure 3. Hierarchical decomposition of the evaluation problem.

Given the aforementioned decomposition of the proposed evaluation problem, the prioritization of the alternative FTS concept can be achieved trough the implementation of the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP). The AHP is a multi-criteria evaluation method that covers the requirements of the proposed evaluation problem by providing the following capabilities:

· It incorporates multiple qualitative and quantitative criteria

· It enables the performance of sensitivity analysis

· It incorporates both subjective and objective measurements

· It provides compromise solutions

The AHP is based on the hierarchical decomposition of the evaluation problem into several levels of homogeneous evaluation elements i.e. criteria, sub-criteria and indicators. The constituent elements of each level of the hierarchy are assigned priorities which express the relative importance between these elements with respect to the associated parent element of the preceding level. The priorities of the elements are specified based on a set of pairwise comparisons in terms their importance with respect to the associated parent element of the hierarchy [Saaty et al, 1991]. The synthesis of these priorities provides the overall priorities of the alternative FTS concepts. The ranking of the concepts in terms of the priorities’ decreasing order implies the FTS concept prioritization. More details about the AHP can be found in Appendix I at the end of this section. 

The implementation of the AHP involves the following methodological steps: 

1) Problem definition

2) Hierarchical Decomposition of the problem

3) Determination of the pairwise comparisons

4) Synthesis

Steps 1 and 2 of the associated process have already been addressed. In particular the hierarchical decomposition of the problem has been already introduced in Figure 2. The overall weights of the alternative FTS concepts will be produced through the implementation of the AHP mathematical model. According to this model a set of priorities is determined for the elements at each level of the hierarchy based on a set of pairwise comparisons of the elements of each level with respect to every parent elements in the hierarchy. The collection of the pairwise comparisons of the elements in level Lk that are associated with the element x of level Lk-1 is achieved through the completion of the upper triangular matrix presented in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3. Table of pairwise comparisons.

Each of the empty non-shaded cells should be completed by performing the comparison of the type: “How mach important is element C3i from C3j (j>i) with respect to C3?”. The outcome of this type of comparison may take the values presented in table 2 [Saaty, 1990].

	Intensity of Importance
	Definition

	1
	Equal importance

	3
	Moderate importance of one over another

	5
	Essential or strong importance

	7
	Very strong importance

	9
	Extreme importance

	2,4,6,8
	Intermediate values between the two adjacent judgements

	Reciprocals
	When element i compared to j is assigned one of the above numbers, then activity j compared to i is assigned its reciprocal


Table 2. The 1-9 AHP ratio scale

The complete set of tables of pairwise comparisons within the proposed evaluation problem is provided in Appendix II at the end of this report. 

The synthesis the completed tables of pairwise comparisons provides the set of overall priorities of the alternative FTS concepts. 

The assessment of the alternative FTS concepts will be based on the judgments of a set of experts on the performance of each concept under the aforementioned evaluation indicators. It is evident that the validity of the process of the expert judgments collection can be enhanced through the accurate and comprehensive exposition of the alternative FTS concepts. The objective of this exposition is to provide a concise description of the concept involving the specification of its associated features. Under this perspective the concept description can be provided in the tablet form presented in figure 3. 

	ENVIRONMENT

	1. Potential Market
	

	2. Market Opportunities
	

	3. Interested Actors
	

	4. Social, economic, demographic and geographical environment of the system.
	

	
	


	Concept Description


	1. Types of service. 
	

	4. Target area. 
	

	5. Relation to Public Transport
	

	6. Stakeholders involved in the business functions and the specification of their associated role. 
	

	7. Service
	

	8. Tarrif System 
	

	9. Vehicle Type. 
	

	10. Organisational Model
	


Figure 4. Compact description of the FTS concept.

Each FTS concept should be provided to the expert panel within the form proposed in Figure 4. 
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12.5 APPENDIX I TABLES OF PAIRWISE COMPARISONS 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C1: System Performance
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	C2: Organisational Efficiency

	C1: System Performance
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	C3: Financial Viability

	C1: System Performance
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	C4: Level of Transport Service

	C2: Organisational Efficiency
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	C3: Financial Viability

	C2: Organisational Efficiency
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	C4: Level of Transport Service

	C3: Financial Viability
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	C4: Level of Transport Service


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Expected System productivity
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Expected System Efficiency

	Degree of coordination of the stakeholders
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Contribution to the degree of transport integration

	Expected system cost
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Expected System Revenue

	Increase of comfort
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Improvement of transport reliability


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Expected System productivity
	

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept B

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept C

	…
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	…

	
	Expected System productivity
	

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept B

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept C

	…
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	…

	
	Degree of coordination of the stakeholders
	

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept B

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept C

	…
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	…

	
	Contribution to the degree of transport integration
	

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept B

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept C

	…
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	…


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Expected system cost
	

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept B

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept C

	…
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	…

	
	Expected System Revenue
	

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept B

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept C

	…
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	

	
	Increase of comfort
	

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept B

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept C

	…
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	…

	
	Improvement of transport reliability
	

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept B

	Concept A
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	Concept C

	…
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	…
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Market Opportunities








The actors view the market, and see market opportunities. They consider service concepts to match the perceived opportunities. 





Interested actors


Motivations


Capabilities


Resources


Characteristics


Dynamism


Other …





Two-way relationship. Initially the actors define the concept. However, as they analyse it and test feasibility, they may change the number, role and capabilities of the actors. 





Actual Market





FTS Concept


Service concept


Business Concept


Incentives





The FTS concept is targeted at specific market opportunities. Whether it is well aligned depends both on the perception of the opportunity and the capacity of the actors.





Framework


Legal


Regulatory


Institutional


Fiscal


Other ….





One-way relationship. The framework is fixed. The service concept must work within it, and conform to the constraints.
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Legal Framework

		This page is designed to be completed by the CONNECT expert. It is NOT designed for self-completion.

		If it is given out for self-completion, then respondents should be encouraged to provide as much detail as possible rather than just tick the relevant box.

		Legal Framework

		Define the applicable law and regulations for the  Flexible Transport Services		Please give a listing of the applicable law, and of any relevant regulations that define the fraemwork for the Flexible Transport Services.

		At which level are the applicable laws set		National

				Regional

				Local

				Hierarchical (e.g. primary laws at national level, regulations set at local level)

		What is the most significant level of transport authority for the Flexible Transport Services ?		National

				Regional

				Local

				No authority

		Do the applicable regulations actually recognise ?		Semi-fixed lines only

				Bus-based only

				All flexible transport services

				None

		Does the applicable law prevent or restrict any aspects of Flexible Transport Services ? If so, describe		Please  give a free format description

		Has the legal/regulatory framework caused you to change or eliminate desirable aspects of  Flexible Transport Services ?		Please give a free format description

		Are specific licences needed for the operation of the  Flexible Transport Services ?		The TDC/agency needs a licence

				The operator needs a general licence to operate FTS services

				A licence is needed to operate FTS is a designated geographic area

				A licence is needed for each individual service

				No specific FTS licences are needed

		If there are barriers to  Flexible Transport Services, what is the basic nature ?		There are specific prohibitions which restrict FTS

				"What is not permitted, is forbidden" - can't operate FTS because they are not explicitly permitted

				Contradictions in the laws/regulations means that there will be complications, instability, or a risk of legal challenge

		Are public sector entities exempt from regulations which apply to private entities		Yes, the law/regulations specifically exempt the public sector entities

				No, but they simply register their services in 'block' at year start/end

				No, but no-one challenges them

				All are treated equally in practice

		Have special exemptions been made to allow the existing  Flexible Transport Services ?		Yes, since they are part of a national/regional demonstration

				Applies to all within specific program

				Case-by-case basis

				No special exemptions needed

				Special exemptions are needed, but they have not been granted

		Is  Flexible Transport Services permitted absolutely under the applicable law		Yes

				Only as part of specific program

				Up to individual decision-taler

				No

		Do you expect that the legal/regulatory framework will be changed within the next 5 years to better allow  Flexible Transport Services ? In what way ?		Please give a free format description

		Fiscal Framework

		Are  Flexible Transport Services eligible for subsidy ?		Yes, same basis as conventional transit

				Yes, but on restricted basis (describe)

				No mechanism to permit it

				No, specifically excluded

		Are  Flexible Transport Services eligible for reimbrusement for free or reduced rate travel (e.g. elders, disabled, schools) ?		Yes, same basis as conventional transit

				Yes, but on restricted basis (describe)

				No mechanism to permit it

				No, specifically excluded

		What is the source of public funding to the  Flexible Transport Services		Same funding line as conventional transit

				Same source as conventional transit, but dedicated funding line

				Specific program

				General local authority budget

				Social services budget

				No public funding

		Are there other fiscal barriers or different treatment due to the legal/regulatory framework		Yes (describe)






_1155712163.xls
Background

		

				Background

				Site Description

						Population (# inhabitants)

						Map attached		Yes

								No

				Business Mission / Objectives		Please  give a free format description

				Environment		Urban

						Suburban

						Peri-Urban

						Rural

				Operation Description		Non peak hours

						Low demand zones

						Airport Connection

						Non reachable by ordinary bus services

						Users mobility impairments

				Number of municipalities covered

				Existing conventional modes of public Transport		Bus

						Taxi

						Underground

						Train

						Other





Business Models

		

				Business Models

				Service*		Service 1 (Name)		For defining the service please use the service type definition used in the reduced template.xls

						Service 2 (Name)

						Service n (Name)

				Target Markets / Perspective		Please  give a free format description

				Stakeholder		Public Authority

						Travel Dispatch Centre Operator

						TDC Software Provider

						Public Transport Operators

						Users

						Social Sector

				Operation of the system		Public

						Private

						Public-Private Partnership (specify the type of the relationship)

				* Please note that at one site more than one types of services may be offered



Service*

* Please note that at one site more than one types of services may be offered



Demand Characterísticas_

		

				Demand Characteristics

				Market Size

				Method used to estimate the market		Please  give a free format description

				Validation of market size		Please explain if market size estimations have been validated with data taken form the operation of the system or if any other type of validation has taken place

				Performance Measures

				Number of trips

				Number of passenger km

				Number of vehicle trips

				Number of vehicle hrs

				Number of vehicle km

				Number of vehicles





Cost Structure

		

				Cost Structure

						Who bears each cost component		What percentage of the overall cost does each item represent		If possible, the actual cost, or the unit cost (per trip, per veh-km etc.)

				Fixed

				Premises and Depots

				Vehicles

				Insurance and vehicle tax

				Overheads (accounting, payroll, ticketing)

				Systems (investment and support)

				- Travel Dispatch Center

				- MIS

				- In-vehicle systems

				- Other ITS (ticketing information)

				Interest and financial charges

				Others

				Semi Variable

				Drivers

				Supervisors

				Dispatchers

				Maintenance (Staff)

				Maintenance (Consumables, tyres)

				Communications

				Training

				Marketing and information

				Ticket sales (commission)

				Others

				Variable

				Fuel & Lubricants

				Contracted services (e.g. Taxis, extra capacity)





Financial_Income Basis

		

				Financial Basis

				Income Basis

				Revenues

				What % coems from:

				Direct farebox revenue (sales on- and off- vehicle)

				Reimbursement for free or reduced-rate passengers (only if on per passenger basis)

				Participation in shared revenue schemes (integrating ticketing)

				Other sources (private hire, contract work)

				Public Funding

				What is the payment basis:

				per vehicle trip

				per vehicle-kilometre

				per vehicle-hour

				per event

				per passenger trip

				per passenger-kilometre

				mobility index, service coverage

				lump sum

				Others (specify)		Please  give a free format description






_1155712362.xls
Background

		

				Background

				Site Description		Area (km2)

						Population (# inhabitants)

						Density (inhabitants / km2)

						Map attached		Yes

								No

				Business Mission / Objectives		Please  give a free format description

				Environment		Urban

						Suburban

						Peri-Urban

						Rural

				Operation Description		Non peak hours

						Low demand zones

						Airport Connection

						Non reachable by ordinary bus services

						Users mobility impairments

				Number of municipalities covered

				Existing conventional modes of public Transport		Bus

						Taxi

						Underground

						Train

						Other





Business Models

		

				Business Models

				Service*		Service 1 (Name)		For defining the service please use the service type definition used in the reduced template.xls

						Service 2 (Name)

						Service n (Name)

				Target Markets / Perspective		Please  give a free format description

				Stakeholder		Public Authority

						Travel Dispatch Centre Operator

						TDC Software Provider

						Public Transport Operators

						Users

						Social Sector

				Operation of the system		Public

						Private

						Public-Private Partnership (specify the type of the relationship)

				* Please note that at one site more than one types of services may be offered



Service*

* Please note that at one site more than one types of services may be offered



Demand Characterísticas_

		

				Demand Characteristics

				Market Size

				Method used to estimate the market		Please  give a free format description

				Validation of market size		Please explain if market size estimations have been validated with data taken form the operation of the system or if any other type of validation has taken place

				Performance Measures

				Number of trips

				Number of passenger km

				Number of vehicle trips

				Number of vehicle hrs

				Number of vehicle km

				Number of vehicles





Cost Structure

		

				Cost Structure

						Who bears each cost component		What percentage of the overall cost does each item represent		If possible, the actual cost, or the unit cost (per trip, per veh-km etc.)

				Fixed

				Premises and Depots

				Vehicles

				Insurance and vehicle tax

				Overheads (accounting, payroll, ticketing)

				Systems (investment and support)

				- Travel Dispatch Center

				- MIS

				- In-vehicle systems

				- Other ITS (ticketing information)

				Interest and financial charges

				Others

				Semi Variable

				Drivers

				Supervisors

				Dispatchers

				Maintenance (Staff)

				Maintenance (Consumables, tyres)

				Communications

				Training

				Marketing and information

				Ticket sales (commission)

				Others

				Variable

				Fuel & Lubricants

				Contracted services (e.g. Taxis, extra capacity)





Financial_Income Basis

		

				Financial Basis

				Commercial Basis -i.e. No public money, operator hopes to make profit from fares.

				Gross cost basis -i.e. Operator gets paid on a cost-plus basis per unit.

				Net cost basis -i.e. Operator gets paid an additional amount per unit to supplement the farebox revenue, operator carries or shares revenue risk.

				Lump sum -i.e. Either gross or net cost, but not directly linked to the actual production.

				Income Basis

				Revenues

				What % coems from:

				Direct farebox revenue (sales on- and off- vehicle)

				Reimbursement for free or reduced-rate passengers (only if on per passenger basis)

				Participation in shared revenue schemes (integrating ticketing)

				Other sources (private hire, contract work)

				Public Funding

				What is the payment basis:

				per vehicle trip

				per vehicle-kilometre

				per vehicle-hour

				per event

				per passenger trip

				per passenger-kilometre

				mobility index, service coverage

				lump sum

				Others (specify)		Please  give a free format description






_1155711723.xls
Background

		

				Background

				Site Description

						Population (# inhabitants)

						Map attached		Yes

								No

				Business Mission / Objectives		Please  give a free format description

				Environment		Urban

						Suburban

						Peri-Urban

						Rural

				Operation Description		Non peak hours

						Low demand zones

						Airport Connection

						Non reachable by ordinary bus services

						Users mobility impairments

				Number of municipalities covered

				Existing conventional modes of public Transport		Bus

						Taxi

						Underground

						Train

						Other





Business Models

		

				Business Models

				Service*		Service 1 (Name)		For defining the service please use the service type definition used in the reduced template.xls

						Service 2 (Name)

						Service n (Name)

				Target Markets / Perspective		Please  give a free format description

				Stakeholder		Public Authority

						Travel Dispatch Centre Operator

						TDC Software Provider

						Public Transport Operators

						Users

						Social Sector

				Operation of the system		Public

						Private

						Public-Private Partnership (specify the type of the relationship)

				* Please note that at one site more than one types of services may be offered



Service*

* Please note that at one site more than one types of services may be offered



Demand Characterísticas_

		

				Demand Characteristics

				Market Size

				Method used to estimate the market		Please  give a free format description

				Validation of market size		Please explain if market size estimations have been validated with data taken form the operation of the system or if any other type of validation has taken place

				Performance Measures

				Number of trips

				Number of passenger km

				Number of vehicle trips

				Number of vehicle hrs

				Number of vehicle km

				Number of vehicles





Cost Structure

		

				Cost Structure

						Who bears each cost component		What percentage of the overall cost does each item represent		If possible, the actual cost, or the unit cost (per trip, per veh-km etc.)

				Fixed

				Premises and Depots

				Vehicles

				Insurance and vehicle tax

				Overheads (accounting, payroll, ticketing)

				Systems (investment and support)

				- Travel Dispatch Center

				- MIS

				- In-vehicle systems

				- Other ITS (ticketing information)

				Interest and financial charges

				Others

				Semi Variable

				Drivers

				Supervisors

				Dispatchers

				Maintenance (Staff)

				Maintenance (Consumables, tyres)

				Communications

				Training

				Marketing and information

				Ticket sales (commission)

				Others

				Variable

				Fuel & Lubricants

				Contracted services (e.g. Taxis, extra capacity)





Financial_Income Basis

		

				Financial Basis

				Income Basis

				Revenues

				What % coems from:

				Direct farebox revenue (sales on- and off- vehicle)

				Reimbursement for free or reduced-rate passengers (only if on per passenger basis)

				Participation in shared revenue schemes (integrating ticketing)

				Other sources (private hire, contract work)

				Public Funding

				What is the payment basis:

				per vehicle trip

				per vehicle-kilometre

				per vehicle-hour

				per event

				per passenger trip

				per passenger-kilometre

				mobility index, service coverage

				lump sum

				Others (specify)		Please  give a free format description






_1155712118.xls
Background

		

				Background

				Site Description

						Population (# inhabitants)

						Map attached		Yes

								No

				Business Mission / Objectives		Please  give a free format description

				Environment		Urban

						Suburban

						Peri-Urban

						Rural

				Operation Description		Non peak hours

						Low demand zones

						Airport Connection

						Non reachable by ordinary bus services

						Users mobility impairments

				Number of municipalities covered

				Existing conventional modes of public Transport		Bus

						Taxi

						Underground

						Train

						Other





Business Models

		

				Business Models

				Service*		Service 1 (Name)		For defining the service please use the service type definition used in the reduced template.xls

						Service 2 (Name)

						Service n (Name)

				Target Markets / Perspective		Please  give a free format description

				Stakeholder		Public Authority

						Travel Dispatch Centre Operator

						TDC Software Provider

						Public Transport Operators

						Users

						Social Sector

				Operation of the system		Public

						Private

						Public-Private Partnership (specify the type of the relationship)

				* Please note that at one site more than one types of services may be offered



Service*

* Please note that at one site more than one types of services may be offered



Demand Characterísticas_

		

				Demand Characteristics

				Market Size

				Method used to estimate the market		Please  give a free format description

				Validation of market size		Please explain if market size estimations have been validated with data taken form the operation of the system or if any other type of validation has taken place

				Performance Measures

				Number of trips

				Number of passenger km

				Number of vehicle trips

				Number of vehicle hrs

				Number of vehicle km

				Number of vehicles





Cost Structure

		

				Cost Structure

						Who bears each cost component		What percentage of the overall cost does each item represent		If possible, the actual cost, or the unit cost (per trip, per veh-km etc.)

				Fixed

				Premises and Depots

				Vehicles

				Insurance and vehicle tax

				Overheads (accounting, payroll, ticketing)

				Systems (investment and support)

				- Travel Dispatch Center

				- MIS

				- In-vehicle systems

				- Other ITS (ticketing information)

				Interest and financial charges

				Others

				Semi Variable

				Drivers

				Supervisors

				Dispatchers

				Maintenance (Staff)

				Maintenance (Consumables, tyres)

				Communications

				Training

				Marketing and information

				Ticket sales (commission)

				Others

				Variable

				Fuel & Lubricants

				Contracted services (e.g. Taxis, extra capacity)





Financial_Income Basis

		

				Financial Basis

				Income Basis

				Revenues

				What % coems from:

				Direct farebox revenue (sales on- and off- vehicle)

				Reimbursement for free or reduced-rate passengers (only if on per passenger basis)

				Participation in shared revenue schemes (integrating ticketing)

				Other sources (private hire, contract work)

				Public Funding

				What is the payment basis:

				per vehicle trip

				per vehicle-kilometre

				per vehicle-hour

				per event

				per passenger trip

				per passenger-kilometre

				mobility index, service coverage

				lump sum

				Others (specify)		Please  give a free format description






_1155711357.xls
Legal Framework

		This page is designed to be completed by the CONNECT expert. It is NOT designed for self-completion.

		If it is given out for self-completion, then respondents should be encouraged to provide as much detail as possible rather than just tick the relevant box.

		Legal Framework

		Define the applicable law and regulations for the  Flexible Transport Services		Please give a listing of the applicable law, and of any relevant regulations that define the fraemwork for the Flexible Transport Services.

		At which level are the applicable laws set		National

				Regional

				Local

				Hierarchical (e.g. primary laws at national level, regulations set at local level)

		What is the most significant level of transport authority for the Flexible Transport Services ?		National

				Regional

				Local

				No authority

		Do the applicable regulations actually recognise ?		Semi-fixed lines only

				Bus-based only

				All flexible transport services

				None

		Does the applicable law prevent or restrict any aspects of Flexible Transport Services ? If so, describe		Please  give a free format description

		Has the legal/regulatory framework caused you to change or eliminate desirable aspects of  Flexible Transport Services ?		Please give a free format description

		Are specific licences needed for the operation of the  Flexible Transport Services ?		The TDC/agency needs a licence

				The operator needs a general licence to operate FTS services

				A licence is needed to operate FTS is a designated geographic area

				A licence is needed for each individual service

				No specific FTS licences are needed

		If there are barriers to  Flexible Transport Services, what is the basic nature ?		There are specific prohibitions which restrict FTS

				"What is not permitted, is forbidden" - can't operate FTS because they are not explicitly permitted

				Contradictions in the laws/regulations means that there will be complications, instability, or a risk of legal challenge

		Are public sector entities exempt from regulations which apply to private entities		Yes, the law/regulations specifically exempt the public sector entities

				No, but they simply register their services in 'block' at year start/end

				No, but no-one challenges them

				All are treated equally in practice

		Have special exemptions been made to allow the existing  Flexible Transport Services ?		Yes, since they are part of a national/regional demonstration

				Applies to all within specific program

				Case-by-case basis

				No special exemptions needed

				Special exemptions are needed, but they have not been granted

		Is  Flexible Transport Services permitted absolutely under the applicable law		Yes

				Only as part of specific program

				Up to individual decision-taler

				No

		Do you expect that the legal/regulatory framework will be changed within the next 5 years to better allow  Flexible Transport Services ? In what way ?		Please give a free format description

		Fiscal Framework

		Are  Flexible Transport Services eligible for subsidy ?		Yes, same basis as conventional transit

				Yes, but on restricted basis (describe)

				No mechanism to permit it

				No, specifically excluded

		Are  Flexible Transport Services eligible for reimbrusement for free or reduced rate travel (e.g. elders, disabled, schools) ?		Yes, same basis as conventional transit

				Yes, but on restricted basis (describe)

				No mechanism to permit it

				No, specifically excluded

		What is the source of public funding to the  Flexible Transport Services		Same funding line as conventional transit

				Same source as conventional transit, but dedicated funding line

				Specific program

				General local authority budget

				Social services budget

				No public funding

		Are there other fiscal barriers or different treatment due to the legal/regulatory framework		Yes (describe)






_1155711089.xls
Legal Framework

		This page is designed to be completed by the CONNECT expert. It is NOT designed for self-completion.

		If it is given out for self-completion, then respondents should be encouraged to provide as much detail as possible rather than just tick the relevant box.

		Legal Framework

		Define the applicable law and regulations for the  Flexible Transport Services		Please give a listing of the applicable law, and of any relevant regulations that define the fraemwork for the Flexible Transport Services.

		At which level are the applicable laws set		National

				Regional

				Local

				Hierarchical (e.g. primary laws at national level, regulations set at local level)

		What is the most significant level of transport authority for the Flexible Transport Services ?		National

				Regional

				Local

				No authority

		Do the applicable regulations actually recognise ?		Semi-fixed lines only

				Bus-based only

				All flexible transport services

				None

		Does the applicable law prevent or restrict any aspects of Flexible Transport Services ? If so, describe		Please  give a free format description

		Has the legal/regulatory framework caused you to change or eliminate desirable aspects of  Flexible Transport Services ?		Please give a free format description

		Are specific licences needed for the operation of the  Flexible Transport Services ?		The TDC/agency needs a licence

				The operator needs a general licence to operate FTS services

				A licence is needed to operate FTS is a designated geographic area

				A licence is needed for each individual service

				No specific FTS licences are needed

		If there are barriers to  Flexible Transport Services, what is the basic nature ?		There are specific prohibitions which restrict FTS

				"What is not permitted, is forbidden" - can't operate FTS because they are not explicitly permitted

				Contradictions in the laws/regulations means that there will be complications, instability, or a risk of legal challenge

		Are public sector entities exempt from regulations which apply to private entities		Yes, the law/regulations specifically exempt the public sector entities

				No, but they simply register their services in 'block' at year start/end

				No, but no-one challenges them

				All are treated equally in practice

		Have special exemptions been made to allow the existing  Flexible Transport Services ?		Yes, since they are part of a national/regional demonstration

				Applies to all within specific program

				Case-by-case basis

				No special exemptions needed

				Special exemptions are needed, but they have not been granted

		Is  Flexible Transport Services permitted absolutely under the applicable law		Yes

				Only as part of specific program

				Up to individual decision-taler

				No

		Do you expect that the legal/regulatory framework will be changed within the next 5 years to better allow  Flexible Transport Services ? In what way ?		Please give a free format description

		Fiscal Framework

		Are  Flexible Transport Services eligible for subsidy ?		Yes, same basis as conventional transit

				Yes, but on restricted basis (describe)

				No mechanism to permit it

				No, specifically excluded

		Are  Flexible Transport Services eligible for reimbrusement for free or reduced rate travel (e.g. elders, disabled, schools) ?		Yes, same basis as conventional transit

				Yes, but on restricted basis (describe)

				No mechanism to permit it

				No, specifically excluded

		What is the source of public funding to the  Flexible Transport Services		Same funding line as conventional transit

				Same source as conventional transit, but dedicated funding line

				Specific program

				General local authority budget

				Social services budget

				No public funding

		Are there other fiscal barriers or different treatment due to the legal/regulatory framework		Yes (describe)






