EUROPEAN COMMISSION

Study of passenger transport by coach

Final Report

June 2009
Prepared for: Prepared by:
European Commission Steer Davies Gleave
Directorate General Energy and Transport 28-32 Upper Ground
Rue de Mott 28 London
B-1049 Brussels SE1 9PD

+44 (0)207 910 5000
www.steerdaviesgleave.com






Study of passenger transport by coach

Contents Page
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 3
Introduction 3
The European Coach Market 4
Safety issues 7
Coach terminals 8
Case study of the 12 day rule 9
Case study of cabotage 10
2. INTRODUCTION 13
Background 13
Existing legislation applying to the coach sector 13
This study 14
This report 15
Structure of this document 15
3. OVERVIEW OF OUR APPROACH 17
Scope of work 17
Approach to data collection and analysis 18
Definitions 19
4. THE EUROPEAN COACH MARKET 23
Introduction 23
Data overview 23
Overview of the coach market 24
Fares 39
Fleet data 39
Enterprise data 44
Profile of coach users and trips 48
Service quality 51
Regulatory arrangements 51
Conclusions 54
\douglas. sdgworld.network\Projects\2204005\220461\Outputs\Reports\Final ReportiPassenger Transpaiby Coach Final Report v3 (changes all acceptedypd
= steer davies gleave Contents



Study Of Passenger Transport By Coach

5. SAFETY ISSUES 55
Introduction 55
Summary of the work undertaken 55
Conclusions 61

6. COACH TERMINALS 64
Introduction 64
Our approach 64
Access to terminals 64
Facilities provided at terminals 70
Conclusions 72

7. CASE STUDY OF THE 12 DAY RULE 74
Introduction 74
Summary of conclusions 74
Economic impacts 75
Safety impacts 78
Social impacts 80
Environmental impacts 80
Conclusions 81

8. CASE STUDY OF CABOTAGE 82
Background 82
Cabotage services in Greece 82
Cabotage services in Sweden 84
Cabotage services in other Member States 85
Operator perspectives on regular cabotage services 87
Conclusions and implications for policy 88

9. STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP 90

\\douglas.sdgworld.net\work\Projects\220400s\2204%0 \Outputs\Reports\Final Report\Passenger Transparby Coach Final Report v3 (changes all acceptedpd

2 = steer davies gleave



Study of passenger transport by coach

FIGURES
Figure 4.1 Passenger kilometres by State 25
Figure 4.2 Average journey length (Kilometres) 26
Figure 4.3 Average passengers and seats per vehicle 27
Figure 4.4 Propensity to travel by coach relative to GDP 28
Figure 4.5 Coach share of public transport market relative to GDP 29
Figure 4.6 Coach share of total passenger kilometres (all modes) 29
Figure 4.7 Bus and coach share of Public Transport by State grouping 32
Figure 4.8 Proportion of coach journeys international 34
Figure 4.9 Share of types of coach transport, France 35
Figure 4.10 Number of vehicles in fleet 40
Figure 4.11 New passenger vehicle registrations over 16 tonnes, 2008 41
Figure 4.12 Vehicle turnover 42
Figure 4.13 Engine emissions category 44
Figure 4.14 Number of drivers employed 45
Figure 4.15 Turnover of coach sector 46
Figure 4.16 Number of companies 48
Figure 4.17 Proportion of public transport users who do not have access to a car

(UK) 50
\douglas. sdgworld.network\Projects\2204005\220461\Outputs\Reports\Final ReportiPassenger Transpaiby Coach Final Report v3 (changes all acceptedypd
= steer davies gleave Contents



Study Of Passenger Transport By Coach

Figure 5.1

Figure 5.2

Figure 5.3

TABLES

Table 1.1

Table 1.2

Table 1.3

Table 3.1

Table 4.1

Table 4.2

Table 4.3

Table 4.4

Table 4.5

Table 4.6

Table 4.7

Table 4.8

Table 4.9

Fatalities in accidents involving buses and coaches on Motorways by
time of day (1997-2007) 58

Bus and Coach accidents on motorways by time of day (2005-2007) 59

Distribution of CRASHES in the UK and other Member States by
time (n=26) 60

Overview of case study countries

Summary of indicative European Coach market statistics

Indicative estimate of EU-Wide coach demand by category

Definition of coach services

Data classification

Country sectors

State groupings

Overall Market size

Further indicative estimates of total Coach market size

Characteristics of coach journeys - France

Detailed bus and coach passenger data - Lithuania

Share of each market sector in other States

Indicative estimate of Eu-Wide coach demand by category

\\douglas.sdgworld.net\work\Projects\220400s\2204%0 \Outputs\Reports\Final Report\Passenger Transparby Coach Final Report v3 (changes all acceptedpd

= steer davies gleave



Study of passenger transport by coach

Table 4.10 School transport passenger journeys

Table 4.11 Estimate of European bus & coach fleet size

Table 4.12 Average Age of vehicles

Table 4.13 Engine type

Table 4.14 Estimate of European bus and coach sector employees

Table 4.15 Turnover (€ millions)

Table 4.16 Number of coach companies

Table 4.17 Age profile of coach users

Table 4.18 Motive for travel

Table 4.19 Regulatory arrangements for regular coach services

Table 5.1 Fatalities in accidents involving Buses or Coaches in the Member
States 2003 — 2006

Table 6.1 Capacity issues identified

Table 6.2  Financing of terminals

Table 6.3 Ownership of terminal management company

Table 6.4 Volume discounts available

Table 6.5 Connections to local public transport

Table 7.1  Calculation of economic impact of withdrawal of coach tourism

Table 8.1 Summary of cabotage services operated in Greece

\\douglas.sdgworld.net\work\Projects\220400s\2204%0 \Outputs\Reports\Final Report\Passenger Transparby Coach Final Report v3 (changes all acceptedd

= steer davies gleave Contents



Study Of Passenger Transport By Coach

Table 8.2 Summary of cabotage services operated in Sweden

Table 8.3 Cabotage services in other Member States

APPENDICES (PROVIDED AS SEPARATE DOCUMENTS)

APPENDIX A: CASE STUDY STATE REPORTS

APPENDIX B: OTHER STATE REPORTS

APPENDIX C: TERMINAL CASE STUDIES

APPENDIX D: ACCIDENT REPORT

APPENDIX E: STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP MINUTES

\\douglas.sdgworld.net\work\Projects\220400s\2204%0 \Outputs\Reports\Final Report\Passenger Transparby Coach Final Report v3 (changes all acceptedpd

6 = steer davies gleave



Study of passenger transport by coach

\\douglas.sdgworld.net\work\Projects\220400s\2204%0 \Outputs\Reports\Final Report\Passenger Transparby Coach Final Report v3 (changes all acceptedd

= steer davies gleave Summary






Study of passenger transport by coach

11

1.2

13

1.4

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Introduction

The purpose of this study is to undertake a thdroreyiew and analysis of the
European coach industry, including domestic longtadtice, international regular
services, special regular services and occasioaradport. The main tasks which have
been undertaken as part of the study are:

« Task 1 - Data collection and analysis in all Mem&tates of the European
Union, and a selection of surrounding countrieshwi particular focus on eight
case study countries.

» Task 2 - Analysis of coach accident data with di@aar objective of identifying
evidence relating driver fatigue and accidents.

* Task 3 — Analysis of the role terminal infrastruetplays in the coach market.
* Task 4A - Case study of the 12-day rule.
* Task 4B - Case study of cabotage

The use of bus and coach transport has increasedent years Bus and coach travel
combined accounted for 539 billion passenger kikbesein 2008, the highest share of
any surface mode of public transpbin particular, enlargement of the European
Union has increased the relative importance of duleel coach travel. Coach
transport has a number of advantages over otheesnofitransport, particularly in
terms of safety, environmental impact, and its ilidity and ability to respond to
changing demand.

However, the sector is extremely fragmented in $eofrthe authorities in charge of its
regulation, the size and type of market operatasthe range of transport services,
from scheduled long distance services, to schamhsport services, and shuttle
services operated for tourists between airports latdls. The importance of these
different types of services varies significanthyvaeen Member States of the European
Union. As a result, although some statistics ar@lable for the total European bus
and coach market, the overall availability andatality of statistics is poor, and there
are few statistics available for sub-sections efriarket, such as long distance coach
services.

In comparison to the rail and air transport secttirare is little European legislation
applying to the bus or coach sectors and as atyéiseite are significant differences in
the regulatory environment within which the bus andch sector operates in different
Member States. One recent change to Europeandggislis Regulation 561/2006 -
setting out certain rules on driving times, breaksd rest periods — which removed a
derogation allowing drivers of international towtrisoaches to work up to 12

1 EC statistical pocketbook 2009, Table 3.3.2
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consecutive days. An amendment to this legislasocurrently being adopted by the
co-legislators in the framework of the road package

The European Coach Market

The objective of this part of the study was to @ctlas much data as possible relating
to the coach market for all of the Member StatethefEuropean Union, and 13 other
neighbouring States. However, most of this infoforats not readily accessible from
public sources, and some of the information is anadilable at all. We therefore
focussed our analysis primarily on eight case stumyntries, whilst still seeking to
collect data from other EU Member States and 1ghimiuring States.

Common difficulties we encountered included theealoe of any formal definition of

a coach, as distinct from a bus. Many transpaiissics (and languages) do not make
such a distinction, and no set of rules consisteayplies to all Member States. For
example, although in most western European Memtsesstanding passengers are
not permitted on inter-urban bus/coach servicesthatefore this was one possible
way of distinguishing these services, this is no¢ tase in all Member States.
Similarly, vehicles with a separate luggage compart which might usually be

considered ‘coaches’ are used on urban and rusadmvices in some Member States.

Where possible we sought also to differentiate betwtypes of coach service (listed
below). This is based on the distinction drawrRegulation 684/92. However, there
are very few cases where the data is disaggregatinis way, and where it is, there
are differences between Member States in how éiftesservices are classified.

* Regular (domestic and international) services operate paicifed times on
defined routes, with specific boarding and alightpoints, and are open to all.

» Special regular services operate on defined routes and at defimeest but
provide for the carriage of specific types of pagses to the exclusion of others.

» Occasionalservices are services which do not meet the digfinivf regular or
special regular services, and which are charaerabove all by the fact that
they carry groups of passengers assembled onitlaive of the customer or the
carrier itself.

An overview of the coach market in the eight caselys Member States selected for
this study is provided in Table 4.19, followed bigréef description of each.
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TABLE 1.1 OVERVIEW OF CASE STUDY COUNTRIES
Member Coach passenger Regulatory arrangements
State kilometres (million) for regular services
Germany 27,100 Prohibition of most services
Greece 10-12,000 (est.) Prohibition of new entry
ltaly 73,385 (est) a::w?ﬁrizlti;?ic\j/: llJ):::iitehrs
Poland 12,400 (est.) Partially liberalised
Romania 11,811 Concessions
Spain 23-30,000 (est.) Concessions
Sweden 920 (est., incomplete) Liberalised
UK 24,326 Liberalised

* Germany has a unique regulatory structure for coach sesvim order to protect
rail services from competition, routes that runatlat to an existing rail link are
not licensed with some exceptions, mostly routésaim Berlin, where licenses
are issued for historical reasons. As a resultleegervices account for a very
small proportion of the coach market, and of thesst are international (a much
less regulated market). In contrast, Germany hstsoag market for occasional
services, including own-account operations andstour

* In contrast to Germany, the long distance rail oekwn Greeceis limited, and
so regular coach services are much more importédcgnses to operate regular
domestic coach services held exclusively by KTEhoperatives of individual
vehicles owners, one for each prefecture. The nurobesehicles licensed is
fixed by the government, and so the licenses caimgh value. There are also
regulatory restrictions on companies able to opergpecial regular and
occasional services.

» In Italy regular coach services predominantly link theargiof the country not
adequately served by the rail network, and so armcentrated in the south.
Whilst in theory the market for regular long-distanservices was liberalised
between 2005 and 2007, removing restriction on eetsy on inter-regional and
international regular services, in practise thesigehbeen few new operators in
the market. Very little national statistics are italde on long distance bus and
coach services and in terms of both regulation atatistics, there is no
distinction made between extra-urban services aral buses.

* The main operator of regular coach serviceRatand is PPKS Warszawa, one
of the companies formed following the break-upha former national operator.
There are no specific regulations relating to ldigjance and international coach
services, however there are practical barriers ntooducing new services.
Applications to operate services have to be apprdwe all local authorities
through which a service operates, and must haveoeplpto use terminal
infrastructure much of which is owned by incumbergerators. With the
exception of the authority in Warsaw, no transpiarates exist as to how such
applications are considered.

* Coaches are an important part of the public tratsgertor inRomania, being
responsible for more passenger-kilometres and @ysrnthan the country’s
railways. Operators of regular coach services lichgetitively for licences to
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operate packages of regional routes, and individirregional origin-
destination pairs. These licenses are valid foraximum of three years. For
regional routes, the evaluation criteria include ttares offered, whilst on
interregional services operators compete on farpdssengers.

e Spainhas one of the largest bus and coach marketsriopEwvith 11.2% market
share in terms of passenger-kilometres. This reflebe fact that the long
distance rail network is less extensive in Spa@ntin many other European
countries, and except where new high speed linge baen constructed, rail
journey times tend to be uncompetitive. Schedutatlises are organised on the
basis of concessions let by national and regiomalexnments. There is
competition for these concessions, but in practisre are barriers to new
entrants, in particular the tendency for concessitm run for long periods.
International services are not operated on a ceimebasis.

* The geography obwedenand the climate make the coach an attractive nobde
transport. The Swedish road network is well mamedi and while there is a
substantial rail network, the size of the countng #he relatively low population
density means that rail cannot on its own provideadequate service. Long
distance services have been deregulated sincear®bfopular routes are served
by more than one operator. Eurolines are the mamrator of international
services, from surrounding countries and also Lando

» Coach services in th&nited Kingdom are fully deregulated. As a result,
services are operated by a large number of diffeoperators, and on some
routes there is strong competition. National Exprabe principal scheduled
coach company, was the incumbent operator at the &f privatisation. There
are also a number of smaller, regional operators.

As a result of the data limitations, in order ttireate the overall size of the European
coach sector it was necessary to extrapolate froomtdes where good data was
available. This was on the basis of a number @fsrasuch as coach’s share of the
public transport market, average journey lengths, @nual mileages undertaken by
each vehicle. A summary of these estimates isigeedvin the table below.

TABLE 1.2 SUMMARY OF INDICATIVE EUROPEAN COACH MARKET STAT ISTICS
Coaches only EU States All 40 States
Passenger-kilometres (millions) 262,983 540,512
Vehicle-kilometres (millions) 10,134 19,899
Passenger journeys (millions) 6,621 7,584
Fleet size 248,897 445,715
Employees (bus & coach) 1,546,955 2,255,445
Annual turnover (€m) 15,425 23,560

A detailed breakdown of the coach market by typesetwice was only available in
France and Lithuania, although limited informativas also available for Cyprus,
Greece, Germany, Poland, Spain and Sweden. Onattis bf this information, we
have made indicative EU-wide estimates of the lmeak.
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TABLE 1.3 INDICATIVE ESTIMATE OF EU-WIDE COACH DEMAND BY CA TEGORY

Passenger-

Journeys (millions . -
ys ( ) kilometres (millions)

Regular 2,912 81,226
Special Regular 2,226 52,572
Occasional 1,484 129,185

Safety issues

As part of our study, the Vehicle Safety Researehtf@ (VSRC) at Loughborough
University carried out an investigation into coamtcidents in order to understand
their main causes, particularly the role of fatiglieis work contained four elements:

* Review of existing literature
* Review of accident databases
* Review of detailed data from the database of theDégiartment for Transport

* Review of specific coach crashes

Existing literature highlights the difficulty of é¢ating fatigue as the cause of an
accident, but identifies specific factors whichrawse the risk. Certain times of day
(02.00, 06.00 and 16.00 hours) and certain roadestyfmotorways and other
monotonous inter-urban routes) are known to becéstsa with increased risk, but
other factors which are important are lack of sle#yysical fitness, shift patterns and
age. Estimates in the literature of the proportibaccidents caused by fatigue range
from 1-4% in the lowest case, to 30% in the high&€snhe on task is generally not
considered to be a good indicator of accident risk.

Data on accidents in the CARE (Community Road Aeciyl database does not
generally differentiate between buses and coach@ésametimes also includes other
public service vehicles such as trams. Howeveshdws that accidents involving
buses or coaches are responsible for only a smatloption of total road accident
fatalities in Europe (2.5% in 2006). Neverthel¢ssse figures are significantly higher
than those in the EC Statistical Pocketbook, whiich not include fatalities of

pedestrians or occupants of other vehicles in aot&d which involve buses or
coaches.

The published figures suggest that there is sonderee to support the findings of
earlier studies looking at fatigue, in that an @age in fatal accidents in the early
morning and towards the end of the working day lsarobserved. This increase is
more noteworthy on motorways than other road typlesvever, none of these factors
can be adequately linked to the fatigue that maycdéesed by trips over longer
numbers of days.

Similar results were obtained when consideringrtagonal accident data for Great
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Britain (STATS19). Whilst make and model data dpes/ide some further means to
identifying coaches, this was shown not to be bddiaTime of day was the only
notable indicator of accident risk, consistent witte findings from the CARE
analysis.

A review was completed of recent high profile coackidents reported in the media.
Of the 26 cases considered, 4 had fatigue repased contributory factor, and a
further 10 had variables which are considered atdis of fatigue (such as time, road,
or nature of the crash). Whilst this representy ansmall sample, it does provide
some indication that fatigue-related accidents rnbay more prevalent than the
statistical data suggests.

In conclusion, the small number of coach accidentsurope, practical difficulties in

obtaining reliable data on causation, and a lackathil in the data that does exist
makes it difficult to draw any firm conclusions ¢ime role fatigue plays in coach
accidents. Furthermore, the causes of accident®ftaa complex and involve the
interaction of a number of contributory factors. garticular, the data provides no
reliable evidence regarding the impact of numbedays worked.

Coach terminals

We have undertaken studies of coach terminalsdh ethe Member States selected
as case studies. The purpose of this analysis idetatify if access to terminals
directly or indirectly limits new entry to the cdamarket and determine whether the
number of coach terminals and the facilities predidre sufficient and appropriate.

Access to coach terminals is primarily relevanaasssue for regular coach transport.
Occasional coach transport is mostly carried outtlom routes specified by the
organisation or individual that procures the saxyiand special regular transport is
based around the school or workplace concernethese do not usually require use
of coach terminals.

In most cases, the availability of and accessrtiteal infrastructure did not appear to
be a significant constraint to development of #gutar coach market, although in two
of the case studies (Germany and Greece), thidamgsly because other regulations
prevented access to the market.

Of the Member States selected as case studiesntiieexample in which access to
terminals did appear to be a significant issue Raland, where virtually all terminals
are owned and managed by the dominant bus oper#iter$?KS/PPKS companies,
and there have been complaints of discriminat@atinent by other operators.

We identified one serious case in Spain of illegalse of a dominant position by a
vertically integrated terminal operator. This hagkb properly investigated by the
competition authority, and the sanction imposedhenterminal operator should be a
significant deterrent to similar behaviour by otberminal operators in Spain in the
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future. However, the amount of time required fas ihvestigation (and probably any
investigation under competition law) means thafs thhay not be sufficient to
guarantee equitable access for all operators.

It is important that, where there is vertical imegn between terminal and coach
operators, systems and regulations are in plaeagsare that other operators are able
to access terminals on an equitable basis. Thisldhoclude fully independent
management of the terminal company.

Given the resources available for this study, aalysis of this issue was limited to
the States selected as case studies. However, veeimfermed by coach operators
that access to terminals has been a significane ifs the operation of international
regular services to/from some other Member Stakelading France and Austria.

Case study of the 12 day rule

Regulation 561/2006 introduced a number of charigethe rules regarding rest

periods for coach drivers. The most significanthefse was to abolish the derogation
by which drivers of international non-regular sees (coach tours) were able to work
for 12 consecutive days without a rest day. A dedastudy was commissioned on
behalf of the European Parliament into the abalitid the derogation, and on 5 June
2008, the European Parliament voted an ‘initiatieport’ to reinstate the rule. The

Commission asked us to undertake a critical reviéwhe detailed study and make
adjustments to build on this work where appropriate

The study, undertaken by PricewaterhouseCooper<)Previews the economic,

social and safety implications of the abolitiortleé 12 day derogation. In summary, it
argues that the abolition of the derogation wouwdehstrongly negative economic
impacts, without having significant positive safaiy social benefits. It therefore

recommends reintroduction of the derogation, algfopossibly with some measures
to safeguard the limited social and safety beneftisieved through the abolition of
the derogation.

On the basis of the review that we have undertakenbelieve that the PwC study
may have significantly overestimated the economipact of the abolition of the
derogation, and also possibly underestimated tblsonpacts. The analysis that has
been commissioned as part of this study showsithsinot possible to quantify the
safety impact of the withdrawal of the derogation.

PwC'’s conclusions may partly reflect the approdwdt they adopted, which was a
combination of statistical analysis and review othes published reports,

supplemented with surveys of coach operators, ihbut apparently any evidence of
equivalent surveys of drivers or their represemsti(it is not clear from the report
who was consulted).
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We have estimated that the economic impact of #regétion is likely to be around

€81 million. We initially sought to estimate the matary value of the safety benefit in
order to compare it to our lower estimate of theneetnic impact, but on the basis of
the research undertaken for this study, we haveclgded that this cannot be

guantified on the basis of the information avadabHowever, we agree with the

conclusion of the PwC study that the impact is plap small, as coach is already a
relatively safe form of transport (although, ascdssed in section 5 below, some of
the data cited by PwC overstates how safe coacél iig.

Case study of cabotage

Regulation 12/98 permits coach operators that haldCommunity license to
temporarily operate certain services within other Member Stat@hout being
required to have a registered office in that Steddotage services).

We have undertaken an analysis of the experienap@fation of cabotage services
and identified issues that have arisen with themwices. Analysis of cabotage
services has been undertaken in the eight MemlatesSselected as case studies. In
most of the Member States analysed, the volumealbtage services was very low,
and these have not had a significant impact ontthesport market. The main
exceptions to this are Greece and to a lesserteteeden.

As discussed above, the domestic coach market @ederis subject to a unique
system of regulation, which affects both regulard apccasional services and
significantly limit the potential for competitionebveen coach operators registered in
Greece. The particular circumstances of the Graakisport market and the
regulations applied to it mean that cabotage sesviotentially have a significant cost
advantage and hence a significant impact on lopakators. Although in part this
reflects lower wages in the origin Member Statea)d0 reflects the significant costs
of obtaining a license to provide coach serviceSrieece, which the cabotage services
avoid.

Greek tourist agencies are the main objectorsdasetiservices. This is on the basis that
they are not able to compete with the KTEL (locabperatives of coach owners),
who are protected against cabotage services throagbnal regulations and have
exclusive rights to operate domestic regular sesji@and have also been given the
right to operate special regular and occasionalices. Hence, the tourist coach
operators have to compete for a relatively smalpprtion of the Greek coach market
with KTEL and coach operators registered in otherdduntries, while they are not
allowed to compete with KTEL on the domestic regutarket.

The other Member State in which a number of caleotsgvices have been identified
is Sweden. Swedish coach operators tend to viewahetage regulations in a much
more positive light than the Greek operators, ttewes offering cabotage services in
other Member States. However, there has been acylart issue with Russian

operators providing cabotage services in SwedenRéssia is not an EU Member
State, Russian operators are not permitted toido th
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Almost no international regular services carry dsticepassengers within Member
States (regular cabotage). Operators informedaitghis was partly because a number
of Member States in practice prohibited all regataootage operations.

Regulation of regular cabotage services cannotdomsidered in isolation from the
domestic regulatory arrangements. It would not nssese to fully liberalise cabotage
services without also liberalising the domesticuteg market — regulated markets
such as Germany and Greece would otherwise beirdisating against their
domestic operators. It is therefore necessary tsider the potential advantages and
disadvantages of liberalisation of the coach market

Liberalisation would have a number of potential éfés, including reduced costs
arising from increased competition, greater poédnfior operators to launch
innovative new services, and greater ability foerapors to meet consumer demand.
However, these impacts need to be weighed agameshial consumer benefits which
it might be difficult or impossible to achieve watlt regulation, such as the ability to
co-ordinate schedules between operators and wltér shodes of transport, and the
ability to offer integrated ticketing. Overall, tieemay be benefits in regulating the
regular coach sector, provided this is undertakera mon-discriminatory basis and
there is competition for the market if not withiretmarket.

In contrast, in the case of the occasional coadtkehanone of the potential benefits
of regulation identified above apply. The main iripaf regulation in this sector is
likely to be to increase prices and limit consuns@pice, without any offsetting
benefits. An opening of the occasional market tly fiberalised cabotage operations
should therefore be considered. We note that thenission has taken measures to
open a wide variety of other market sectors to aitipn and we suggest that it
should in the future evaluate the potential impaétendertaking similar measures in
the coach sector, particularly with regard to omnas services.
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INTRODUCTION
Background

The use of bus and coach transport has increasegtémt years, and bus and coach
travel combined accounts for more passenger kil@sethan any other mode of

surface public transport in the European Union. pé#mticular, enlargement of the

European Union has increased the relative impoetasfcscheduled coach travel,

which tends to account for a higher proportion riki-city passenger transport by
surface modes in the new Member States.

Coach transport has a number of advantages over wihdes of transport. It is one of
the best performing modes in terms of both safetg anvironmental impact. In
comparison to rail transport, for which serviceries tend to require a long period of
advance planning and routes are inevitably restticby the availability of
infrastructure, the sector has the potential to highly demand-responsive and
flexible. Subject to regulatory limits existing Bome Member States, it is able to
respond quickly to changing patterns of demand.

However, the sector is extremely fragmented in seofboth the authorities in charge
of its regulation (varying from city councils totianal transport ministries), and the
size and type of market operators (multinational/gte groups, public transport
operators, railway companies and smaller indepdndgerators). It also includes a
very wide range of different types of transportvems, from scheduled long distance
services operating with similar timetable and resgon systems to railways, to
school transport services, and shuttle servicesatgek for tourists between airports
and hotels. The importance of these different typeservices varies significantly

between Member States of the European Union. Fample, there are almost no
scheduled long distance coach services in Germarustria, but this is the main

mode of long distance public transport in GreeatRwoland.

As a result, although some statistics are availtdsléhe total European bus and coach
market, the overall availability and reliability efatistics is poor, and there are few
statistics available for sub-sections of the margeth as long distance coach services.
As a result of this lack of information, it is ddtilt to evaluate the impact that policy
measures for the sector have had, or assess thetimippotential regulatory changes.
It may also be difficult for market participants eake informed business decisions,
particularly if they are considering entering tharket in another Member State.

Existing legislation applying to the coach sector

In comparison to the rail and air transport secttirare is little European legislation
applying to the bus or coach sectors.

Some requirements regarding international carr@gessengers by bus and coach in
the European Union are set out in Regulation 684#2amended by Regulation
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2.7

2.8

2.9

11/98, and by Regulation 12/98 with respect to tadm services. These Regulations
define various types of services:

* Regular services, carrying passengers at speaified/als along specified routes,
passengers being picked up and set down at predeést stopping points;

* Special regular services, whose access is reseiwvedertain categories of
passengers, such as workers, students or soldiers;

* Occasional services, which do not meet the dedimitif regular or special regular
services; and

* Own-account transport operations, carried out fon-commercial and non-
profit-making purposes, under restrictive condisicet out by the Regulation.

In addition, Regulation 561/2006 sets out certailes on driving times, breaks and
rest periods. This legislation is designed to lamise competition between modes
and to improve working conditions and road safetne of the most significant
changes in the Regulation is that there is no Iolagderogation allowing drivers of
international tourist coaches to work up to 12 eoumsive days. A legislative
amendment to reintroduce this derogation has rigcbeen passed by the European
Parliament and is due to be considered by the GlonfriEransport Ministers.

The lack of any other European legislation affegrtine sector has resulted in
significant differences in the regulatory enviromnithin which the bus and coach
sector operates in different Member States. Thitian in regulation is particularly
significant for regular long distance coach serwides discussed in more detail below,
the regulatory environment varies from:

» liberalisation, as in the UK, in which there arerastrictions on operation of hew
services and therefore there can be on-road cotiopebetween operators;

e a concession system, as in Spain, where operaidrfobthe right to operate
individual routes, but there is no ‘on-road’ conifien;

» other forms of licensing restrictions, as in Greecel

»  prohibition on operations, as in Germany, whereil@gdomestic coach services
are (with some exceptions) not permitted.

This study

The purpose of this study is to undertake a thdroreyiew and analysis of the
European coach industry, including domestic longtattice, international regular
services, special regular services and occasioaradpport. The main tasks which have
been undertaken as part of the study are:

» Task 1 - Data collection and analysisData regarding the coach sector has been
collected and analysed in all Member States of Eeopean Union, and a
selection of surrounding countries. This includesad(or estimates of data) on
performance indicators, enterprise statistics,t flgatistics, fuel consumption,
safety performance, and service quality indicatbnge to the limited time and
resources available for the study, particular étfias been focussed on eight case
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2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13

2.14

study Member States. This is used as the basis o¥erview of the coach sector,
set out in section 4 below.

» Task 2 - Analysis of coach accident dataAn analysis has been commissioned
of coach accident data, with a particular objectf/@entifying evidence relating
driver fatigue and accidents.

» Task 3 — Analysis of terminals:We have undertaken an assessment of the role
terminal infrastructure plays in the coach markitgluding whether the
availability of terminals and their accessibilitffeects competition and the
development of services.

» Task 4A - Case study of the 12-day rule: We have analysed the safety,
commercial and operational impacts of a potengaistatement of a derogation
from driver rest time regulations, which would allddrivers of international
tourist coaches to work for 12 consecutive dayhaout a full rest day.

 Task 4B - Case study of cabotageWe have undertaken an investigation into
the role cabotage plays in domestic coach transpoiurope, focussing on
countries where there are known issues.

In addition, a stakeholder workshop will be undesta

This study has been led by Steer Davies Gleave'situo office, supported by staff in
our offices in Bologna and Madrid. We have alsorbassisted in our research by
Helios Technology Ltd, Factum OHG, and the Lougbligh University Vehicle
Safety Research Centre (VSRC).

This report

This is the Final Report for the study. It takewiaccount comments received from
the European Commission and comments from staketsolt a workshop undertaken
in April 2009.

Structure of this document

The remainder of this document is structured devs:

e Section 3 provides more detail on the methodolbgy has been adopted for this
study;

* Section 4 provides a summary of data collectedhenBuropean coach market
(task 1);

»  Section 5 summarises the conclusions of the wddkting to safety (task 2);
» Section 6 sets out our analysis of coach termifask 3);

e Section 7 is our case study of the 12 day rule;

e Section 8 provides our analysis of the impact diotage; and

*  Section 9 summarises the stakeholder workshop.

The following information is provided as appendices
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2.

Appendix A provides the detailed reports on thecboanarket in the eight
Member States selected as case studies;

Appendix B provides the reports on the coach markéte other Member States
and in a selection of neighbouring states;

Appendix C provides the case studies of coach texisti

Appendix D is the full report on coach safety issehich is summarised in
section 4); and

Appendix E is the minutes of the stakeholder wookshndertaken in April 2009.

15 Due to the volume of information, the appendicespapvided as separate documents.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

OVERVIEW OF OUR APPROACH
Scope of work

As described in section 1, the objective of thedgtwas to undertake a detailed
analysis of the European coach market. The indlgective was to undertake the
following tasks:

» Task 1 - Data collection and analysisTo collect and analyse data regarding the
coach sector in all Member States of the Europeaiorit) and a selection of
surrounding countries. This includes data (or estid® of data) on performance
indicators, enterprise statistics, fleet statistind service quality indicators.

» Task 2 - Analysis of coach accident dataAn analysis of coach accident data,
with a particular objective of identifying evidencelating driver fatigue and
accidents.

e Task 3 — Analysis of terminals: An assessment of the role terminal
infrastructure plays in the coach market, includimigether the availability of
terminals and their accessibility affects compatitiand the development of
services.

e Task 4 - Case study of the 12-day ruleAnalysis of the safety, commercial and
operational impacts of a potential reinstatemena dirogation from driver rest
time regulations, which would allow drivers of imational tourist coaches to
work for 12 consecutive days without a full resyda

» Task 5 — Stakeholder workshop

There were a number of developments between the iskthe Invitation to Tender

and the start of work for this study. On 29 Novem@07 the European Parliament
voted to reinstate the 12 day rule, and at thd sfawork for this study it appeared

possible that, by the time the study was completbd, rule would have been

reinstated, as this proposal enjoyed wide suppértdetailed study had been
commissioned from PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC)etralb of the Parliament into

the abolition of the derogation. In addition, then@nission had identified that there
was a significant issue in at least one MembeieStaith cabotage services.

Therefore, in order to avoid duplication to effartd to use the resources available for
the study as efficiently as possible, the Commissisked us to undertake a critical
review of the PwC study and make adjustments tddban this work where
appropriate. It was agreed to use the resourceasad by doing this to undertake an
analysis of the cabotage services operated andhehéhis presented difficulties.
Therefore, the tasks actually carried out are bavis:

* Task 1: Coach market data collection and analysis
* Task 2: Analysis of accident data

* Task 3: Analysis of terminals

» Task 4A: Case study of the 12 day rule
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3.4

3.5

3.6

» Task 4B: Case study of cabotage
» Task 5: Stakeholder workshop

Approach to data collection and analysis

The Commission requested that we collect as muth as possible relating to the
coach market for all of the Member States of theéopean Union, and 13 other
neighbouring States. In terms of the amount of uess required, this was the most
important element of this study. In particular, tgective was to collect:

» transport performance indicators, such as numbepassenger journeys and
passenger kilometres

* enterprise statistics, such as number of compamniéxoaches operated;
» fleet statistics, such as age of vehicle and fyt

» fuel consumption;

» safety performance; and

* service quality indicators.

Unfortunately, most of this information is not rdgdiccessible from public sources,
and some of the information is not available at @liven the amount of time that
would be required to collect the data, it was maicpcal to do this in all of the States
within the resources available for the study. ltsviherefore agreed to focus the
analysis on eight case studies, although also tectalata from the other States in
order to provide a thorough overview of the Europemach market, and take
advantage of other data sources where these waddyraccessible. Case studies
were selected in order to cover a wide range dewmdiht market characteristics, in
terms of volumes of coach services operated, inclevels, regulatory regimes, and
other market and competitive factors.

The following Member States were selected for gmecstudies:

e Germany, a high income State with a developedgbuadach sector but with few
regular services

» Greece, a State where particular issues had beaetifidd with the regulation of
the coach market and with cabotage occasionalcesrvi

» ltaly, another State which was understood to msthie operation of regular
coach services

» Poland, a new Member State with an extensive bub@avily used rail network

* Romania, a further new Member State with relatively income levels and a
relatively underdeveloped rail network

e Spain, due to the large volume of regular coachices operated
»  Sweden, to cover a low population density but higlome State

* UK, due to the large volume of regular coach sewioperated and the
deregulated environment

\\douglas.sdgworld.net\work\Projects\220400s\2204%0 \Outputs\Reports\Final Report\Passenger Transparby Coach Final Report v3 (changes all acceptedpd

18

= steer davies gleave



Study of passenger transport by coach

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12

Data collection was also undertaken in all of tamaining Member States and in 12
neighbouring States, many of which are current @ssjble candidates for
membership. This was undertaken within a much miongéed resources budget.
Nonetheless, we found that in a few of the othateSt(for example France) extensive
data was available and the amount of data it wasiple to collect actually exceeded
that which was possible for some of the case s8idtes. Reports on the coach sector
in each State are provided in appendix A (for thgecstudies) and appendix B (for the
other States).

Note that the original terms of reference for thelg required Liechtenstein also to be
considered, but it was agreed with the Commisdian it need not be included due to
the small size of any potential coach market.

Definitions

The objective of this study is to investigate thedpean coach market, but a key issue
has been the lack of any formal definition of coaelvices which applies consistently
across Europe. Many transport statistics do notenaly distinction between buses
and coaches, and in some languages no such distinextists. Previous statistical
reports published by the European Commission, diety the annual energy and
transport statistical pocketbook published by DGERNR also do not make any
distinction between bus and coach services.

However, some States do make a formal legal distimdbetween bus and coach
services. For example, in the UK, any service witlistance of less than 15 miles
(24km) between scheduled stops is classified asa bus service over that section of
the route only. This leads to the interesting situtrewhere a single service can be both
classified as a local bus service and as a coavitse

Local bus services have a number of legal benefitsavailable for coach services,

such as “free” travel (paid for by the governmehot)senior citizens, rebates on fuel

tax, and permission to use dedicated bus lanesei#mwlocal buses are also subject
to more regulation than long distance coachesxXample, the operator has to give 60
days’ notice to alter the service and also theisesvare subject to oversight by the
Traffic Commissioner who has the power to imposedion a company if the service
regularly fails to run according to its schedutepractice, coach operators prefer not
to be subjected to these regulations and therédaieto avoid scheduling stops within

24 km of each other.

We have considered a number of definitions, such as

* minimum distances between stops or minimum jouteegth;

» distinctions based on the type of vehicle usedekample, that luggage travels in
a separate compartment from passengers; and

» distinctions based on how the vehicles are usguldatice, for example, whether
standing passengers are permitted.
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3.13

3.14

3.15

However, none of these definitions is appropridter example, although in most
western European Member States standing passeargenst permitted on inter-urban
bus/coach services, this is not the case in all Mertates. Similarly, vehicles with a
separate luggage compartment which might usuallgdmsidered ‘coaches’ are used
on urban and rural bus services in some Membeestat

In addition, given the paucity of statistics avhiéafor coach services in most Member
States, it is not practical for a study such as tbi impose any definition that is
distinct from that used by the agencies compilimg individual statistics. In the vast
majority of cases, the statistics available in Memlstates are not detailed or
disaggregated enough for us to chose the definitiahwe consider most appropriate.

Where data sources do provide us with flexibildydecide which types of services to
include, we have considered coach services todecthe services listed in Table 3.1
below. This is based on the distinction drawn inglation 684/92. However, it
should be emphasised that this definition has beln used for guidance and in the
very small number of cases where the statisticdadola are sufficiently disaggregated
to allow some choice as to how to define coachisesy

TABLE 3.1 DEFINITION OF COACH SERVICES

Type Explanation

Regular services operate at specified times on
defined routes, with specific boarding and alighting
points, and are open to all, subject where appropriate

Regular to advance reservation.

services We consider as coach services those services which

operate between different urban areas within the
same region making limited stops, plus services which
operate between different regions

All regular services crossing national boundaries are

International ; -
considered coaches, except where these are within

regular services

cross-border urban areas (eg. Basel)

Services
considered as
coach services Special regular

services

Special regular services operate on defined routes
and at defined times, but provide for the carriage of
specific types of passengers to the exclusion of
others. The main categories of special regular
services are school and employee transport services.

All special regular services are considered coach
services, regardless of the nature of the route
operated or vehicle used

Occasional
services

Occasional services are services which do not meet
the definition of regular or special regular services,
and which are characterized above all by the fact that
they carry groups of passengers assembled on the
initiative of the customer or the carrier itself. These
include privately hired services such as tourist
services.

All occasional services are considered coach
services, regardless of the nature of the route
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operated or vehicle used

Regular services operating mostly or entirely within
the same city or other urban area are not considered
to be coach services

Urban regular

Services not services
considered as
coach services

Regular services in rural areas, or between rural
areas and towns/cities, which make frequent stops,
are not considered to be coach services

Local/rural
services

3.16 As a result of the lack of data available, in moases within this document the
definition of bus/coach used is the definition tletised within the specific Member
State. However, throughout this document and tperte on the market in individual
States, we note cases where variations in defmitiothe market appear to have a
significant impact on the results.

3.17 The distinction between bus and coach servicearigcplarly problematic for services
other than regular services. In many Member Stateésccasional and special regular
services are considered coach services, but in smases these may cover short
distances and have characteristics that are otbemmdre similar to bus services. In
particular, since school transport accounts foegy Varge proportion of journeys in
certain Member States (such as Sweden), whetreistincluded has a large impact
on the statistics, and we have identified this wkier possible. Overall, in our view, it
is not particularly helpful to make a distinctioetiveen bus and coach services for
services other than regular services for whichdbiss add value given the differences
in the markets served and the nature of the remylatégimes that may apply.
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4, THE EUROPEAN COACH MARKET

Summary of European coach market statistics

As discussed below, there are significant limitations to the data available on the European
coach sector. In the course of this chapter we describe a number of estimates we have
made of the overall market size and characteristics, and these are summarised below.
However, many of these estimates are indicative only, rely on a large number of
assumptions, and so have significant uncertainty surrounding them. This is described in
more detail in the body of this chapter.

Coaches only Total EU All States

Passenger-kilometres (millions) 262,983 540,512
Vehicle-kilometres (millions) 10,134 19,899
Passenger journeys (millions) 6,621 7,584
Fleet size 248,897 445,715
Employees (bus & coach) 1,546,955 2,255,445
Annual turnover (€m) 15,425 23,560

Introduction
4.1 A primary objective for this study is to collectcaanalysis data on the European

coach sector. This chapter provides an overvieauofresearch; individual reports on
each State studied are contained in Appendix Atffer8 Member States selected as
case studies) and Appendix B (the other States).

4.2 This chapter sets out:

 an overview of data issues and limitations;

» statistical analysis of the coach market, in teaihpassenger volumes, fleet and
enterprise data, and revenue data;

» information on the profile of coach passengersthedype of journeys typically
made by coach;

* information on service quality; and

* regulatory issues which impact on the developmérthe market in different
Member States.

Data overview

4.3 The scope, quality, and availability of data varie&lely across the countries
considered but is in general very poor comparedther transport sectors. In a
number of Member States little data is availablad an other cases, data is
incomplete, inconsistent between sources, and dmie®teven inconsistent between
different sources produced by the same organisafibare is no consistency in data
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4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

between Member States and therefore it is diffitolinake definitive comparisons
between States on the basis of the data available.

Given the lack of data, where possible we haveuted estimates for figures,
however there remain a large number of gaps. Ierotd carry out a meaningful
analysis, it has therefore been necessary to dewekystem for categorising the data
we have collected. Therefore, we have developedraffic light' system for
classifying the data. This is described in Table Results are only presented within
this section where we have data which we haveitilegss ‘green’ or ‘yellow’. The
reports on the individual States provided in apjpEsiA and B

TABLE 4.1 DATA CLASSIFICATION

Category Expected to be Example
accurate within

Green 10% or better « Official statistic which we believe appears reliable; or

» Calculation based on good data (for example, a
calculation of seat kilometres, where figures are
available for vehicle kilometres and average seats
per vehicle)

Yellow 10-25% » Official statistic about which we have some concerns
(for example, because it is more than 5 years old)

« Estimate based on relatively good data (for example,
extrapolation from figures provided by a trade
association which already covers most services)

- Worse than 25% « Official statistic but which is believed to be unreliable
or inconsistent, or which exclude a significant
proportion of data (for example, where a figure is
provided for passenger kilometres but this does not
include occasional services)

* Estimate based on limited data

Other N/A « Data so limited that it is not possible to make an
estimate

A particular issue is that there is no consistesfinttion of coach transport (see
section 3 above). We have sought to collect datah® coach market where this is
possible, but in many cases it is necessary teeptetata for the combined bus/coach
market. We identify below, and in the reports oe ttoach market in each of the
States, where data relates to coach and wherdateseto the combined bus/coach
market.

The reports on each State provide detailed infaomain the sources used for each
item of data.

Overview of the coach market

This section provides an overview of the coach markt draws on the data which we
believe is of reasonable quality (that classifigteen’ and ‘yellow’ using the traffic
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light system described in Table 4.1 above).

Comparison of different Member States

4.8 Some of the largest coach markets in Europe arenasvould expect, in the most
populous States. Figure 4.1 summarises the maiket measured in terms of
passenger kilometres. Where the data allows ateldistinction to be made between
bus travel and coach travel, the graph shows stephus/coach figures; for the other
States, a combined bus/coach figure is provided.

4.9 The largest number of passenger kilometres classifis coach are in Turkey,
followed by France. The States with the highest lmeimof total bus and coach
passenger kilometres are Russia, Turkey, Italy@inany.

FIGURE 4.1 PASSENGER KILOMETRES BY STATE
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4.10 At least part of the difference in the volumesaiht ‘coach’ travel reflect differences
in the classification of ‘bus’ and ‘coach’. The uole of coach passenger kilometres is
high in France but this reflects the fact thati-iance, coach is defined to include both
school transport and also a significant volumesegfonal transport which would be
considered ‘bus’ in the UK or Spain.

4.11 These differences are reflected in Figure 4.2 bellwrneys classified as ‘coach’ in
Germany are, on average, very long, because therdarge market for long distance
coach tours, whereas there is almost no regulachcoaarket and special regular
transport, which will have low average journey lésgis classified as bus.

FIGURE 4.2 AVERAGE JOURNEY LENGTH (KILOMETRES)
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412 The data for average seats and passengers petevalso reflect this difference
(Figure 4.3 below). The number of seats per vehglairly consistent across states,
reflecting similar vehicle types being used, b tumber of passengers per vehicle
varies significantly. Load factors tend to be higire those States where the coach
market is dominated by occasional travel, such asm@ny, than in States with
significant regular coach markets. Where we do Hayeres for different types of
services, this difference is shown even more glearlFrance, regular coach services
have on average 25 passengers per vehicle, bubdes have 39 and tours of more
than one day have 42.
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4.13 There are some issues with this data, for exanipéeload factor implied by the data
for Austria and Slovakia is very high, however instria this may be due to the fact
that a greater proportion of journeys are inteomati tours, which tend to have a
higher load factor.

FIGURE 4.3 AVERAGE PASSENGERS AND SEATS PER VEHICLE
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Note: Figures for Spain shown in this graph are regular inter-regional services only. No equivalent figures
available for other services.

Relationship between coach transport and GDP

4.14 Most transport demand is positively correlated V@IDP. However, for coach, there is
some evidence that the reverse is the case. lasStath GDP per head that is below
the European average, the propensity to traveldagctr tends to be higher than in
States with above-average GDP per head. Increas€DP can actually lead to
reductions in coach demand, and our research sheesw evidence of this in
central/eastern European Member States, where we inirmed that rapidly rising
incomes were prompting higher car ownership whi@s weading to a reduction in
coach demand.
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4.15

4.16

4.17

4.18

FIGURE 4.4 PROPENSITY TO TRAVEL BY COACH RELATIVE TO GDP
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This is, however, not the case in all Member Stdtemost States, the poor quality of
data availability meant that it was not possibleléermine the trend in coach travel.
However, for the western European Member Statesenmih@vas possible to obtain a
good time series of data (France, UK and in Spairirter-regional regular services
only), coach travel was growing, albeit slower ti@&DP. The growth rates in France
and Spain were comparable to those achieved byaiflveays, implying that coach
travel is not losing market share in these States.

This indicates that:

e coach travel is high in the lowest income Statesnany people do not own cars
and cannot afford air travel, and hence have luinitkoice about their mode of
transport;

* increased incomes over time in these States vaill te greater car ownership and
possibly also investment in improved rail infrasture, reducing the market
share and potentially the absolute volume of caemtsport; and

* in higher income States, the market is more matmnd,increases in incomes will
lead to increased propensity to travel by all modesreasing the volume of
coach travel but probably not its market share.

In part, differences in the level of coach traweflacts differences in the quality and
utilisation of the rail network. Higher-income west European States tend to have
relatively good rail systems, which reduces the a®infor coach travel. However,

there are wide differences in the importance ofdbach sector in different western

European States, as discussed below.

The coachshare of public transport is more clearly inversely ctated with GDP
than the overall volume of coach travel (Figurg 4.5
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4.19
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Figure 4.6 below shows the market share of coaa$, tail and car transport in the
Member States for which reliable data appearecetavailable. In some States, such
as Turkey and Bulgaria, high levels of bus and khdaavel reflect low levels of car
use. In others, such as Germany and France, tlivedy high proportion of
passenger kilometres undertaken by rail also inspaictthe coach market. In France,
the relatively high proportion of coach demandeet$ a low level of bus demand and
therefore primarily indicates how journeys are siféed.

FIGURE 4.6 COACH SHARE OF TOTAL PASSENGER KILOMETRES (ALL MOD ES)
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4.20

4.21

4.22

There is particularly large variation in the markéiare of the regular coach sector,
partly due to differences in quality of the railtwerk but also due to differences in
regulation (discussed below). For example:

* in Greece, regular long distance coach servicesstienated to have an 85%
share of the regular long distance public transmantket

* in Spain, the inter-regional regular coach opestmnvey approximately the
same number of passenger kilometres as high spdedgdistance trains (7.85
billion compared to 8.48 billion in 2006)

* in the UK, overall long distance rail carries sfgrantly more passengers than
long distance regular coach, but on some corridoexh is the main mode of
transport, for example between London and Oxfoeddlare two operators each
providing services every 10-15 minutes at peakgime

* in Germany, almost all long distance public tramsf by rail or air, with only
0.6 million regular domestic coach journeys perryea

The total size of the European coach market

In order to estimate the total size of the EU pagsecoach market, it is necessary to
make some further estimates to extrapolate data fre States for which sufficient
data is available to cover the remainder. We laoree this based on the States for
which we do have data, following two approaches:

i.  Using global averages from all States, and appl§iege to missing data points;
and

ii. Calculating averages for groups of States whicheskinilar characteristics, and
applying averages to missing data points withiiséhgroups.

In order to group the 39 States within the sampietfis study, we first considered the
demand and supply of rail services (measured bypaasenger kilometres and route-
kilometres per capita respectively). This gave tisthe following categories:

TABLE 4.2 COUNTRY SECTORS
Low supply High supply
Low I: In countries with low levels of rail I1: A high presence of rail
demand demand and supply we might expect infrastructure, but low levels of use,
coach services to dominate could indicate underdeveloped

services or significant freight usage.
Similar to I, but with the potential to
develop into Il

2 Source: RENFE annual report 2006
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4.23

4.24

High IV: High levels of demand on a 11l: Where rail services have high
demand relatively small network, likely to be levels of service and patronage, we
found in more densely populated would expect the coach market to be

countries, where coach services may  limited
supplement the rail network

Coach transport (particularly international travisl)also closely related to levels of
migration and tourism in a country, which in tuelates to its GDP per capita. We
therefore further split categories I-1ll into higimd low income categories. Table 4.3
shows the 39 countries by group.

TABLE 4.3 STATE GROUPINGS
Sector I-A Sector II-A Sector IlI-A Sector IV
Spain Slovenia Sweden Netherlands
Portugal Croatia Finland Belgium
Republic of Ireland Slovakia Denmark Switzerland
Iceland Poland Norway Italy
Malta Latvia France United Kingdom
Cyprus Lithuania Austria Germany
Greece Estonia Luxembourg
Sector I-B Sector II-B Sector I1I-B
Turkey Bulgaria Hungary
Morocco Romania Czech Republic
Albania Russia
Bosnia-Herzegovina Ukraine
Moldova
FYROM

Within each sector, where we have data, there igeskevel of consistency with

expectations regarding the public transport madtetres of coach and bus. This
suggests that extrapolating within groups to coestiwwhere we do not have data
could have some value in improving the accuracguwfestimates. In particular the
result described above that GDP is a significagicator of coach travel is reinforced.
However, there are also limitations with this coymgfrouping approach:

* The regulatory environment in a State is also aisagint factor in determining
the size and characteristics of its coach markeir example, this results in the
UK having a much larger regular coach market thamgany (although this is in
part re-balanced by Germany's large occasional etarkThis is despite both
being in group IV for having highly developed redictors.

* The distinction between bus and coach travel vasiglely between States, as
discussed in section 3. This makes the sectoroappr less reliable for
determining coaches’ share of the bus and coackatdrowever for estimating
the total bus and coach market size it is moraabtdi This is illustrated by
Figure 4.7, showing the average and the range akehsshares for each
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grouping.

FIGURE 4.7 BUS AND COACH SHARE OF PUBLIC TRANSPORT BY STATE
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4.25 Despite these limitations, these groupings stilbteee some of the key national
characteristics which will influence the scale avature of the coach market. We
therefore present estimates for the overall masket of the coach market based on
both the cluster approach, and global averagerder to ensure that consistent sets
of statistics from each State are added togetber@ample, which year data is from)
‘bottom-up’ coach market shares from our data cttbe are applied to Eurostat data
on total passenger transport figures. Our estsrate summarised in Table 4.4.
TABLE 4.4 OVERALL MARKET SIZE

Passenger Estimate based on global averages Estimate based ong  roupings of
kilometres States
(million) Total Bus and Coach Total Bus and Coach
public Coach public coach
transport transport
EU15 812,600 416,900 207,381 812,600 416,900 224,809
EU12 178,000 105,600 55,602 178,000 105,600 59,524
Total EU 990,600 522,500 262,983 990,600 522,500 284,333
Other States 761,651 481,440 277,529 589,116 362,795 223,079
Total
sample 1,752,251 1,003,940 540512 1,579,716 885,295 507,412
4.26 We have sought also to make indicative estimateshefoverall market size as
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measured by vehicle-kilometres and passenger jgsirnélowever, reliable data on
these metrics was available for only a small nundferountries, and as a result the
extrapolations to the remaining countries will haignificant uncertainty surrounding
them. The data available is such that our estsrate restricted to coach data only.

4.27 In order to estimate total vehicle-miles we havesibered average passengers per
vehicle (shown in Figure 4.3 above) and applied ttm our passenger-kilometre
estimates. For countries where we have reliable da vehicle-kilometres this has
been used. We have also used this data to cacahaaverage passenger per vehicle
figure of 28. This global average was then useth&ocalculate vehicle-kilometre
estimates for the remaining (majority) of countrie®ur results are summarised in
Table 4.5.

4.28 A similar methodology using average journey lenigés been followed in order to
estimate total passenger journeys. Here, howeveimple global average journey
length cannot be justified — clearly the lengthjafrneys will be affected by the size
and geography of the country. Instead, we haveidered the relationship between
journey length and the size of a countryApplying this relationship allows us to
estimate journey lengths for each country and afiply passenger-kilometres, thus
giving an indicative view of passenger journey I®taThis is summarised in Table

4.5.
TABLE 4.5 FURTHER INDICATIVE ESTIMATES OF TOTAL COACH MARK ET SIZE
- Coach vehicle- Coach passenger
Millions per annum .
kms journeys
EU15 8,055 4,895
EU12 2,079 1,726
Total EU 10,134 6,621
Other States 9,765 963
Total sample 19,899 7,584
International travel
4.29 In most Member States, the vast majority of coachrjeys are domestic. The main

exceptions to this are Germany and Austria, whielvehvery large markets for
outbound international coach tours and have almostomestic regular coach market
(Figure 4.8 below).

3 We have made the simplifying assumption that eachmtry can be approximated by a circle of equiviadeea, and
then related the radius of this circle to averagerjey length. This implied that the average cdadmey is
about 40% of a country’s “radius”.
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FIGURE 4.8 PROPORTION OF COACH JOURNEYS INTERNATIONAL
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Demand for different types of services

4.30 We have sought to identify the proportion of bud anach demand that is accounted
for by each of the categories of transport (regutacasional, special regular etc).
Although some limited data on this is availabl@inumber of Member States, it is not
complete in any State except Lithuania.

4.31 Of the larger Member States, the only one for whicmparably detailed data is
available is France (Figure 4.7). The data inde#t@t occasional transport accounts
for the largest proportion of coach passenger lelimes (45%) although only 23% of
passenger journeys, because average journey leamgthmuch longer for this type of
journey than for other types of coach transport.
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FIGURE 4.9 SHARE OF TYPES OF COACH TRANSPORT, FRANCE
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en 2005; SDG analysis

4.32 Unfortunately the data for France does not showllbas trips in a consistent format,
and different sources show different data for pagse kilometres (as discussed in
more detail in the report for France in appendix Bhe data which is available
indicates that the proportion of passenger kiloesinade up by local bus trips is low
(less than 20%), which reflects that:

» the definition of coach transport used in Franauides many trips which would
be categorised as bus trips in other Member Statek;

* many French cities have extensive tram and mestess, reducing the demand
for local bus travel.

4.33 Key characteristics of the different types of cogmiwrneys in France are shown in
Table 4.6. The average number of passengers pecleeland average journey
lengths, are much greater for occasional trangpart for regular or special regular
transport. This not surprising given the charastes of these trips — operators of
occasional transport can achieve higher load factoecause their demand is
inherently more predictable, and they do not havegderate services if demand is
insufficient.
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TABLE 4.6 CHARACTERISTICS OF COACH JOURNEYS - FRANCE
Passengers per Average journey
Type of coach transport vehicle length (km)
Regular 27 27
School transport 35 21
Special regular
Employees 25 32
One day only 39 73
Excursions
More than one day 42 282
Other occasional transport 27 14
Total 33 35

4.34 As discussed above, the only Member State for wbaschplete data for all sectors of
bus and coach transport was available was Lithu@hable 4.7 below). In most
respects, however, the data for Lithuania is reaslgnconsistent with the partial data
available elsewhere, with the exception of averagmber of passengers per vehicle,
which is very low in Lithuania, and implies thatnse services must be operated with
relatively small vehicles.

TABLE 4.7 DETAILED BUS AND COACH PASSENGER DATA - LITHUANIA
Passenger Passenger Vehicle Average
. . . journey  Passengers
kilometres journeys kilometres X
- . - length per vehicle
(millions) (millions) (millions)
(km)
Regular long distance domestic 712 13.1 75.3 54 9.5
Regular international 138 0.58 9.49 238 145
Special regular services 115 417 11.6 28 9.9
Occasional services 436 2.44 24.3 179 17.9
Total coach services 1,401 20 121 70 11.6
Local bus (suburban) 545 38.3 71.0 14 7.7
Local bus (urban) 1225 260 132 5 9.3
Total bus and coach services 3,171 318 323 10 9.8
Total regular services 2,620 311 287 8 91

(bus+coach)

4.35 Some limited data is also available on differerttisas of the market in the other
States. This data is summarised below.
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TABLE 4.8 SHARE OF EACH MARKET SECTOR IN OTHER STATES
Special regular Occasional
Based on turnover, estimated to be
. around 60% of coach passenger KMs
Cyprus Not available and 40% of total bus/coach
passenger KMs
Based on number of vehicles,
Greece Not included in estimate for coach  estimated to be around 50% of coach
transport passenger KMs and 25% of total
bus/coach passenger KMs
] ' 95% of coach passenger KMs and
Employee transport included in 96% of coach passenger journeys
Germany occasional; school transport treated
as local bus 31% of total bus/coach passenger
KMs
7.3% of total bus/coach passenger 15.5% of total bus/coach passenger
Poland KMs and 9.5% of journeys (no total KMs and 5.7% of journeys (no total
coach figures) coach figures)
26% of coach passenger journeys 17% of coach passenger journeys
Spain 10% of total bus/coach passenger 7% of total bus/coach passenger
P journeys journeys
No figures for passenger KMs No figures for passenger KMs
Sweden Not included in coach figures Approximately 50% of coach journeys

4.36 However, we have reservations about even theseefiguFor example, Spain
maintains a significant package holiday sector whises coaches extensively to
transport visitors between airports and hotels.s€htrips should be classified as
occasional coach services but the proportion ofneys classified in this way is so
low that we doubt whether these trips are actuatijuded.

4.37 Nevertheless, on the basis of the limited datalavai we have sought to make some
indicative estimates on overall split between raguspecial regular, and occasional
coach transport across Europe. These estimatémsee on weighted averages of the
data presented above, but with a reduced weiglagsigned to Germany given its
unusual regulatory structure. This gives riseh#® approximate figures provided in
Table 4.9 below.

TABLE 4.9 INDICATIVE ESTIMATE OF EU-WIDE COACH DEMAND BY CAT EGORY
- Passenger-
Journeys (millions) kilometres (millions)
Regular 2,912 81,226
Special Regular 2,226 52,572
Occasional 1,484 129,185
School transport
4.38 Contracted school buses fall under the definitibrsmecial regular services. Some
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4.39

Member States offer free transport to school fostrstudents, others offer support
only to those living above a specified thresholdtatice from the educational
establishment. Within this range of support forngport to school, national

governments and the responsible local authorites @iverge on how the transport is
provided, for example, by offering special regusarvices or only offering travel

passes on local public transport.

These differences are significant for the studycesithe statistics provided on
passenger journeys will vary significantly accoglio the approach taken to school
transport by the different Member States and l@aghorities. Other statistics are
affected, although less significantly. Our reseanclicates that Belgium, Netherlands,
Denmark, and Germany do not have a culture of apssgular services to school, and
students walk, cycle or take local public transgorschool. The UK, France, Spain,
Sweden and Ireland all have established contragpedial regular services. This is
illustrated below in Table 4.10.

TABLE 4.10 SCHOOL TRANSPORT PASSENGER JOURNEYS

State UK France Spain Sweden  Ireland
Numbers of school students 8 10 5.4 15 0.7
(millions)
Students travelling via 0.6 1.0 0.5-1 0.195 0.139
special regular service (estimate)
(millions)
Estimated journeys per 180 400 238 58.5 41.7
annum (millions)
% of total coach passenger 23% 33% 18% - -
journeys
% of total bus / coach 3.1% 6.9% 7.2% 16.7% 12.9%

passenger journeys

Sources: UNICEF; OECD / ECMT data; School Transportation News; UK School Transport Survey,
Department for Transport, 2003; CERTU, Anateep, 2004; Sweden source, Official Statistics of Sweden,
SIKA Institute, 2005-6; Bus Eirann, 2007

The impact of school transport on coach statistics

Coach transport statistics will be significantly impacted by whether school transport is classified
as coach. School transport could be:

e considered to be a coach service, in which case, it is likely to account for a very high
proportion of journeys;

« considered to be a bus service, in which case, the number of coach journeys will be lower;

« considered to be either a bus or a coach service depending on factors such as journey
length; or

« not provided through special regular services — for example, in some States there are
regular bus services that are primarily used as school transport

In a case where a citizen travels to school every day by coach, it is likely that they will have
completed the vast majority of coach trips that they make during their lifetimes by the time that
they leave school.
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This further illustrates the difficulty in analysing the coach market, for which there is no clear
definition applying in all of the Member States. It would significantly facilitate future analysis of
this sector if a clear and consistent approach to categorisation of bus/coach journeys could be
used throughout the European Union.

Fares

4.40 In the case study States, we found that:

* in the UK and Sweden, and on those routes in Germdrere regular coach
services are permitted, coach fares are significdotver than rail fares (by
approximately 50%);

* in Romania, coach fares are also generally lowan thil fares;
* in ltaly, Greece and Poland, coach fares are gdittdleail fares;

* in Spain, fares are significantly lower than raitds on routes where high speed
trains are operated, but comparable to the ragsfaharged on other routes.

Fleet data

Number of vehicles

441 Figure 4.10 shows the number of vehicles in thetfléor those States for which the
data was available. This data was available forti&t&tes, as vehicle registrations are
usually recorded, although it was not always pdssdbdistinguish between buses and
coaches.
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FIGURE 4.10
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4.42 We have used this data, and extrapolation for therstates, to make estimates of the
total number of vehicles in the European coachlargidcoach fleet. Missing data was
estimated based on global averages — the sectawambp described above is
applicable to the markets, and not to the operatienvironments, of the countries
concerned. These estimates are included in Talke ¥Ve estimate that within the
EU27 States, there are nearly 700,000 buses amthe®an operation, of which just
over one third are coaches.

TABLE 4.11 ESTIMATE OF EUROPEAN BUS & COACH FLEET SIZE
Coach only Bus and coach

180,185 457,352

68,694 221,714

EU total 248,879 679,066
Other 196,836 341,254

Total 445,715 1,020,319

4.43 Data from the European Automobile Manufacturerssdsation shows that the total

size of the bus/coach fleet has not changed sigmifiy since 2004.
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Turnover of vehicle fleet

4.44 Figure 4.11 illustrates the total number of registms of new passenger vehicles over
16 tonnes in EU and EFTA States for 2008. Therenargeparate figures available for
buses and coaches, and therefore this does nafyexsgresent coaches. However,
most buses are less than 16 tonnes, and most coahenore than 16 tonnes (partly
because coaches are designed for higher speeds).

FIGURE 4.11 NEW PASSENGER VEHICLE REGISTRATIONS OVER 16 TONNES, 2008

France | ]
Germany | ]
United Kingdom ]
Italy ]
Spain ]
Romania |
Czech Republic :
Austria i
Belgium i
Netherlands i
Norway
Switzerland |
Sweden |
Ireland |
Denmark |
Greece :
Slovakia |
Portugal i
Finland i
Luxembourg i
Slovenia i
Estonia
Latvia |
Iceland |
Lithuania |

uuuuuuuuuuuuuuulm

0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000
New vehicle registrations

Source: European Automobile Manufacturers’ Association

4.45 Figure 4.12 below shows vehicle turnover (new tegfions divided by total vehicle
fleet). This figure covers all passenger vehiclesr®.5 tonnes, which equates to all
vehicles larger than a minibus, as consistent éiguior the vehicle fleet over 16
tonnes were not available. This shows that in mahyhe EU15 States, vehicle
turnover is over 10% per year, which implies thastrwehicles in service will be less
than 10 years old; in contrast, vehicle turnoverLatvia and Greece is less than
4%.This data is only available for a proportiorStétes.
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FIGURE 4.12 VEHICLE TURNOVER
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Age of vehicles

4.46 There are significant differences in the ages dfiates in different Member States.
This is provided for the case study States in Tdhl@. Of these States, the vehicles
were typically oldest in Poland and newest in Geynd he average ages for vehicles
imply a typical maximum operating life of around @8ars, which is slightly less than
that for rail vehicles (for which 30 years is command 40+ years occasionally
achieved).

TABLE 4.12 AVERAGE AGE OF VEHICLES

Average vehicle age

State Notes
(years)
Austria 6.5 Includes buses
Finland 11.9 Includes buses
Germany 6.3
Refers to tourist coaches only. KTEL
Greece > 10 years
(regular) coaches are newer.
Italy 10 Includes buses
Poland 17 Includes buses
Portugal 12 Includes buses
Romania Median 5-10 years
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Vehicles on long distance regular

Spain 11 concessions newer (average 5.7 years)
Sweden 8.8 Includes bu§es. Avgrage for coach
slightly higher.
UK 8.1 Includes buses

Fuel

4.47 Virtually all coaches operate on diesel. Althoudte tfigures collected in some
Member States include some non-diesel vehiclesgthiehicles appeared to be buses
rather than coaches.

TABLE 4.13 ENGINE TYPE

State Proportion diesel Notes

Germany 100% -

Greece 100% -
Italy 100% Includes buses

Includes buses. 5.3% petrol, 0.9% LPG,

0,
Poland 89.5% 4.3% unknown.
Romania n/a -
Spain 98% Remainder petrol.

Includes buses. Ethanol 5.3%; bio gas
Sweden 86.6% 4.4%; natural gas 3.7%. Non-diesel
vehicles are all buses not coaches.

UK All diesel Includes buses

4.48 Figure 4.13 shows the emissions categories, wheréave been able to collect this
data. In most States, the largest proportion offldet were category Ill. In Romania
and Sweden, we were informed that a significanpprtion of the fleet were of other
non-standard categories.
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FIGURE 4.13 ENGINE EMISSIONS CATEGORY
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Enterprise data

Employment

4.49 Figure 4.14 shows the number of drivers employed,ttiose States for which this
data was available. As explained in more detailowelwe have significant
reservations about much of this data.
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FIGURE 4.14 NUMBER OF DRIVERS EMPLOYED
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Our estimates for the total number of drivers atfteioemployees are provided in
Table 4.14. We estimate that over 1.5 million peopbrk in the EU bus/coach sector
of whom the majority (1.1 million) are drivers. Tpeoportion of employees that are
drivers varies from 53% in Spain to 88% in Germany.

TABLE 4.14 ESTIMATE OF EUROPEAN BUS AND COACH SECTOR EMPLOYEES

Drivers Total employees
EU15 681,623 955,057
EU12 422,437 591,898
EU total 1,104,060 1,546,955
Other 505,649 708,490
Total 1,609,709 2,255,445

However, we have significant reservations about mat the data that has been
collected in this area. As a result, these estisnate subject to significant uncertainty
and have been estimated for the total bus and aoacket only due to the limitations
of the data. Some of these were based on estirfratestrade associations or other
sources, and even where these were based on lo$fiaiestics, some of these did not
appear credible. For example, Italian official istids show fewer people employed
within the bus/coach sector (including the drivehgn there are buses and coaches in
service, which seems very unlikely. The figure ferance is in particular an
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underestimate because it excludes employees éfdtis transport authority (RATP).

4.52 Employment statistics could also be distorted bijedBnces in how part time or
agency staff are handled. We have not used figuhésh were obviously unrealistic
in the calculation of total employees above.

453 In order to produce a rough estimate the numbegngbloyees of the coach sector
only, we can allocate the total employees for the/dbach sector between bus and
coach on the basis of the number of vehicles. Wievegethat this approach should
produce a reasonable estimate for total employmestause most employees are
drivers. This indicates that the EU coach sectghtmémploy around 550,000 people.

Turnover

4.54 Figure 4.15 shows the turnover of the coach ordegtor, for those States for which it
has been possible to obtain figures. Again, thageds were available in very few
States.

FIGURE 4.15 TURNOVER OF COACH SECTOR
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4.55 In order to estimate total turnover of the coadtiae we have extrapolated this on the
basis of the number of vehicles to cover the remgirStates. Turnover is best
extrapolated on a per-vehicle basis as vehiclesnatie drivers, the main cost that the
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coach companies will need to recover. Unfortunategcause we can only calculate
turnover per vehicle whereoth accurate figures for vehiclesd reliable figures for
turnover are available, this calculation can ordyntade for four States (Finland, UK,
Greece and Turkey). However, the results for tlofethese States - Finland, UK and
Greece - are strikingly similar (around €84,000 pear per vehicle). The figure for
Turkey is slightly less (€62,000).

We have used this data to estimate the total temaf coach and bus/coach
companies in the sample States. Overall we estithatethe turnover of the coach
sector in the EU is around €15 billion per yead &me turnover of the combined bus
and coach sector is around €29 billion.

TABLE 4.15 TURNOVER (€ MILLIONS)

Coach Bus and coach
EU15 11,027 19,710
EU12 4,398 9,070
Total EU 15,425 28,780
Other 8,135 13,848
Total all States 23,560 42,628

It should be emphasised that these results have beapolated from relatively
limited base data and therefore there is significagertainty about these conclusions.

Number of companies

There are a number of very large coach operatotsarEU (such as Alsa in Spain,
which has 2,300 coaches in its fleet). However, ahierage size of companies are
small. On the basis of the data available (summduriis Figure 4.16), we estimate that
the average coach operator has only 16 vehiclés fieet. In some Member States,
the figure is lower; for example, in the UK we itiéad that 5,610 companies were
advertising coach services, and the total coaatt feeonly around 21,900 vehicles;
this indicates that there are less than 4 vehpgesompany in the UK on average.
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FIGURE 4.16 NUMBER OF COMPANIES
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We have used this data to estimate the total tenmmofv/coach companies in the sample
States. Overall we estimate that there are ovél0B9¢oach companies in the EU27
and 43,000 bus and coach companies.

TABLE 4.16 NUMBER OF COACH COMPANIES
Coach Bus and coach
EU15 21,842 29,818
EU12 7,379 13,400
Total EU 29,221 43,218
Other 14,164 17,710
Total all States 43,385 60,927

Again, it should be emphasised that these resaite been extrapolated from limited
base data and therefore the conclusions are uircerta

Profile of coach users and trips

In four of the Member States that were selectedaae studies (Sweden, Spain, UK
and Greece), we were able to obtain survey datahmhiovides some indication of
the type of passengers that typically travelleatdgch.
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The surveys use different methodologies and catmns, and ask different
questions, so it is difficult to make comparisoretween the States. This section
identifies what conclusions can be drawn. The sigwendertaken in Greece and
Spain were undertaken at terminals and therefovero@gular users only; they are
also liable to distortion if the terminal or timétbe survey were unrepresentative.

Users characteristics

The survey data for Spain, Greece and the UK pesvih indication of the typical
age of coach users (Table 4.17 below). The reshitav a significant difference
between the Member States: users in Greece and &pal to be young, whereas in
the UK and Sweden users tend to be older. In the Wiers of occasional coach
services tend to be much older than users of regelaices, whereas the reverse is
true in Sweden. This may indicate that school toacsount for a significant
proportion of occasional trips in Sweden.

TABLE 4.17 AGE PROFILE OF COACH USERS

Proportion of coach users aged

Member State Notes
30 or less 50+
Greece 63% 14.5%
Spain 48% 21%
Sweden (regular services) 31% 45% Trips over 100km
Sweden (occasional services) 55% 38% only
UK (regular services) 33.5% 47.5%
UK (occasional services) 14.3% 71.1%

The data for Spain and Greece shows that occupsatains of coach users. In both
Member States, a high proportion of users wereeausity students (26% and 42%
respectively) and a relatively low proportion oetswere in full time employment.

The surveys for the UK and Greece provide inforaraibon car ownership amongst
coach users. 40% of regular coach users in the K 0% in Greece live in
households without access to a car. The UK datersiioat the proportion of regular
coach users that do not have a car is much hidtzer for rail travel or local bus
travel, whereas occasional coach users are alradstedy to have a car as rail users
(Figure 4.17). This indicates that a proportiomegjular coach users are may be using
this mode because they do not have any alternative.
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FIGURE 4.17 PROPORTION OF PUBLIC TRANSPORT USERS WHO DO NOT HAVE
ACCESS TO A CAR (UK)
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The survey data for Spain and Greece providesfdathe gender of users. According
to the surveys, 57% of users in Greece were fenmalejn Spain, the figure is the
exact reverse. We have some doubt about the Héijadfi these figures.

Motive for travel

The surveys for UK, Spain and Sweden provide in&diom on the motive for travel
of coach users (summarised in Table 4.18). The stadas significant differences in
motive for travel between the Member States. Visitsfriends and relatives and
holidays accounted for a significant proportiortrgds in all States, but whilst trips for
educational and work purposes accounted for afgignt proportion of trips in Spain,
the proportion was very low in the UK and Sweden.

TABLE 4.18 MOTIVE FOR TRAVEL

. . Sweden Sweden UK UK
Motive for travel Spain ) .
(regular) (occasional)  (regular)  (occasional)

Visit friends/relatives 23% 47% 15% 22% 3%
Holiday 28% 15% 12% 25% 35%

Work/business 18% 4% 3% 3% 0%

Education 14% 5% 1% 2% 0%
Other 17% 29% 70% 48% 63%

Other aspects of the coach journey and user

Only the data for Sweden provides information oa typical length of stay. This
shows that 68% of coach trips are day trips, aatlttie average length of stay is 2.4
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days for occasional services and 2.9 days for ehaervices. However, this is
distorted by the fact that it is based on a sumwéich only includes journeys over
100km. The shortest trips, which are most likelypéoday trips, are not included.

Only the data for Spain provides information on theguency of travel. 60% of
passengers travel once per month or less, and 13X84 tess than 3 times per year.

Service quality

Almost no data is available on customer satisfactio service quality indicators such

as the proportion of services which run on timeisTieflects the fact that coach

services are generally operated by private companigich have no obligation or

indeed incentive to publish service quality indizat In other transport sectors, where
service quality indicators such as these are phadisthey are usually published by
independent third parties (for example, in thet@nsport sector, punctuality data is
based on information collected by airports, aiffitaontrol, and trade associations).

The only Member State in which we obtained dataustomer satisfaction was Spain.
This indicates that coach passengers were genepaily satisfied with the service
offered (the average service quality score was 7I%¢ survey also indicates that
passengers were most satisfied with those elerm@ngervice quality which they

ranked as being most important to them, such agigeduring the trip and departure
punctuality.

Anecdotal evidence, confirmed during our interviewth coach terminal managers in
the course of the work undertaken in section, dodiate that coach services are
prone to running late due to traffic congestiontipalarly long distance/international
services. However, the only terminal operator whi@s able to make an estimate of
coach punctuality (Germany) suggested that over 808&rvices arrive with less than
15 minutes delay, which compares well to other Idistance transport sectors.

Regulatory arrangements

Differences in the volume of coach travel in diffiet Member States reflect, in part,

the different regulatory restrictions that are pthon the sector. There are significant
differences in the regulatory arrangements applyimgregular coach services in

different Member States. The main systems thatave Identified are:

* Liberalised: No restrictions on operation of new services, afrann meeting
basic requirements for example regarding safetyebicles

» Concessions: Number of operators on any individual route limjtedut
competitive bidding for the right to operate seegic

*  Prohibition on entry: Incumbents have the right to operate servicesmauket
entry is not permitted

* Prohibition on operations: Some Member States prohibit operation of long
distance coach services particularly where theagdvapmpete with rail services
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4.74 The regulatory systems applying in the case studieS are summarised in Table 4.19

below.

TABLE 4.19 REGULATORY ARRANGEMENTS FOR REGULAR COACH SERVICES

Member Regulatory
Notes
State arrangements
Prohibition of most Licenses required to operate services, and new services not
Germany . . . .
services permitted to compete with rail network.

Regular services may only be operated by the incumbent

Greece Prohibition of new entry KTEL companies. No potential for new entry.

Liberalised in theory since 2007, but licenses required to
operate services and in practice administrative/indirect
barriers apply

Liberalised but with

Italy administrative barriers

In most respects liberalised, but some restrictions on
Poland Partially liberalised competition with existing coach services, and some
administrative barriers to new entry

Competition for the market rather than in it. Some barriers to

Romania Concessions ) " .
entry as concession competitions favour incumbents.

Competition for the market rather than in it. Barriers to entry
Spain Concessions as concession competitions favour incumbents and in some
cases there are long concession periods (up to 99 years)

Sweden Liberalised Number of services low despite liberalisation

Fully liberalised. Local buses also liberalised except in the

UK Liberalised London region and Northern Ireland.

4.75 In Germany and Greece, the barriers to entry ihtolbng distance regular coach

market are explicit. In Greece, no companies othan the established KTEL are
permitted to operate regular coach services, ajfhdliere is nonetheless a significant
coach market, partly as a result of the relatiViehjted rail system. In Germany, new

operations are not permitted where they compete thi rail network, and the only

significant regular routes operated are to/fromliBerwhere the operators have
licenses for historical reasons. This represerggaificant restriction on consumer

choice, not least because, where coach servicepeiate, we found that their fares
were approximately 50% less than those chargetidopational rail operator.

4.76 In many other Member States, there are indirectidvarto entry. For example, in

Spain there is in theory competition for the martebugh the bidding process for
new concessions, but in practice this process hen hdentified as favouring
incumbents, due to:

» long concession periods, and the tendency of bo¢hnational and regional
governments to extend concession periods aftecaheession has been granted
(for example, in 2003 the Cataluia region exterided concessions, for a period
of 25 years each);

» differences in the extent of the information aVaigato incumbents and new
entrants, which provides incumbents with an adwetavhen bidding for
concessions;

» complex criteria for award of new concessions, Whimit the incentive for new
entrants to offer lower prices or better servicaly, and which allow the
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awarding authority significant discretion; and

» explicit discrimination in favour of the incumbentthe concession competitions
(for example, the concession can be awarded tanthenbent even if another
bidder scores 5% better, and the requirements degpage of vehicles are less
onerous for the incumbent).

Other examples of barriers to entry include:

* in Poland, permission to operate new services gired from regional
authorities, but most do not adopt transparengerigaitfor when new services will
be approved, and it can be difficult to obtaincefise to operate in competition
with an incumbent operator

* in ltaly, requirements not to compete directly witl services or existing coach
services have been dropped, but it is still necgdsaobtain a license and almost
no new services have been licensed

* in Romania, incumbents have an advantage in colces®mpetitions for
similar reasons to those applying in Spain

* in Spain, the concession contracts for domestivices require use of coach
terminals, but the terminal operators may be vallicintegrated with other
coach operators and in at least one case haveftaed to discriminate against
new entrants (see section 6 below)

It appears that there are also a number of bartteentry in many of the non case
study States, although these restrictions oftenahetys transparent, and it was not
within the scope of this study to investigate thiardetail. Several States appeared to
restrict coach services where these would compétethe state-run rail service, on
the same model as in Germany. States that appé¢aredd this included France,
Switzerland and Austria. There seemed to be feweh sestrictions in place in the
new Member States than in the EU15 States.

The UK regular coach market is the most liberalisédany large Member State.
Except in the London region and in Northern Irelaatl regular bus and coach
services are fully liberalised. Some basic regoletiapply to the operation of local
bus services (defined as those serving stops thdess than 24km apart), such as a
requirement to notify the authorities of a timetgbdnd then operate the service in
accordance with this timetable. However, there rasesuch requirements for long
distance coach operations. There have recently Ipeeposals to re-regulate the
market for local bus services, in order to allowinved co-ordination of services and
facilitate integration with other modes of publiarisport, but there has been no such
proposal to change the liberalisation of long dista coach services, which is
generally viewed as a success.

Most Member States impose few if any regulatoryuiegments on the operation of
occasional services. The most important exceptmrthis is Greece, where the
government limits the total number of public codicknses. As a result, the cost of
acquiring a license is very high (comparable to tbst of acquiring the vehicle).

Some other Member States, such as Germany, remutin@risations to be issued for
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operation of occasional services, but these aagively easy to obtain provided it can
be shown that the service is genuinely occasional.

Conclusions

There are significant variations between MembeteStan the nature of the coach
market and in the volume of coach travel. It idficifit to draw clear conclusions
because of the limited nature of the data availabid inconsistencies in data, but our
key conclusions are:

 measured in terms of passenger kilometres, coasfices account for around
25% of total public transport within the Europeanidh;

» the distinction between coach services and busicesnare unclear in many
States, and the distinction varies between Stdt@sekample many services
classified as coach in France would be classifedoaal bus in the UK), but
overall in the EU around 50% of bus/coach passekitignetres are handled by
services which would be classified as coach;

» the proportion of passenger journeys which are le@nlly coach services is
much lower, as average journey lengths are long;

* regular coach services are a very important modergj distance transport in
some Member States, including Spain, Greece arahBobut not in others such
as Germany or ltaly;

» occasional services account for around half ofctiech market in most Member
States in terms of passenger kilometres, and alalbstf the coach market in
Germany, but usually a lower proportion if measurederms of journeys, as
journey lengths tend to be longer for occasionalises; and

* in most Member States, the vast majority of coacinrjeys are domestic.

We estimate that the EU coach sector has a turrafvaround €15 billion per year,
operates around 250,000 vehicles, and employs drsb®,000 people.

For regular services, differences in the volume cofach travel partly reflect
differences in the regulatory arrangements applfimghe sector. Some western
European States, such as Germany, prohibit theatiperof most regular coach
services, in order to improve the economic viapibf the rail network. This is a
significant limitation on consumer choice, and thédence that we have collected
indicates that the economic impact of this is fk&b be regressive, because the
regular coach services (where they are availabled to charge significantly lower
fares than the rail operator, and therefore makeetrmore accessible for citizens with
lower incomes. In contrast, most States do notosmpsignificant regulatory
restrictions on the occasional coach sector.
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5.3

5.4

5.5

SAFETY ISSUES
Introduction

This section provides a summary of the work that been undertaken as part of this
study on coach accidents by the Vehicle Safety &ekeCentre of Loughborough
University. The complete report has been includedraAppendix.

The objectives of this task are to understand tha roauses of coach accidents, with
a particular emphasis on understanding the roldrieker fatigue; given the debate
around the possible reintroduction of the derogatitbowing drivers of international
coach tours to work for 12 consecutive days.

The work conducted for the report contains founrgets:

* Review of existing literature
* Review of European accident databases
* Review of UK-specific detailed data from DfT databa

* Review of specific coach crashes

Summary of the work undertaken
Review of existing literature

The report includes a review of the literature aoned with the issues associated with
driver fatigue. The literature does not cover coddking specifically, and there is

limited data available on professional driving,haligh it is possible to draw

conclusions about the relevance of findings fromppssitions about the specific

nature of coach driving. Coach driving may invofaetors such as; night driving, and
long and straight roads, both of which are driviagtors that have been shown to
increase the risk of fatigue.

However, the literature also highlights the difftgwof isolating fatigue as the cause of
an accident. There have been a number of studiahwie report draws on, using

data from Australia, the USA, and Europe, regardiveyproportion of accidents and

road fatalities which are caused by fatigue. Howevtke different studies show

significantly different results. One study suggdbtst fatigue plays a role in around
30% of accidents, and of these, 90% are on intesruroads; however, another study
finds that fatigue is only responsible for 1-4%actidents.

The report highlights the fact that legislative mggrhes tend to focus on governing
drivers hours rather than fatigue itself, which rnesnove some of the onus from the
individual to the company. Importantly the litensudistinguishes that time of task
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5.7

has less impact on the onset of fatigue than ddeeors such as the time of day, sleep,
physical fitness, shift patterns and age. Timeask is generally not considered to be
a good indicator of accident risk.

Review of European accident databases

A review was undertaken of accident data publishedn the European CARE
database (Community Road Accident Database) and#ier existing European data
sourcesThis report includes a summary of the various dataces and a description
of the data available in them. In all the data exaehit is difficult to separate coaches
from a broader vehicle type description. In mostesa‘bus or coach’ is a single
variable; in other cases other public service Jehisuch as trams or trolley buses are
also included. Accidents involving buses or coadmresresponsible for only a small
proportion of total road accident fatalities in Bpe (2.5% in 2006), this is shown in
Table 5.1 below. It should be noted though, thasé¢hfigures are higher than the
figures for fatalities attributed to bus or coachthe EC statistical pocketbook, as
these figures include pedestrians and occupartathef vehicles.
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TABLE 5.1 FATALITIES IN ACCIDENTS INVOLVING BUSES OR COACHES IN THE
MEMBER STATES 2003 — 2006
2003 2004 2005 2006
Belgium 29 31 19 31
Czech - - - 34
Denmark 26 15 11 14
Estonia - - 7 13
Greece 94 48 53 36
Spain 126 80 108 100
France 97 99 91 76
Ireland 2 - - -
Italy 122 125 - -
Luxembourg - - - -
Hungary 71 58 62 64
Malta - - 1 0
Netherlands 21 - - -
Austria 20 24 10 19
Poland - - 252 -
Portugal 26 41 23 13
Finland 13 29 13 19
Sweden 33 16 13 36
UK 160 154 140 164
TOTAL (coach/bus) 840 720 803 619
Total (all) 29,243 26,919 26,060 24,684
Coach /Bus as a 2.9% 2.7% 3.1% 2.5%

percentage of total

Source: CARE database

5.8 The published figures suggest that there is sonderee to support the findings of
earlier studies looking at fatigue, in that thex@m apparent increase in fatal accidents
in the early morning and towards the end of thekimgr day. This increase is more
noteworthy on motorways than other road types. @mesults are illustrated in Figure
5.1 below.
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FIGURE 5.1 FATALITIES IN ACCIDENTS INVOLVING BUSES AND COACH ES ON
MOTORWAYS BY TIME OF DAY (1997-2007)
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While the literature and data available does shuat there are a number of factors
linked to fatigue that present an observed incra@aske risk of an accident, none of

these factors can be adequately linked to theuatibat may be caused by trips over a
higher number of days. Most observed correlatietwben fatigue and accidents is

linked to the following;

» Personal factors; such as amount of sleep needera fitness & fitness to
drive;

» Journey factors; such as, level of motorway drivagyopposed to intra-urban
driving

» External factors; such as, driving conditions.

However, the published data are not sufficientgtaded to assess the effect on
accident risk of shift patterns, time spent drivewgd rest periods, so are not well-
suited to addressing the question of the 12 daygagion.

Review of UK-specific detailed data from DfT database

A review and analysis of the national accident dateGreat Britain (STATS19) has

been undertaken. Permission was obtained from g®é&partment for Transport for

the analysis of data for the years 2005 to 200gumake/model and accident
causation data fields. Initially it was considetkdt it may be possible to interrogate
the data from this database at a more detailed tleae the CARE database, however,
the results of this analysis indicate that the SBAJ database is not ideally suited to
addressing the question of the likely impact of i2eday derogation on road safety
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5.12

5.13

5.14

due to the difficulty of identifying the vehiclegsg of interest and the small sample of
cases with fatigue identified as a causation végiab

However, it was possible to identify coaches angebBuaccidents only, an overview of
these accidents on motorways by time of day shbesame pattern as that identified
through the CARE analysis. This is illustrated igufe 5.2 below.

FIGURE5.2  BUS AND COACH ACCIDENTS ON MOTORWAYS BY TIME O F DAY
(2005-2007)
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Using the accident causation variable for fatighat twas identified within the
STATS19 database, detailed analysis of the reles@ath fatigue cases (n=24) does
not give a clear picture of the types of acciderdarident scenario expected for these
accidents. Despite the very small number of cabesin-depth accident review (n=4)
indicates that accident time could be an indicipfatigue accidents. This follows on
from the literature review on the subject whereetiaf day was identified as a major
indicator of fatigue accidents.

Review of specific coach crashes

A review has also been undertaken of a numberogintecoach crashes in the UK and
other Member States. These crashes were reportdak imedia and/or came to the
attention of the VSRC through its routine accidenestigation work. As far as is
possible, information has been gathered in relatothe circumstances of the crash,
the causes of the crash and the recommendatiors.th8se accidents occurred in the
UK and 13 in other Member States.
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5.15 Of all these, 12 (46%) cases were considered tabsed by factors other than fatigue
and 1 of these cases occurred at a peak time tiguéa(16.00hrs). However, 4 cases
(15%) had a specific reference to fatigue or hadnsgt evidence that fatigue was a
cause. In addition, 1 of these cases occurrecpatk time for fatigue (16.00hrs). In a
further 10 cases (39%) fatigue may have been aibatdry factor as the time of the
crash, or the nature of the crash circumstanc@gsuoney type, are consistent with the
main indicators of fatigue related accidents. Idion, 1 of these cases occurred at a
peak time for fatigue (06.00hrs). As it is equdikely that fatigue did not play a part
in a number of these 10 crashes, no firm conclgsican be drawn regarding the
actual role of fatigue.

5.16 Figure 5.3below, taken from the VSRC report, shows the distion by time of day
of the 26 coach accident case studies.

FIGURE5.3  DISTRIBUTION OF CRASHES IN THE UK AND OTHER MEM BER STATES
BY TIME (N=26)
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5.17 The causes of crashes are complex and in many taisedifficult to determine if
fatigue played a role. However, whilst the numbEcases is small, these findings
support the indication from the literature thatidaé related accidents are more
prevalent than the available statistical data mighérwise suggest.

5.18 Whilst the literature demonstrates that fatigua eontributory factor in road accidents
involving coaches, it is not possible to quantifystcontribution with the available
accident data. The European data are not suffigidatailed regarding the number of
coach crashes or the information that is necessadetermine the role of fatigue.
Using the national data for Great Britain (STATS1B¢ data are not sufficiently
detailed regarding the number of coach crashes) exeen using the make/model
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5.19

5.20

5.21

5.22

5.23

5.24

information.

Using the accident causation field for fatigue, tmember of cases that can be
confirmed and investigated is so small that reéabbnclusions cannot be drawn.
However, analysis of both the European data anddéta for Great Britain, gives

some indications that fatigue might be a contributiactor when the time of the

accident (small hours of the morning and late afien) and the type of road

(motorway) are considered. The review of a smalniper (26) of detailed crash

reports of coach accidents across the EU also demadae that fatigue is evident as a
contributory factor in some of these cases.

Conclusions

The data indicate that the total contribution taliies of accidents where a coach is
involved is relatively small. As is shown in FiguEel bus and coach accidents
accounted for only 2.5% of fatalities in 2006. Tpmportion of those accidents
accounted for by coaches is indefinable due toatéyg the vehicles are recorded. As
stated above, the EC pocketbook statistics reptotvar number as pedestrians and
occupants of other vehicles are reported separately

Within this relatively small number of fatalitiethe studied literature suggests that
somewhere between 1-4% and 30% may have fatigua aentributory factor.
However it is not possible to make estimates ofttitial contribution of fatigue with
the data currently available. The European dataaresufficiently detailed regarding
the exact number of coach crashes or the informadtiat is necessary to determine
the role of fatigue.

Recommendations to define a common Accident Data(G&DaS) which formed
part of the SafetyNet project (www.erso.eu) incladeariable to indicate fatigue as a
causal factor in accidents. However, adoption &y Member States of this set of
variables is voluntary at the current time. In am@&ge, in those countries which do
adopt this set of variables, data will still beleoted by police officers at the scene
and will continue to be subject to the difficulti&@s identifying the presence of
impairment due to fatigue.

Using the national data for Great Britain (STATS1B¢ data are not sufficiently
detailed regarding the number of coach crashes) exeen using the make/model
information. Using the accident causation field fatigue, the number of cases that
can be confirmed and investigated is so small thhéble conclusions cannot be
drawn.

Analysis of both the European data and the datalmeat Britain, gives some
indications that fatigue might be a contributorgtéa when the time of the accident
(small hours of the morning and late afternoon) tredtype of road (motorway) are
considered. However, limitations in the availablpasure data make it very difficult
to separate the effect of variations in traffic ditions at different times of the day.
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5.25

5.26

5.27

5.1

52

Data concerning the level of exposure to accidanteng the population is currently

collected across Europe using fairly simple measuiiéhe Safetynet project identified

deficiencies in current exposure data and also meajgosals for the future collection

of exposure data to better address questionsngléd the scale of specific safety
issues such as this one. However, it is likely éosbveral years before all countries
can collect comparable and compatible exposure tathe short term it is only the

simplest indicators (population, registered driveegistered vehicles) that are likely
to be considered feasible for all countries toemill However, it is detailed data on
the more complex indicators (time spent in traffiamber of trips) that would be the

most useful in addressing the particular questibthe role of fatigue. These are
unlikely to be available on a European level faneoyears.

It is unlikely that suitable exposure data are ently available in sufficient countries
to make a representative sample possible. Indeedjkely that such data would be
highly variable, with factors such as local custptatitude and social and economic
factors having a significant impact on variationstriaffic conditions throughout the
day, making it problematic to generalise to the \lad Europe.

The review of a small number (26) of detailed creegtorts of coach accidents in the
UK and other Member States also demonstrated thBgue is evident as a

contributory factor in some of these cases. Howethis sample is small and cannot
be considered as representative of all coach csdshaither the UK or other member
states, and it is not therefore possible to useitifiormation to determine estimates for
the number of cases in which fatigue may have playmle in crashes across Europe.

Therefore, in terms of addressing the specific timesf the safety implications of
reinstating the derogation of the drivers’ houhg tlata that are currently available in
Europe are not sufficiently detailed to address tbsue. Nonetheless, there are a host
of other policy measures that could be taken aatiare more likely to be effective in
addressing the risk of fatigue related fatalitiEee VSRC report cites work being
undertaken by the European Road Safety Observandythis body details a number
of strategies that may be particularly useful irgéging fatigue related accidents in
coaches, namely;

* Fatigue management plans
» Driver awareness campaigns

«  Other effective counter measures

Fatigue management plans have been introduced stralia and the USA to good
effect, and aim to ensure a consolidated approaatealing with the risk of driving
fatigue, for example, in a road transport businédsile driver hours regulations offer
a minimum daily and weekly rest period, these am@mums and anecdotal evidence
suggests that the minimum can still be too litdedrivers to maintain a healthy sleep
pattern. To promote fatigue management plans wagdire the support of the coach
industry, and consideration of personal circumsgane the situations of drivers.
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53 Driver awareness campaigns have proven to be m#eat raising awareness of
tiredness and its dangér¥he most effective of these are highlighted on BRSO
website>

54 Other counter-measures that can prove successfphisof driver education can

include the development of training for drivers hielp them deal with tiredness,
thereby addressing the specific problem. Thisniedd into the a key conclusion of the
VSRC report in that coach drivers are less in dtiposto deal with their tiredness
than truck drivers or private car drivers. Coacivais are potentially more likely to
avoid taking a break as their passengers wouldadtappy to make an unscheduled
stop. An American Bus Association initiative hasigiat to address this by providing
handouts containing information on rest time rutegassengers. Furthermore, it is
essential that coach drivers at risk of fatiguatesl accidents are openly scheduled
appropriate breaks and have the training to detld situations that may arise from
unexpected onset of fatigue.

4 http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/roadsafety/strategytasgerformance/rsap/mp300ct03/rsap0308publicityrtepor

® http://www.erso.eu/knowledge/content/55_fatiquélmity campaigns.htm
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6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

COACH TERMINALS
Introduction

We have undertaken studies of coach terminalsaéh ethe Member States selected
as case studies. The purpose of this analysis is to

* identify if access to terminals directly or inditigclimits new entry to the coach
market; and

« determine whether the number of coach terminalstaedacilities provided are
sufficient and appropriate.

Access to coach terminals is primarily relevanaasssue for regular coach transport.
Occasional coach transport is mostly carried outtlom routes specified by the
organisation or individual that procures the sexyiand special regular transport is
based around the school or workplace concernethese do not usually require use
of coach terminals (although we have identifiect tassmall number of occasional
services do operate from coach terminals).

In order to assess these issues, we have undedakevaluation of a coach terminal

in each of the Member States selected as caseestudi most cases, the selected
terminal is the largest terminal in the Member &tadncerned, but we also identify

whether the terminal is representative of the oteeminals in the State. The detailed
evaluation of the coach terminals concerned isigealin appendix C. This section

summarises the conclusions of this analysis.

Our approach

Our team visited each of the coach terminals artkaok face-to-face interviews
with the terminal operator and one of the main boaperators at the terminal. A
potential new entrant to the terminal was alsorinésved, where one could be
identified.

As part of the research, we also contacted theBHemopean Association of Coach
Terminal Operators, who provided some informationother terminals. This is also
included in appendix C.

Access to terminals

This section outlines the extent to which acceggtminals may be a factor limiting
competition in the market. It discusses:

* whether sufficient capacity is available at theri@als;

» the structure of ownership and management of timeinels, and whether this has
the potential to lead to unfair treatment of neuvaants;
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e procedures for ticket sales;
e  pricing of access to the terminal; and

» other issues identified relating to access.

Availability of capacity

6.7 Some of the terminals that we evaluated face chpacinstraints at certain peak
times. However there was no evidence that the cozafket is being constrained or
rendered uncompetitive by a restriction of capaaitgoach terminals.

6.8 Several of the terminal operators informed us thate had been a decline in the
coach market over the last ten years, and theréfieramount of terminal capacity has
increased; this applied particularly in central asastern European States, where
rapidly increasing car ownership has reduced theade for long distance coach
travel. In some States, this also reflected sonaratprs deciding to operate services
to stops other than the main coach terminal, wtrexg considered that this was more
convenient for passengers.

6.9 Table 6.1 summarises the issues with terminal ¢gpdhat we have identified.
TABLE 6.1 CAPACITY ISSUES IDENTIFIED
Terminal Capacity restriction
Berlin Not constrained overall, but limits at certain peak periods each day,

due to ‘hub’ strategies of various operators

Thessaloniki None identified — terminal is relatively new, constructed in 2002.
However, terminals in Athens do lack capacity particularly in the
summer.
Bologna Limited only for a short period in the middle of the day
Warsaw None. However operators have been denied access to other terminals

in Poland on the basis of lack of capacity.

Bucharest None, due to decline in traffic and availability of other terminals
Madrid Lack of capacity has been used as an excuse to restrict entry for an
international operator (see under ownership/management of terminals)
Stockholm None, even in peak periods
London Limited at some peak periods (primarily Friday and Sunday afternoons)

6.10 There were some examples of best practice frominatmacting in order to cope with
demand. For example, Stockholm’s Cityterminalecuisently looking at reducing the
turnaround time for coaches from 30 minutes to lButes, which would double
capacity with no significant detrimental effectsictddria Coach station only allows
most coaches (with certain exceptions such as lh#tles services to airports and
Oxford) to depart on the hour and on the half redysresent, which clearly limits the
capacity of the terminal, but is intended to avoasflicting moves between arriving
and departing vehicles.
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6.11

6.12

6.13

6.14

A key issue is, where there are capacity restnstidow it is decided to distribute
slots between the operators. Unfortunately, thisfien not transparent, and coach
operators in Poland did inform us that they hachlveéused access to terminals on the
basis of capacity restrictions which were unclémarcontrast, Victoria Coach Station
in London is an example of good practice: operalage to reapply for slots each
year, so new entrants have equal opportunity to gacess at peak periods. This
contrasts with other transport sectors, for exarapjgorts, where under European law
incumbents have grandfather rights to slots ancethee capacity constraints create a
major barrier to entry. However, at the terminal stadied in Spain, the facilities
which appear to be most restricted (ticket salesthi®) are allocated on the basis of
grandfather rights.

Financing of terminals

In the majority of cases, construction of the tevals we considered was financed
using public funds (either directly, or as in Gmreedhrough subsidised coach
operators). The main exception to this is Bologndere a group of private

construction companies built the terminal. In Mddabout half of the funds were

provided by the concessionaire, and in London i itmmded by an association of
coach operators (although this was in an era poigignificant state involvement in

public transport investment).

Information on the finances of terminal operatiembmited. However, it appears that
in the majority of cases they generate an operaiiofjt, in that operating costs are
exceeded by departure slot charges and other soofcevenue such as leasing retail
space. This tends to be the case even whereishegdical integration between coach
and terminal operation (and hence ‘profit’ fromntémal operation is just a transfer of
funds from the coach operation side of the bus)neBhis is a result of charges being
set sufficiently high to generate a profit from @thcoach operators using the
terminals.

The companies which operate the terminals are &uneof state-owned companies,
private concessionaires and coach operators. iFbisnmarised in Table 6.2.

TABLE 6.2 FINANCING OF TERMINALS
Terminal Construction Operation
Berlin Publicly funded Operated at a profit by a state-owned
company
Thessaloniki Funded by a group of (state- Operated by KTEL, but unclear on
subsidised) KTEL coach operators what financial basis
Bologna Funded by a group of private Operated at a profit by a
construction companies concessionaire

Warsaw Publicly funded Operated by coach operator. Official
figures unavailable, but one source

suggested the terminal is profitable

Bucharest Publicly funded Operated by coach operator, official
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figures unavailable, but charges likely
to be set at a profitable level

Madrid Joint funding between City Council Operated at a profit by a
and concessionaire concessionaire
Stockholm State-financed as part of wider Operated commercially (but owned by
transport development the state, and subsidised through free
rent)
London Funded by an association of Operated commercially (but owned by
private coach operators (who were the state). Some capital funding
later nationalised) provided by the public sector

Ownership and management of the terminal

6.15 There is a particular risk that access to termimadsy be a barrier to entry if the
company that manages the terminal is verticallggrated with one of the coach
operators. Where the terminal operator is independecoach operators, it is more
likely that they will treat operators equally, atigh this is not guaranteed and they
may, for example, still face incentives to protiet largest operator.

6.16 We found that there were several models of owngrabross the terminals that we
studied, illustrated in Table 6.3. Four of the ¢igbach terminals that we reviewed
were at owned at least partly by one of the opesaibthe terminal.

TABLE 6.3 OWNERSHIP OF TERMINAL MANAGEMENT COMPANY
Terminal Vertically Details on ownership
integrated
Berlin No Federal State of Berlin
Thessaloniki Yes The Co-operative Partnership, for Northern Greece &

Thessalia KTEL companies (the sole operator of
regular coach services)

Bologna No The Municipality of Bologna, the Province of Bologna
and ATC (the local public transport operator)
Warsaw Yes PPKS Warszawa, the major bus & coach operator
Bucharest Yes Atlassib Group, the biggest coach operator in Romania
Madrid Yes Avanza group, one of the largest coach operators at

the terminal, owns 56% of the concession company

Stockholm No Cityterminalen is owned by the Swedish government
(40%), Stockholm region (20%), and by the city traffic
authority, SL (40%)

London No Transport for London, the city transport authority, own
and operate the terminal on a commercial basis

6.17 We found a number of examples where access tonalsncould act as a barrier to
entry. The main examples were:

e Spain: There is no issue of access for domestic coaalicesr as the concession
agreements specify which terminals must be used tlae terminal operator is
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6.18

6.19

6.20

6.21

required to provide access. However, this doespply to international services,
and the operator of the largest Madrid terminal wexently fined nearly €0.5
million by the national competition authority fobwasing its dominant position in
order to restrict access to an international operatich launched services in
competition with a company with which it was vealig integrated.

Poland: Terminals are generally owned by the PPKS compgamiich are also
the main bus and coach operator serving the tetm@vee of the major private
coach operators in Poland informed us that it hggeeenced difficulties in

gaining access to terminals in cities other thamsaa, which under Polish law is
a precondition for gaining a license to operatewa regular route.

Romania: Most of the coach terminals are owned/managed bglcoperators.
Although in principle these have to give equitabteess to all operators, other
coach operators believed that they were placed @napetitive disadvantage
because they were required to use terminals that weanaged by their
competitors. The main issue was that the termipafator would have access to
additional information on their operation, suchtlas number of passengers they
carried, which could give them a competitive adagat

The Romanian operator interviewed suggested teatrémation of a new terminal with
independent ownership and management structuneg(@he lines of the new terminal
that is being developed at Brasov, elsewhere indtaa) would improve the situation
in Bucharest.

However, in some Member States the issue of actedsrminals is irrelevant,
because the coach market is highly restricted gula¢ed in other ways (as discussed
in section 4 above). Of the Member States seleatedase studies, this applied
primarily in Germany and Greece:

in Germany, the terminal is operated independdmiiy operators, but this does
not facilitate access to the domestic market bex#us government has a policy
of not licensing new regular coach services whhesd compete with existing
public transport links; and

in Greece, the KTEL companies (the operators oféigelar coach services) are
also the owners of the terminals, which could ingple create a barrier to entry;
however the key issue is that no companies otlzar tihe KTEL are permitted to
operate domestic regular coach services, and titeLKID not compete with each
other.

Ticket sales

Ticket sales is another potential area in whichielemuld be discrimination between
operators, particularly if the company managing tibket sales office is vertically
integrated with an operator. There have been sommm@es of this being a problem
in the rail sector where there are multiple opesatm the same route, and in the air
transport sector the Commission has taken measuressure equitable treatment of
carriers on ticket distribution systems. Howeveipiiactice, ticket sales were not cited
as a problem except in Madrid (as discussed above).

Many of the terminals, including those in Londorerly and Bucharest offered a
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single ticket sales point which sold tickets for gberators on a non-discriminatory
basis, and agreement has been reached to adaptlar sirrangement in Stockholm.
At the terminals in Warsaw and Madrid, operatongehseparate windows selling their
own tickets.

Pricing

6.22 The main issue identified in relation to pricingtigt terminals often offered volume
discounts to operators (Table 6.4 below). At soaminals, these could be quite
substantial; the most extreme example we foundatdbe ZOB Hamburg terminal,
where the maximum volume discount was almost 88%.

TABLE 6.4 VOLUME DISCOUNTS AVAILABLE
Terminal Maximum Notes
discount
Berlin 50% At Hamburg terminal higher maximum discounts available
(88%)
Thessaloniki Unclear
Bologna None
Warsaw 20% Also reported that non-PPKS/PKS companies charged up
to 50% more
Bucharest None
Madrid None Access fees are set by the public authorities not the
terminal
Stockholm 43% The largest operator, the airport coach link, has negotiated

a substantially greater discount

London 54%

6.23 We were also informed that, at some terminals ilafh the local coach operator is
not charged for its departures, whereas privateabpes are required to pay charges.
There is no evidence to substantiate this altholgldefinition, it is unlikely that such
an arrangement would be made public.

6.24 Volume discounts inevitably represent a barrieemtry, because a new entrant will
have to pay higher charges than an incumbent tfestidy operates a large number of
services. However, the availability of some voludigcount also reflects the greater
costs that the terminal operator will have in hargllone-off operations and is
therefore consistent with European Union policyt timdrastructure pricing should
reflect marginal costs. Nonetheless, it is not rcléeat the scale of the discounts
available at some of the terminals are reflectifehe difference in costs that the
terminal operator is likely to experience. We aiede that the Commission has taken
measures in the rail and air transport sectora¢oire that access fees are equivalent
for all operators.

6.25 It is notable that there is no correlation betwéka terminals at which volume
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6.26

6.27

6.28

6.29

6.30

discounts were available and the terminals whickevesvned or managed by a coach
operator. The fact that discounts were availabénet terminals run on a commercial
basis by an organisation completely independerthefoperators, such as Victoria
Coach Station in London, indicates that terminaéraprs must believe that such
discounts are in their own commercial best interest

Other differences in charges could distort the haaarket in other ways, whilst not
necessarily distorting competition between opegatbor example, the charges at the
Madrid terminal vary depending on the length of doach journey concerned, and
there are much higher charges for internationaineys than domestic journeys. This
results in a cross-subsidy from international andyldistance domestic passengers to
other passengers. We note again that, in theaisport sector, the Commission has
taken measures to limit these cross-subsidies.

Other issues

We found few explicit regulatory restrictions oretability to set up new, competing

coach terminals (the main exception to this is Bpahere the concession contracts
specify which terminal must be used). In both Pdland the UK, some operators
have decided to serve on-street stops rather thanmain coach terminal, often

because they consider that the terminal locatidesis convenient for passengers.

However, in practice, the availability of space ané cost of land in city centres is a
major limitation on the ability of operators to &slish new terminals. In addition, the
fact that demand for long distance coach travelnisnany Member States not
increasing significantly, means that there is wilikto be substantial need for the
development of new coach terminals.

In Spain, it has been identified that the ownersifiperminals could be a barrier to

entry to the domestic regular coach market evenghderminal operators have to

grant access to the operators that are grantezbtieessions to run each route. This is
because one of the criteria for the award of caamicessions is the facilities and

especially the terminals held by the operator. pore recently undertaken for the

competition authority identified that this the iaslon of this criteria is a barrier to

entry, because inevitably the incumbent operat@rsrre likely to own termindls

Facilities provided at terminals

The individual profiles of the terminals in append provide details on the facilities
that each provides. We found that the facilitiesvited were generally comparable to
those provided at main railway stations, such as:

® Comisién Nacional de la Compentencia, Competenci@lemansporte interurbano de viajeros en autobls en

Espafia, 2008
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6.31

6.32

6.33

6.34

e waiting rooms;

* basic retail and catering facilities;

* cash machines;

» luggage storage office and/or lockers;
* toilets; and

e taxi ranks.

However, there were two areas in which we founaiigant differences between
coach terminals:

» the quality of passenger information provided; and

e connections to local public transport

At some terminals, extensive passenger informatias provided. For example, at
Victoria Coach Station, there are electronic infation displays, and coach drivers
call the duty manager at the coach station to devipdated information on arrival
times. The main passenger information board isnaatically linked to information
displays at each departure gate. At other termiriaés information available is far
more limited; for example, in Warsaw and Buchartst, main source of information
was printed timetables.

Connections to public transport are also variaibkble 6.5). The coach terminals in
Madrid and Stockholm were directly integrated witile rail and metro systems, and
the terminal in Berlin had direct access to a mstadion. The other terminals were
served by local buses but did not have direct lioksil or metro stations.

TABLE 6.5 CONNECTIONS TO LOCAL PUBLIC TRANSPORT
Terminal Public transport connections available
Berlin Direct access to metro system but not to suburban rail system
Thessaloniki Coach terminal also serves as key terminal for local buses
Bologna Approximately 300 metres from rail station. Also served by local buses.
Warsaw Served by local buses only
Bucharest Not directly on metro network, but close to station
Madrid Metro and suburban rail stations within same building as coach terminal;

also directly served by some local buses.

Stockholm The terminal is situated directly above Stockholm’s main rail station,
which also has a metro station

London Approximately 500 metres from Victoria rail, underground and bus station.
Directly served by some local buses.

This situation appeared to be fairly typical of ethcoach terminals within the
Member States:

* in the UK, most bus/coach terminals are distannftbe rail stations (there is no
significant metro network outside London); whereas
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6.35

6.36

6.37

6.38

6.39

e other main coach terminals in Spain are well irdeggt with local rail stations
(for example, the main terminals in Barcelona aagagoza are co-located with
the main rail station), and of the other terminmsMadrid, two are directly
integrated with metro interchanges, and the othadjacent to one.

Conclusions

In most cases, the availability of and accessrtoital infrastructure did not appear to
be a significant constraint to development of #ngutar coach market, although in two
of the case studies (Germany and Greece), thidamgesly because other regulations
prevented access to the market. As discussed athosés unlikely to be an issue for
the special regular or occasional coach markets.

The main Member State in which access to termidasappear to be a significant

issue was Poland, where virtually all terminals amned and managed by the
dominant bus operators, the PKS/PPKS companieghane have been complaints of
discriminatory treatment by other operators. Important that, where there is vertical

integration between terminal and coach operatgstems and regulations are in place
to ensure that other operators are able to acodgesninals on an equitable basis. This
should include fully independent management oténminal company.

We identified one serious case in Spain of illegialise of a dominant position by a
vertically integrated terminal operator. This hagkb properly investigated by the
competition authority, and the sanction imposedhenterminal operator should be a
significant deterrent to similar behaviour by otbeminal operators in Spain in the
future. However, the amount of time required fas ihvestigation (and probably any
investigation under competition law) means thafs thhay not be sufficient to
guarantee equitable access for all operators.

Given the resources available for this study, aalysis of this issue was limited to
the States selected as case studies. However, veeimfermed by coach operators
that access to terminals has been a significane ifs the operation of international
regular services to/from some other Member St&iesexample, one coach operator
informed us that permission to use the bus/coaghirtal in Strasbourg had been
refused, and that in Austria operators had bearetbto use inconvenient stops on the
outskirts of cities rather than the city centrentierals. This creates particular
difficulties for passengers with reduced mobiliBRMSs), and in the future might risk
inconsistency with passenger rights legislatiorpefators also informed us that there
could be safety issues with using stops by busgsdsstead of terminals.

An operator also told us that a number of otheromajties do not have coach
terminals which they are permitted to use, inclgdifaris, Bordeaux, Brussels,
Amsterdam, Copenhagen, Florence and Milan. Assaltreof the lack of local
authority provision, in some cases they have Idir own terminals, although these
are often on out-of-town sites. This does not ®wonvenient connections with
other transport services in the city, and so missepportunity to create integrated
transport facilities.
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7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

7.6

CASE STUDY OF THE 12 DAY RULE

Introduction

Regulation 561/2006 introduced a number of chartgethe rules regarding rest

periods for coach drivers. The most significanthese was to abolish the derogation
by which drivers of international non-regular seed (coach tours) were able to work
for 12 days without a weekly rest period. This denmvas strongly opposed by the
coach operators and some other stakeholders.

At the time this study was planned, the Commisdial intended that it should
include a case study of the impact of abolitior{(afd potential reinstatement of) the
12 day rule. However legislative developments reduthe need for an extensive
piece of work to be undertaken. On 5 June 2008Etm@pean Parliament voted an
‘initiative report’ to reinstate the rule. In addit, a detailed study had been
commissioned on behalf of the Parliament into theliaon of the derogation.

Therefore, the Commission asked us to undertakdtiaat review of this study and

make adjustments to build on this work where apjatg

As part of this study, an analysis of coach acdildras been undertaken by the
Vehicle Safety Research Centre (VSRC). The Comomssequested that this be
focussed on addressing the safety impact of thday2erogation. The conclusions of
this report are summarised in section 4 of thisudmnt, and the entire report is
contained in the Appendices. The conclusions ase #hken into account in our
analysis below of the 12 day derogation.

Summary of conclusions

The study, undertaken by PwC, reviews the econosoicial and safety implications
of the abolition of the 12 day derogation. In sumyna argues that the abolition of
the derogation would have strongly negative econommpacts, without having
significant positive safety or social benefitsthierefore recommends reintroduction of
the derogation, although possibly with some meastoesafeguard the limited social
and safety benefits achieved through the aboliicthe derogation.

On the basis of the review that we have undertakenbelieve that the PwC study
may have significantly overestimated the economipact of the abolition of the
derogation, and also possibly underestimated tblsonpacts. The analysis that has
been commissioned as part of this study showsithsinot possible to quantify the
safety impact of the withdrawal of the derogation.

PwC'’s conclusions may partly reflect the approdwdt they adopted, which was a
combination of statistical analysis and review othes published reports,

supplemented with surveys of coach operators, iihbut apparently any evidence of
equivalent surveys of drivers or their represewtsti(it is not clear from the report
who was consulted).
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7.7

7.8

7.9

7.10

7.11

We have estimated that the economic impact of #reghtion is likely to be over
90% less than PwC have estimated, but still mighatound €81 million. We initially
sought to estimate the monetary value of the sdfetefit in order to compare it to
our lower estimate of the economic impact, buthenliasis of the research undertaken
for this study, we have concluded that this carbeoiguantified on the basis of the
information available. However, we agree with tieaausion of the PwC study that
the impact is probably small, as coach is alreadglatively safe form of transport
(although, as discussed in more in paragraph 7w in our view the data cited by
PwC overstates how safe coach is).

It should be noted that the analysis that was uaken by PwC, and which is
reviewed in this report, relates only to the impa€tthe 12 day derogation on
international coach tours. The possibility of exliewy the derogation to other coach
services has not been considered as part of thigsis

Economic impacts

The study argues that coach trips account for 45%rganised tours, that 90% of
these tours exceed 6 days, and that the abolitfothe derogation will lead to
increases in the coach component of the cost addna of 15-20%. It then argues that
this will result in increases to the total costtbé trips of 3%, which leads to a
reduction in demand of 5.1%, and a total redudtiaine size of the European tourism
sector of €1.1 billion (0.3%).

We have reviewed the assumptions and rationaleusén the report. In our view, it is
likely to significantly overestimate the impact tife abolition of the derogation.
Nonetheless, even taking this into account, then@mic impact could still be

significant. The rest of this section sets out ifsies we have identified with the
economic analysis in the report.

The estimate that coach trips account for 45% wirimational trips organised by tour
operators is based on PwC’s survey of tour opesatout seems to be inconsistent
with the figure it presents on mode of transpordudy visitors arriving in each
Member State (which indicate that only around 10®visitors staying more than 4
nights arrive by coach), and with the figures iegants for the proportion of total
tourism that is coach related (which accordingn® teport does not exceed 15.8% in
any Member State). We have also checked this figgeenst statistics from the UK,
which show that in 2008:

 22.6 million passengers used charter flights betwt®w UK and other EU
Member States; and

« 2.4 million passengers used international coackices as part of inclusive todrs

" Sources: UK CAA Airport Statistics and InternatibRassenger Survey

\\douglas.sdgworld.net\work\Projects\220400s\2204%0 \Outputs\Reports\Final Report\Passenger Transparby Coach Final Report v3 (changes all acceptedd

= steer davies gleave 75



Study Of Passenger Transport By Coach

7.12

7.13

7.14

Therefore, the UK data also implies that coachesowwt for around 10% of
international inclusive tour journeys. It is notsgible to estimate an equivalent figure
for the whole of the EU given that no definitiveusce exists, but in our view it is
likely that the economic value of the internatioo@hch tourism sector is considerably
less than indicated.

The estimate that 90% of coach tours last more @halays is based on the PwC
survey of tour operators. However, it is incongisteith the other source of data
presented in the report for this, which is a surekthe UK market which shows that
only 48.9% of coach tour holidays exceed 6 dayss Hlso inconsistent with some
other data we have collected in the course of dudys for example, surveys
undertaken in Sweden show that the average lerigihcoach holiday is 2-4 nights.
These figures cover both domestic and internatiooath tours as no specific data for
international coach tours was available. No coeststata is available for the other
Member States. There is a risk that the methodcdalppted, based on a survey which
was clearly related to the 12 day rule derogatwiti,have led to an overestimate of
the proportion of trips affected.

The estimate of an increase in costs of 15-20%s=d on the additional salary, travel
and accommodation costs incurred by a second digeelling out to join a 12 day
coach tour, and associated incremental administratists. In our view, the approach
used is reasonable, but the assumptions are lkikdbad to an overestimation of these
costs:

» As acknowledged in the report, for some coach teutsoach free day’ can be
inserted (for example if the tour includes visibsmajor cities, or excursions by
boat), although this is difficult for certain othigpes of tours especially those in
rural areas. Therefore, not all tours that are éorthan 6 days would need to
incur the costs of a second driver. The reporestéttat 31% of tour operators
would consider a coach free day but does not thie ihto account in the
calculation of the net economic impact.

* As an alternative, the first driver could returnbimse at the end of the 6 days and
a replacement driver could travel out to cover tbmainder of the tour. The
incremental cost associated with doing this wowddsver. This possibility is not
discussed in the report.

e Use of a 12 day itinerary as the basis of the ¢atlicun increases the
proportionate additional costs arising from thelioo of the derogation. A 14
day tour would have needed two drivers even withdbrogation, and therefore
the incremental costs would have been lower.

* The study assumes that, if a second driver does toeeavel out to join the trip,
two full paid working days are used for travel.gractice this is likely to be an
overestimate — particularly if the tour is closedccity, travel is unlikely to
require one full day in each direction.

* In addition, there are other ways that the coaahigm sector could adapt — some
of which might be consistent with broader markeintls — for example by
transferring passengers by air from their homeoregd the region in which the
tour takes place, rather than taking them by cotiwreby reducing the number
of days coach transport required.
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7.16

7.17

7.18

7.19

The study then argues that the increase in costseafverall trip would be 3%, taking
into account the proportion of the cost of the that is accounted for by the coach
and driver costs. Using estimates of the pricetielas for holidays of 1.7-1.8, it
estimates that the reduction in demand is 5.1%tlisdeduces the overall size of the
European tourism sector by €1.1 billion. This ie #@stimated economic impact of the
abolition of the derogation.

In our view, even if the reduction in demand foacl tours approaches this level, the
impact on the overall size of the tourism sectagxaggerated. This is because many
passengers who decide not to take coach tourgledide instead to take other types
of holidays and therefore the loss to the touriseta is reduced. In some cases these
alternative holidays might be outside Europe (paldirly in the case of visitors to
Europe from Asia). However, in most cases the radigre holiday would be within
Europe, as most coach tour customers are Euromesatients and long haul travel
beyond Europe is more expensive, uncomfortabldeiarelconsuming.

Even where the customer decides as a result giribe increase not to take a holiday,
they are likely to spend at least a proportionhef price of the holiday on other goods.
This will generate economic activity in other areafsthe European economy.
Therefore, again the economic impact is lower.

In our view the combination of these factors iljkto reduce the estimate of the
economic impact of the abolition of the derogatsignificantly. There is inevitably

significant uncertainty about many of the valuest tre used, and it is not within the
scope of this study to undertake primary reseaochttempt to identify alternative

values. However, we have calculatedradicative value of the adjustment that in our
view might need to be made to arrive at a more@pjate figure:

» the total turnover of the coach holiday sectortigeast 50% less than assumed,
because the proportion of package holidays takeoobgh is less than the 45%
assumed by PwC;

» the proportion of these tours which exceed 6 dagslavbe less than the 90%
assumed by PwC on the basis of their survey (forparison here we use a value
of 48.9% based on the actual figure for the UK @nésd in the report);

e there would be no impact on 31% of tours, for whislen according to PwC'’s
survey, a coach-free day could be inserted:;

« the incremental cost of a second driver could B Bss than indicated, because
it would not always require two full days travem®#, and in some cases
alternative approaches could be adopted by theatiper and

» atleast 50% of the value of any coach holidaysumoiertaken would be used for
other holidays within Europe.

Our indicative alternative calculation is summadlige Table 7.1 below. The result of
the alternative assumptions we have used is that eitonomic impact of the
withdrawal of the 12 day derogation is over 90%s l#san estimated by PwC. We
should emphasise that these figures are indicative.
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TABLE 7.1 CALCULATION OF ECONOMIC IMPACT OF WITHDRAWAL OF COACH
TOURISM
PwC Alternative .
Rationale

value value
Turnover of tourism 419,000 419,000 No adjustment
sector (€ millions)
% of tourism packages 18% 18% No adjustment
% of package tourism 80% 80% No adjustment
international
% of international 45% 22.5% Figure reduced by 50% as appears
package holidays that too high compared to other data
are by coach presented (indicative as no

definitive EU data available - UK
data would imply a larger reduction)

% for which coach free Not 69% Coach free day assumed possible
day not possible included for 31% of trips

% of coach holidays 90% 45% Figure reduced by 50% as other
over 6 days data sources lower than PwC

survey (indicative as no definitive
data source available)

Increase in price where 3.0% 2.3% Incremental cost 25% lower
tours affected (indicative estimate)
Reduction in demand -5.1% -3.8% Elasticity of 1.7 maintained
Proportion offset by Not 50% Indicative estimate — at least half
increase in other trips included would still take holidays in EU
Net economic impact -1,246 -81 Lower figure results from

(€ millions) adjustment to other figures

7.20 However, even with this reduction, the economic actpwould still be significant
(around €81 million), and therefore it would sh# necessary to make a strong case in
terms of safety and social impacts for the abalitbthe derogation.

Safety impacts

7.21 This section reviews the safety analysis providedhe PwC report, taking into
account the analysis of the role of fatigue in toaccidents undertaken for this study
by the Vehicle Safety Research Centre of the Unityeof Loughborough.

7.22 The PwC report identifies that limited data is $afsle for the number of coach
accidents and the causes of these accidents, ardfdfe there is inevitably
significant uncertainty about any conclusions draswn safety. This conclusion is
confirmed by the VSRC research undertaken forstidy.

7.23 In order to try to make an estimate of the poténtipact of the 12 day derogation on
safety, PwC uses data on the number and causesaoh @ccidents in Germany to
estimate that the number of coach accidents camgddtigue is only 6.9 per billion
vehicle kilometres, representing only 4.2% of altidents that occur on long distance
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coaches. This implies that long distance coach rie of the safest forms of
transportation and that fatigue is responsibleafaery low proportion of accidents.

7.24 This also implies (although this is not specifigadtated in the report) that, if any
passengers are prompted to switch from coach ttavear travel as a result of the
price increase caused by the introduction of theghgion, additional accidents may
occur as car travel is much more dangerous.

7.25 The analysis of coach accidents undertaken fordtudy by VSRC (summarised in
section 5 above) reviewed the major literature geskarch on the subject of coach
accidents, in particular to identify whether theras any evidence to support a link
between number of days worked, fatigue, and actsddime review found that it was
impossible to draw a clear conclusion on the ba&ithe evidence available about
whether the reinstatement of the 12 day derogatiomd have a significant negative
impact on safety.

7.26 Nonetheless, the analysis in the PwC report iispsitentially useful, if it is considered
as an estimate of the potential order of magnitofdany potential safety impact. It
would however have to be accepted that, given ithgeld evidence available, the
impact might be significantly more or significantiss than they have estimated. We
have however identified some factors which pointthe impact potentially being
greater:

 The PwC report uses data from Germany, which hrataively good road safety
record, which means that there is a risk that theabrer of accidents on long
distance coaches quoted is not representativeeakst of the EU.

* The data quoted by PwC does not indicate the ptiopoof fatalities which are
caused by fatigue. It is possible that, even iigis causes only a small
proportion of coach accidents, it might cause gdaiproportion of fatalities, if
fatigue-related accidents are more likely to ocoar motorways, where the
vehicles would be travelling faster and therefdre itisk of an accident resulting
in fatalities would be greater (although lack ofdewce makes it difficult to
substantiate this hypothesis)

 The analysis of coach accidents undertaken forghidy by VSRC, using the
CARE database, showed that the number of fatalitieecidents involving a bus
or coach was significantly higher than the figumpsted in the PwC report
(although these figures do not seem to be used@$calculation of the impact
of the withdrawal of the derogation). The variatemises because PwC's figures,
based on the EC’s statistical pocketbook, do ndude fatalities of pedestrians
or occupants of other vehicles involved in an agcidvith a bus or coach.

7.27 It should also be noted that (as PwC points ow)aholition of the derogation was
only one of a number of measures that have beem takimprove safety. It could not
be expected that the abolition of the 12 day ddiagavould eliminate all fatigue-
related fatalities.
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7.31

7.32

7.33

Social impacts

The report argues that the abolition of the defogatvould have limited social

impacts, and indeed that these might be negatieeause drivers would often be
forced to take the additional rest period away frbome, and therefore the rest
periods available to them whilst at home mightdwsuced.

However, a key weakness is that the analysis appearbe entirely based on
interviews with coach and tour operators, rathemthvith coach drivers or their

representatives. These would appear to be thelsilmlars that are best placed to
comment on the social impact of the abolition & tlerogation. This may have led the
report to miss important social impacts. Therefottee overall impact of the

withdrawal of the derogation is unclear.

In order to address this weakness, we interviewepresentatives of driver
associations to establish drivers’ views on theogation. While the European
Transport Workers’' Federation (ETF) was againetrérintroduction of the 12-day
derogation, the ETF engaged in negotiations with Ititernational Road Transport
Union (IRU) in order to make sure that there arietstonditions that accompany the
12-day derogation, when approved. The ETF objestivere to make sure that road
safety, the social aspects of the profession thé&akafety, work-life balance — were
adequately addressed in the legislative amendment.

As a result of negotiations, the ETF reached areagent with IRU on conditions for
the re-introduction of the 12-day derogation, theseditions have been transposed
into the legislative amendment. There were a nundfefactors that led to this
agreement, but included was the fact that somesidrido benefit economically from
the longer trips of up to 12 days, and also thisd¢eto be those drivers in the
geographically outlying states of the EU. The ETdsifion now is that the most
important of the conditions on the re-introductafithe derogation is the reference to
the derogation only being used in the context sihgle trip.

Environmental impacts

The withdrawal of the derogation could have an ichjpen the environment in several
different ways:

* additional trips might be made by second coachedsiin order to join tours that
were longer than 6 days, increasing emissions;

* more coach free days might be included in coactst@aducing emissions;

e some passengers might chose to travel by air rdkttzer by coach, increasing
emissions; and

* some passengers might chose not to travel aedllicing emissions.

All of these impacts are likely to be marginal, &hd net direction of the impact is
unclear.
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7.34 The PwC report claims that the withdrawal of theodation will reduce operator
profitability which will in turn force them to relyn older vehicles, which could
increase emissions. The rationale for this is thplacement vehicles are financed out
of retained profits. However, in our view this igtrcredible. Decisions as to whether
to replace vehicles will be based on the expeatgshct of this on coach operators’
profitability: this will result from the relativeperating and maintenance costs of older
and new vehicles, and impacts on revenues arisiog fpassengers and tour
operators’ perception of the quality of their védsc None of these factors should be
affected by the withdrawal of the derogation. Idiidn, as explained above, PwC
makes the assumption that the cost increase waufghbsed on in full to passengers,
which would mean there should be no impact on apepofitability. In practice, the
current economic situation means that operatordiniare difficulties in passing on
incremental costs to passengers and therefore tbewdl be some impact on
profitability, but this would also mean that thecprincrease discussed above would
be reduced.

Conclusions

7.35 In our view the PwC report significantly overestiemthe economic impact of the
withdrawal of the 12 day derogation for internatibnoach tours. It is not within the
scope of this study to undertake detailed primasearch to reach an alternative
figure, but making indicative adjustments to thgufes presented in the PwC report,
we estimate that the economic impact of the witldiaof the derogation is likely to
be at least 90% less than PwC has estimated.

7.36 The PwC report argues that the impact of the withvdit of the derogation on safety is
likely to be very small. PwC attempts to estiméie tmpact, but the analysis of coach
accidents undertaken by VSRC for this study shdwasit is not possible on the basis
of existing research and data to quantify this.ré&foee, it is not possible to judge
whether the safety benefit of the withdrawal of tleeogation was proportionate to the
economic impacts. However, we do not disagree thighgeneral conclusion that the
impact is probably relatively small, partly becaussach is already a safe mode of
transport.

7.37 The social and environmental impacts of the withwddaof the derogation are small,
and it is not clear what whether the net effecthafse impacts would be positive or
negative. The approach adopted by PwC, which wasaey of coach operators but
not of coach drivers, raises a risk of underesionadf social impacts.
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8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

8.6

CASE STUDY OF CABOTAGE
Background

Regulation 12/98 permits coach operators that heldCommunity license to
temporarily operate services within other Member States withmihg required to
have a registered office in that State (cabotagecss). These services may be:

* special regular services;

* regular services, provided that these are not udrasuburban services, and
where the route is part of an international servise, for example, a UK
company could carry domestic passengers Calais-Bampart of a London-Paris
service, but it could not operate a standalonei§&&laris service); and

e occasional services, such as tourist coaches.

The Regulation states that in the event of “sergiggirbance of the internal transport
market” caused or aggravated by cabotage, the Me8thage concerned may refer the
matter to the European Commission to consider safelgmeasures. A serious
disturbance is defined as follows:

“...the occurrence on that market of problems specific to it, such that there is a serious and potentially
enduring excess of supply over demand, implying a threat to the financial stability and survival of a
significant number of road passenger transport undertakings”

Safeguard measures may be applied for a periogd td 6 months, renewable once.

A key limitation is that the Regulation does nofike what “temporarily” means.
Therefore, in practice this has been left to irdlial Member States to determine.
This creates a risk that Member States may adapnBistent interpretations of this,
or interpretations which limit the ability of opéoas from other Member States to
operate services to a greater extent than hadibtsded.

This section undertakes an analysis of the expegiehoperation of cabotage services
and identifies issues that have arisen with theegces. Analysis of cabotage services
has been undertaken in the eight Member Statestselas case studies (see section 3
above). In most of the Member States analysedydhene of cabotage services was
very low, and these have not had a significant chpm the transport market. The
main exceptions to this are Greece and to a les¢ent Sweden, discussed in detail
below.

Cabotage services in Greece

As discussed in the report on coach services ir€arethe domestic coach market is
subject to a unique system of regulation. Theselatigns affect both regular and
occasional services and significantly limit thegautal for competition between coach
operators registered in Greece. The particulaugistances of the Greek transport

\\douglas.sdgworld.net\work\Projects\220400s\2204%0 \Outputs\Reports\Final Report\Passenger Transparby Coach Final Report v3 (changes all acceptedpd

82

= steer davies gleave



Study of passenger transport by coach

8.7

8.8

8.9

8.10

market and the regulations applied to it mean ¢hhbtage services potentially have a
significant cost advantage and hence a significapact on local operators.

Cabotage services operated

The cabotage services which have been operatedeec€, and which have created
issues from the point of view of the Greek coackrafors, are occasional services.
The operators of regular services in Greece (th&lKTare not aware of there being
any regular cabotage services. Table 8.1 summaittime&ey characteristics of the
occasional cabotage services.

TABLE 8.1 SUMMARY OF CABOTAGE SERVICES OPERATED IN GREECE
Characteristic Explanation
Nature of service operated Occasional services operated during the summer months
Origin of cabotage operators Primarily Poland and Romania

Some of the cabotage services are contracted in advance
by tour operators based in the Member State of origin of

Nature of contractin :
g the operator. However, many of the services are

arrangements s . .
9 contracted within Greece, through either foreign or local
travel agencies.
Passengers may be residents of the Member State in
Origin of passengers which the operator is registered, or other tourists in

Greece

The staff are usually residents of the Member State in

Staffing arrangements which the operator is registered

The Greek coach operators believe that the opgratists of the cabotage operators
are up to 50% lower than their own costs. Althoirgpart this reflects lower wages in
the origin Member States, it also reflects the ificamt costs of obtaining a license to
provide coach services in Greece, which the cakosagvices avoid, and the greater
potential for competition that arise as a resulihese operations. This also means that
the cabotage operators have the potential to effgnificant benefits to consumers, in
the form of lower prices.

Although the issue of cabotage services has cresaggdficant opposition from the
Greek operators, as discussed below, nonethelegsrdportion of services operated
by cabotage operators is believed to be very ldth@agh no statistics are available).

Regulatory arrangements

The tourist coach operators in Greece requestédhibasreek Ministry of Transport
and Communications introduce regulations on caleosagvices in Greece to address
the specific issues and structure of the Greekrcaatustry. In a document issued on
4 July 2007, the Ministry introduced rules applyitogcabotage services undertaken
by EU coach operators in Greece. These rules attatify the “temporary” clause in
the Regulation 12/98, and take into account thesualucharacteristics of the coach
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8.13

8.14

8.15

8.16

industry in Greece. The restrictions introducedenas follows:

»  Other EU coach operators are allowed to undertakasional and special regular
services in Greece in line with Regulation 12/98

* No companies other than the KTEL, whether basddraece or elsewhere in the
EU, are allowed to carry out domestic regular casatvices in Greece

»  The occasional coach services can be provided tiatahof 10 days per calendar
month and the special regular coach services fiength of one month. Once
these periods have expired the coach will haveitodGreece and will not be able
to offer any additional services during the sanmeraar month.

» The total length of time allowed for offering arypé of coach services in Greece
is 2 months per year.

However, these additional regulations have not tméficient to satisfy the Greek
coach operators. According to an article in a lowalspaper (Ta Kerkiraika Nea), the
General Tourism Agencies in Corfu organised a destnation on 19 July 2007 to
protest about the impact of Polish coach operabfiering coach services on the
island. They also consider that some of the foreigarators have not adhered to the
Greek regulations on cabotage. In various lettabsnsited to the Greek Ministry of
Transport and Communications, Pan-Hellenic Federatf Tourism Enterprises
(POET) has complained that coaches registered ianBacarry out services for a
period of several months in Corfu, especially dgitime peak tourism seasons.

The main rationale for the objection by Greek tstuaigencies to these services is that
they are not able to compete with the KTEL, who pretected against cabotage
services through national regulations and haveuske rights to operate domestic
regular services, and have also been given the tigloperate special regular and
occasional services. Hence, the tourist coach tpsrhave to compete for a relatively
small proportion of the Greek coach market with KTdhd coach operators registered
in other EU countries, while they are not allowedcompete with KTEL on the
domestic regular market.

Cabotage services in Sweden

The other Member State in which a significant nundfecabotage services have been
identified is Sweden.

Swedish coach operators tend to view the cabotagalations in a much more
positive light than the Greek operators. Some Sstedperators carry out cabotage
services in other EU Member States, primarily inickhthey collect Swedish

passengers from the airport in the other Statettzgm provide the tour.

However, there has been a particular issue wittsiBRnperators providing cabotage
services in Sweden. As Russia is hot an EU Memtse SRussian operators are not
permitted to do this.

Table 8.2 summarises the nature of cabotage sergferated in Sweden.
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TABLE 8.2 SUMMARY OF CABOTAGE SERVICES OPERATED IN SWEDEN

Characteristic Explanation

Occasional tour services, mostly in Stockholm,

Nature of service operated Gothenburg and Malmo

Origin of cabotage operators Numerous, but includes Russia

The cabotage tour services are generally contracted by

Nature of contractin ; . ; .
9 tour operators based in Estonia, Latvia, Poland, Belgium

arrangements and the Netherlands (as well as Russia).
Passengers may be residents of the Member State in
Origin of passengers which the operator is registered, or other tourists in

Sweden

The staff are usually residents of the Member State in

Staffing arrangements . . .
9 9 which the operator is registered

8.17 The main advantages of cabotage services are:

» the driver may have more appropriate language ssKiir the tour group
concerned;

» the costs may be lower than the costs of a Swextishator; and

* the tour may be easier to contract, as all thengaments can be made in the
origin Member State.

8.18 However, a number of disadvantages have also ldeetified:

» the cabotage services may be more lightly regulatetit is perceived that they
do not always comply with driving hours regulatipasd

» the vehicles used may not comply with Swedish rguts for example
regarding emissions (this is a particular issugHerillegal Russian operations).

Cabotage services in other Member States

8.19 Table 8.3 summarises the information collectedaotage services operated in other
Member States. It is clear that very few cabotageices are operated, and these have
not had any significant impact on the market. Hosvethe fact that the Swedish
coach operators informed us that they undertooktegle operations in other States
where the authorities informed us there were noteae operations, may indicate that
the extent of cabotage has been underestimated.
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TABLE 8.3 CABOTAGE SERVICES IN OTHER MEMBER STATES

Member  Cabotage services

Notes
State operated

International regular services are not licensed to carry

. domestic passengers.
No regular services

Some cabotage occasional services are operated,
particularly in the regions close to the border with Poland
and the Czech Republic. In theory there are no restrictions

Germany  Low proporhonl of
occasional services

(<1%) . . . . .

on these services. However, in practice local licensing
authorities may impose significant administrative barriers.

The Ministry of Transport stated that there were neither
Few services regular no occasional cabotage services in Italy. However,

Italy believed to be the Swedish operators we interviewed stated that they
operated had operated cabotage occasional services in Italy, mainly

handling Swedish tourists arriving by air.
No services We interviewed a number of stakeholders in the Polish
Poland believed to be coach market. They were not aware of any cabotage
operated services being operated.

At present, there are no foreign companies operating
cabotage services in Romania. In some cases, the
Romanian authorities identified illegal cabotage services,
and fines have been imposed. We have requested more
details of this from the Ministry of Transport but this has
not been provided.

Volume of cabotage
services very low,
Romania but some illegal
operations have
been identified.

According to the Ministry of Public Works and ASINTRA

Little or no services (the Spanish Passenger Transport Business Federation),
operated there are no legal restrictions on cabotage operations in
Spain, but in practice there are few if any such services.

Spain

The UK coach sector is almost completely deregulated
and therefore little information exists.

UK operators believe that cabotage occasional services
) have been operated by Irish and Belgian registered
UK Some occasional operators. Swedish operators informed us that they had
services operated also operated cabotage services in the UK. Some UK
operators believe that they have been put at a
disadvantage due to the failure of authorities in some
other Member States to enforce driver rest regulations on
cabotage services by their operators in the UK.

Services operated by subsidiaries of foreign companies

8.20 Although there are few cabotage services in moshese Member States, a larger
number of services are operated by domestic sasEdiof companies based in other
Member States. For example:

» the largest coach operator in Spain, ALSA, is owmhgdthe UK bus/coach
company National Express; and

* Veolia, a French company, operates a significamhber of coach services in
Poland through its Polish subsidiary.

8.21 These operations are not defined as cabotage ssmwiwler the Regulation. However,
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8.23

8.24

in other transport sectors international companies/e not had equivalent
opportunities to launch local services in other MemStates. For example, until the
major packages of reforms of the air transportaeahdertaken in the 1990s, air
carriers registered in a Member State had to benmhapwned by the citizens of that
Member State, and these restrictions still oftephagf the carrier operates services
outside the European Common Aviation Area. A numbebarriers to entry also

remain in the rail sector.

Employment of staff from other Member States

In a number of Member States, local bus/coach tparhave taken advantage of the
free movement of workers to employ drivers who wereviously resident in other

Member States. For example, a number of UK busabpes have recruited drivers in

Poland. This has led to a shortage of drivers ilarRh which has in turn prompted

Polish operators to recruit drivers from Ukraine.

Operator perspectives on regular cabotage services

As discussed above, there are currently almostegolar cabotage services. We
interviewed three operators of international regwervices in order to understand
why operators are not taking advantage of the prowiin Regulation 12/98 allowing

temporary operation of cabotage services. Oneebflerators informed us that they
were not interested in providing these services;dther two informed us that they
were interested in doing so but that, despite pingszision in the Regulation, most
States do not allow cabotage. Reasons cited indiude

*  protection of the rail operators;
*  protection of domestic coach operators; and

» concerns about the lack of oversight of internatiaperators

States are able to block the operation of cabatagéces through their right to refuse
authorisation for the operation of internationabukar services that cross their
territory. Operators informed us that a number ofniber States will only grant
authorisation for operation of international reguarvices if the operator agrees not
to carry domestic passengers. The imposition oh sucequirement by the Member
States appears to be inconsistent with Regulat®®81 However, no clear precedent
has been established, because although the Regudlows cases to be referred to
the Commission, this has only occurred on one @adasMoreover the operators
believe that cabotage is not permitted under nalilanws, and cited as an example the
French law, ‘Loi n°2005-882 du 2 ao(it 2005 - aBJDRF 3 ao(t 2005'.

8 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.dd20J:1:1999:033:0021:0024:EN:PDF

® http://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affich Texte.do?cide=LEGITEXT000006068730&date Texte=20090218
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If cabotage was allowed, operators believe tha wWould strengthen their financial
position and allow them to operate new routes. @lpes stated that the types of
routes on which they would wish to operate caboszgeices included:

* Routes where rail is the primary modal choice @rant distance air transport.

* Routes where the ultimate destination is not thgelst urban area on the route.

Operators also informed us that work is being utatten through a UNECE forum to
break down the barriers to cabotage operationsreThge a proposal that should
cabotage services be allowed, that operators gegra® more than 25% of the seats
sold will be between the points on the service pedéoy cabotage regulations. It is
hoped that this forum will open up the ground for delivery of cabotage operations.

Conclusions and implications for policy

Issues that have arisen with cabotage

The main difficulties with cabotage services havieesn in Greece. This is due to a
combination of:

» the uniquely onerous regulations imposed on opeyatd occasional coach
services, which impose significant barriers to yrand limit competition, and
therefore increase costs;

» the geographical proximity of a number of Membeat& in which the operators
have significantly lower operating costs, meanifgttcoaches from these
Member States can at low cost enter Greece dunmgeak tourist season; and

» the lack of any definition of the word “temporatilyn Regulation 12/98, which
has left the Greek government free to impose it: amierpretation, which
appears in practice to limit competition and consubrenefits whilst also failing
to satisfy the Greek coach operators.

Other Member States do not impose regulations easienal services which are as
onerous as those in Greece. As a result, the nuoibeccasional cabotage services
appears to be very low, although the nature os#wtor means that this conclusion is
uncertain due to the poor data availability. Foaraple, it is notable that Swedish
operators informed us that they were carrying @ldotage services in the UK and
Italy, but neither UK operators nor the Italiantaarities were aware of these services.

Implications for policy: regular services

Almost no international regular services carry dsticepassengers within Member

States (regular cabotage). Operators informedatghis was partly because a number
of Member States in practice prohibited all cabetagerations. However, even if this

was not the case, cabotage services are curr@nited as they can only be operated
on a “temporary” basis, whereas international ragsérvices are usually operated on
fixed timetables for long periods. In the past theéss made it impossible for these
services to operate.
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In our view, operation of cabotage services is dikBly to cause difficulties when the

regulations that exist within a Member State liootmpetition between operators and
prevent new operators from entering the markets Tieans that it is impossible to
separate the issue of whether cabotage shouldrbetieel from the issue of whether
these regulations are reasonable.

Regulation has potential negative impacts, suchnaseased costs arising from
reduced competition, limited potential for operattr launch innovative new services,
and limited ability for operators to meet consurdemand. However, these negative
impacts need to be weighed against potential coesutmanefits which it might be
difficult or impossible to achieve without regutati such as the ability to co-ordinate
schedules between operators and with other modieansport, and the ability to offer
integrated ticketing. Overall, there may be begeiit regulating the regular coach
sector, provided this is undertaken on a non-digoatory basis and there is
competitionfor the market if notithin the market. If this approach is adopted, it is
likely to be necessary to have some restrictionsatiotage services.

We note that the proposed Regulation on commors ffoleaccess to the international
market for coach and bus services (recast) wouttfead this issue. The new text
clarifies that the requirement for cabotage sesviltebe of a temporary nature only
applies to national road passenger services, ahdonthe carriage of passengers
within the same Member State in the course of alaegnternational service. The
limitation regarding cabotage performed in the seuof a regular international
service is that it must not be the principal pugofbthe service.

A further issue is that regulatory restrictionssiome Member States can create an
imbalance in competition between companies baseeagh State. For example, a
German coach operator could bid for a concessiapéoate regular coach services in
Spain, whereas the opportunity for Spanish opesaimrmprovide regular services in
Germany is much more limited.

Implications for policy: occasional services

None of the potential benefits of regulation idketi above apply in the occasional
coach market. The main impact of regulation in gastor is likely to be to increase
prices and limit consumer choice, without any dffeg benefits. We note that the
Commission has taken measures to open a wide yarfedther market sectors to
competition and we suggest that it should in tharuevaluate the potential impacts
of undertaking similar measures in the coach segtarticularly with regard to
occasional services.

Alternatively, if it is decided to retain the reggiinent that cabotage services must be
operated temporarily as stated in Regulation 12#98jould also be helpful if the
Commission could clarify the meaning of the wordnporarily”, for example by
issuing a clarificatory interpretation, or by prepw an amendment to the Regulation
to clarify this point. This would avoid the riskathMember States adopt their own
interpretations, which may be more restrictive thauld be reasonable.
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9.

9.

STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP

1 A stakeholder workshop was held at the Europeanrlesion on 3% April 2009.
This was attended by approximately 20 delegateduding representatives from
operators, unions and the European Commissionor Ryithe workshop a briefing
paper was issued summarising the findings of gpent.

2 The workshop was introduced and chaired by the figao Commission, after which
Steer Davies Gleave led presentations and disewsssmvering:

*  The European Coach Market including Cabotage;
e«  Terminal infrastructure; and

»  Safety issues and the 12-day rule.

9.3 During the course of the workshop delegates maudevier of comments which have

been incorporated into the final version of thipa®. They were also invited to
submit comments in the week following the workshiopt none were added to those
provided on the day itself. Minutes are provided\ppendix E.
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