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LOCAL BUS SERVICES MARKET INVESTIGATION 

Route and Urban Area analysis 

Summary 

1. This working paper provides further comment on the identification of local markets, 

further analysis of the extent of competition on individual routes and within individual 

Urban Areas and sets out our methodology for classifying individual routes according 

to the likelihood that the flows that make up that route are subject to an adverse 

effect on competition (AEC).  

2. The purpose of market definition within a market investigation should be to assist the 

evaluation of the effectiveness of competition. Drawing on the evidence presented in 

the provisional findings, we find that head-to-head competition is a significantly more 

effective constraint than potential competition and new entry. This logic suggests that 

when applying a SSNIP-type test, the relevant market is likely to be no wider than the 

flow because supply-side substitution is insufficient to widen the market further.  

3. Taking local markets as flows, whether or not an AEC applies can be found by 

assessing whether there is effective head-to-head competition on that flow.  

4. However, we note that when setting fares, frequencies and other aspects of their 

offer to passengers, operators often manage their businesses at a route or network 

level. As a consequence, whilst demand substitution may take place at a flow level, 

the effects of head-to-head competition will often manifest themselves at the route or 

even the network level.  

5. In cases where there is no meaningful head-to-head competition on flows, we also 

need to understand whether and how other constraints apply (such as potential 
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competition) as this will affect to what extent the absence of head-to-head compe-

tition produces adverse outcomes for consumers. This indicates that it is also import-

ant to consider competition over areas wider than individual flows to understand the 

broader process of competition in the industry and the impacts of any AEC finding on 

consumers.  

6. Because of the complexities set out in paragraphs 4 and 5, it is important not to be 

bound by any particular market definition, but rather to assess competition on an 

empirical rather than overtly theoretical basis, which while influenced by market 

definition (in so far as market definition highlights the importance of head-to-head 

competition) is not controlled or dominated by it.  

7. Moreover, looking at all flows individually is impracticable and so we use a methodol-

ogy for route-level analysis. This allows us to categorize routes according to the 

head-to-head competition they face. Inevitably some uncertainty is attached, as the 

passenger and revenue information we would require to weight different flows which 

do or do not face head-to-head competition is not available on a systematic basis 

(see paragraph 42). We can classify some routes as likely to face head-to-head 

competition on all, or nearly all, of the flows that make up the route. We can also 

classify some routes as highly unlikely to face meaningful head-to-head competition. 

However, because of practical limitations on the information available, there are 

some routes in the reference area where it is difficult to make strong statements 

regarding the extent of head-to-head competition on all the flows that make up the 

route. 

8. There are nearly 18,000 routes in the reference area. Where appropriate, we there-

fore use Urban Areas as a useful unit of aggregation to present our route-level 

findings. This approach also allows us to characterize the extent of head-to-head 
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competition on routes that pass through particular Urban Areas and hence the extent 

to which routes that pass through particular Urban Areas are subject to an AEC. 

9. In the majority of Urban Areas, we are able to identify a significant number of routes 

which are unlikely to face meaningful head-to-head competition from other local bus 

operators and very few which are likely to face head-to-head competition from 

another operator for all, or nearly all, of the flows on the route. For more than 70 per 

cent of Urban Areas, more than half of the services in the Urban Area are on routes 

that we identify as highly unlikely to face head-to-head competition. For less than 

10 per cent of Urban Areas, more than 5 per cent of services run on routes identified 

as likely to face head-to-head competition for all, or nearly all, of the flows on the 

route.  

10. The results of our route classification exercise showed that in most Urban Areas we 

can identify a substantial proportion of routes and services that do not currently face 

meaningful head-to-head competition but where head-to-head competition would be 

possible. The flows that make up these routes are therefore highly likely to be subject 

to an AEC. We find that in 212 out of 239 Urban Areas, more than 10 per cent of ser-

vices are on routes which are highly likely to be subject to an AEC. In the vast 

majority of Urban Areas, there are very few routes that we can identify as unlikely to 

face an AEC. There are only eight Urban Areas where more than 10 per cent of 

services are classified as unlikely to face an AEC. In addition, in many areas there 

are a significant proportion of routes where an AEC is indeterminate.  

11. As well as overlaps and the degree of head-to-head competition, we also look at 

shares of supply within Urban Areas. Shares of supply provide a broader picture of 

head-to-head and potential competition in an Urban Area. In most Urban Areas we 

found that the largest operator supplies a very large proportion of all local bus ser-
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vices. In 38 per cent of Urban Areas the largest operator supplies more than 75 per 

cent of all local bus services, and in a further 36 per cent of Urban Areas the two 

largest operators supply at least three-quarters of all local bus services. 

Introduction  

12. This working paper provides further comment on the identification of local markets, 

and sets out an assessment of the extent to which the features of local bus markets 

which prevent, restrict or distort competition (the AEC), as defined in our provisional 

findings report, apply to individual local bus markets.  

13. We begin in Section 1 (paragraphs 14 to 51) by setting out the framework for our 

assessment. Section 2 (paragraphs 52 to 112) sets out our assessment of the 

degree of competition and the extent of AECs in individual local areas.  

Section 1: Framework for the assessment of features which lead to an AEC in 
individual local areas 

14. In this section we set out our approach to identifying and analysing local markets, 

and set out the framework we use to identify whether an AEC applies in local 

markets, and the analysis we have followed in order to provide a practicable means 

of identifying the likely extent of AECs on the flows that make up routes and local 

areas. 

Definition of local markets 

15. In the provisional findings, we outlined our consideration of geographic market 

definition. We found that the appropriate area within which to evaluate competition 

depended on the nature of the particular competitive constraints. On the demand 

side, customers were very unlikely to substitute between different journeys and 

therefore demand substitution between bus operators happened at the flow level. 
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Supply-side substitution happened over an area wider than a flow, which meant that 

when considering supply-side substitution a wider area was relevant.  

16. Our geographic market definition was set out in the provisional findings as: 

7.99 For the purposes of this inquiry, we define the relevant geographic 

market as being no wider than the geographic distance over which 

supply-side substitution is possible.1

17. We also noted that competitive decisions might occur at different levels, for example 

fares might be set at the fare stage level, or might be set at the route or network 

level. Service frequency and quality would most likely be determined at the route 

level, but may reflect some network decisions (eg on network coverage and hours of 

operation).  

 We recognize that the relevant 

geographic market may, in practice, be narrower than this … 

18. This suggests that whilst demand substitution between operators may take place at 

the level of an individual flow, the effects of that competition on fares, frequencies 

and other aspects of the local bus service would manifest themselves at the route or 

network level. As a consequence, different geographic areas could be relevant in the 

assessment of different aspects of competition. In the provisional findings we said: 

7.98 … no one geographic frame will give a complete picture of the com-

petitive constraints that affect operators’ fares, frequencies and other 

aspects of their offer.2

 
 
1 This definition does not allow us to divide the reference area into distinct local markets. Rather it shows the distance over 
which supply-side substitution, depending on local circumstances, might be effective around any particular geographic point. 

 It is therefore appropriate, regardless of the 

precise geographic boundaries of the market, to assess competition 

between bus operators at a number of geographic levels. 

2 For example, analysis conducted exclusively at the flow level will not take into account the effects of potential competition, nor 
will it reflect the fact that many operational decisions such as fares or frequencies or decisions regarding fleet composition are 
taken at the route or the network level. Similarly an analysis conducted exclusively at the Urban Area level might better reflect 
potential competition but would not reflect the possibility that direct competition can provide constraints over and above that 
provided by potential competition. 
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These conclusions on market definition do not identify discrete areas in which to 

assess the extent of competition and whether an AEC applies. Several parties also 

commented that this approach does not define the markets where an AEC applies, 

see Appendix A.  

19. The CC’s Market Investigation Guidelines, CC3 (paragraph 2.2), say that the CC will 

adopt the hypothetical monopolist (SSNIP) approach to market definition wherever it 

is feasible to do so. Applying a SSNIP approach in this case leads to two possibilities 

as to the extent of local markets, depending on whether operators nearby would or 

would not enter in response to a SSNIP. Starting from the smallest possible market, 

the passenger flow, if a SSNIP above the competitive level is insufficient to induce 

potential competitors to enter and begin operating services that compete head to 

head on the flow, then the relevant market remains that flow. If a SSNIP above the 

competitive level does induce a potential competitor to begin operating services that 

compete head to head on that flow, then the relevant market is a wider local area to 

include the sources of these supply-side constraints. Whether or not a SSNIP 

increase from the competitive level would or would not result in a constraint from 

potential competition in any single case is an empirical question.  

20. In the case of local bus services, while competition may be on fares it may also be on 

other aspects of service such as frequency, and these competitive variables can be 

used in the same way as price for assessing the extent of the geographic market, eg 

would a small but significant reduction in frequency be sustainable without attracting 

entry?  

21. To inform the question of the relevant market definition, we have various pieces of 

evidence from the competitive assessments that can be utilized in order to identify 

http://www.competition-commission.org.uk/rep_pub/rules_and_guide/pdf/cc3.pdf#2.2�
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the likely extent of markets and to clarify the application of our provisional findings to 

individual local areas.  

22. As set out in our provisional findings, the extent of head-to-head competition is an 

important determinant of outcomes for bus passengers. Head-to-head competition 

provides a constraint over and above that provided by other forms of competition 

from bus operators. Potential competition and new entry are therefore a weaker 

constraint on incumbent bus operators than head-to-head competition. There are two 

sources of empirical evidence which lead us to this conclusion: 

(a) The performance concentration analysis at the route level shows that the number 

of competitors present on a route affects the frequency of service on a route. On 

average, an additional competitor on a route results in a frequency that is 12 to 

15 per cent higher. This analysis is set out in detail in Appendix 7.1 of our 

provisional findings. This analysis shows that incumbent operators that do not 

face head-to-head competition have been able, on average, to maintain services 

that are less frequent than would be the case if they faced head-to-head compe-

tition. 

(b) In addition, there are many examples of incumbent operators reacting to new 

entry once it has occurred. These examples are set out in Section 6 of our 

provisional findings (see particularly paragraphs 6.103 to 6.140). The fact that 

incumbents have reacted, once entry has occurred, suggests that in these 

instances the threat of entry (whether from a potential competitor or a new 

entrant) was insufficient to constrain the incumbent operator to the same extent 

as head-to-head competition.3

 
 
3 There are of course examples of entry where incumbents have not reacted, which could be because the incumbent has 
already ensured that their offer is as effective as can be, but alternatively could be because they regard the particular entry 
event as insignificant or unthreatening. An absence of entry could arise either because of potential competition is an effective 
constraint, or because it is ineffective due to barriers to entry. Interpretation of rates of entry is therefore ambiguous but in 
cases where entry has occurred and incumbents have responded, this does appear to show that previously potential 
competition was not a fully effective constraint. 
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23. This pattern is consistent with and follows from our findings in Sections 8 and 9 of the 

provisional findings. In the provisional findings, we note that the constraint from 

potential competition and new entry is muted where those potential competitors and 

new entrants face barriers to entry.4 We also set out a number of different barriers to 

entry that operators face when seeking to establish new services that compete head 

to head with another operator.5

24. These results indicate that generally, the constraint from potential competition (and 

new entry) is unlikely to be sufficient to prevent a SSNIP-type price rise (or equivalent 

frequency reduction), as shown by the fact that incumbent operators operating routes 

that do not face head-to-head competition are able to maintain higher fares and lower 

service qualities than operators that face head-to-head competition. This indicates 

that local markets will generally be at the flow level.

  

6

25. However, as discussed in paragraphs 

  

4 and 44, we note that, whilst passengers may 

substitute between operators on individual flows, operators often seek to encourage 

passengers to switch by improving their fares, frequencies and other aspects of their 

service at a route or network level.  

26. In addition, whilst head-to-head competition offers a more powerful constraint than 

potential competition and new entry, this does not mean that potential competition 

and new entry are unimportant. In particular, where an operator does not face head- 

to-head competition, potential competition will represent the next best constraint. The 

strength of potential competition and new entry will therefore affect the extent to 

which an incumbent operator, that does not face head-to-head competition, can 

 
 
4 See paragraphs 11.23 to 11.33 of the provisional findings.  
5 See Section 9 of the provisional findings. 
6 Although these results do not preclude the possibility that in a small number of markets there is a potential competitor that 
offers a sufficient competitive constraint to warrant a wider geographic market definition. 
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increase its fares and/or reduce its service without triggering entry.7

83

 In local areas 

where potential competition is relatively strong, incumbent operators that do not face 

head-to-head competition will be able to increase fares and reduce services by less 

than an incumbent in an area with weaker potential competition. In the case of areas 

classified as ‘near monopoly’ in paragraphs  to 86, there are no potential competi-

tors present.  

Assessing the existence of AECs in local markets 

27. In Section 14 of the provisional findings published on 6 May 2011, we stated that an 

AEC arises where three features are present in a relevant market, these being: 

• a high level of concentration in the relevant market (paragraph 14.6); 

• barriers to entry and expansion are present (paragraph 14.7); and 

• aspects of customer conduct are present (paragraph 14.8). 

28. In paragraph 14.15 of the provisional findings, we said: 

we consider that the feature on customer conduct will be present to 

some extent in every relevant market, whether at the flow or local area 

level. We also consider that the feature on barriers to entry will be 

present to some extent in every relevant market, because of the general 

applicability of sunk entry costs and the expectations of the intensity of 

post-entry competition arising from incumbents’ reactions to entry. 

29. We found that, first, some customers commit to a particular operator by purchasing a 

multi-journey ticket, and second, that customers not already committed to an oper-

ator have a general preference to catch the first available bus. These two aspects of 

customer behaviour comprise the customer conduct feature. The presence of this 

 
 
7 In the provisional findings, we concluded that the detrimental effects on consumers as a result of the AECs in the operation of 
local bus services would be a reduction in service or an increase in fares. See paragraph 14.21 of the provisional findings. 
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feature, together with the transparent nature of the local bus industry and the ability 

of operators to target competitive activity (as explained in paragraphs 8.34 to 8.37 of 

the provisional findings), mean that operators have an incentive to compete in ways 

that are likely to lead to overcapacity and to compete in a way that is aimed at pro-

moting a rival’s exit. We see no reason to believe that there are individual relevant 

markets in the reference area where these factors do not apply. Therefore the feature 

of customer conduct is present in every relevant market. 

30. The customer conduct feature, together with the inherently transparent nature of the 

local bus industry and the consequent ability of operators to target competitive 

activity, mean that operators have an incentive to compete in ways that are likely to 

lead to overcapacity and to compete in a way that is aimed at promoting a rival’s exit. 

As a result, head-to-head competition can lead to a costly period of unstable compe-

tition between operators which is likely to be loss making and may lead to the exit of 

the incumbent or entrant operator. This phenomenon is unusual and not something 

that is common in other industries.  

31. Any local bus operator considering entering into head-to-head competition on a par-

ticular flow will therefore face a material risk that this entry will result in overcapacity 

and significant losses. These losses will represent, in effect, a sunk cost of entry that 

would not occur absent the customer conduct feature. The customer conduct feature 

therefore results in barriers to entry and, because the customer conduct feature is 

present in every relevant market, the barriers to entry associated with it are also 

present in every relevant market.  

32. We therefore consider that entrants into all the relevant markets in the reference area 

would face the following barriers to entry: 
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(a) Sunk costs of entry (paragraph 9.166)—all entrants face a risk that it will take 

some time for their new service to reach profitability and the losses made during 

this period represent a sunk cost to the entrant. In some cases, operators have 

pointed out that some routes achieved profitability relatively quickly and ex post 

the sunk costs turned out to be small. However, we have not seen any evidence 

to suggest that the outcome is predictable to the entrant ex ante. Any potential 

entrant will face this risk and the risk will affect their choices regardless of the 

eventual outcome.  

(b) The expected intensity of post-entry competition (paragraph 9.167)—all entrants 

will face the risk that the incumbent operator will react to their entry and the risk 

that their entry could trigger a period of unstable competition which could lead to 

large unrecoverable losses. Operators have pointed to instances where entry did 

not trigger a response from the incumbent or did not lead to a period of unstable 

competition. However, an entrant will not know in advance whether or not, and 

how, an incumbent might respond. Regardless of the ex-post outcome, entrants 

will still face a risk ex ante of losses as a result of a period of intense and/or un-

stable competition. 

33. In addition, on many routes (and consequently on many flows) there are likely to be 

within-route network effects, at least to some extent. In paragraph 8.31 of the pro-

visional findings, we defined ‘within-route’ effects such that at a given price, cus-

tomers are likely to prefer a return or season ticket offered by the operator with the 

greatest frequency or comprehensiveness of service on a route. In paragraphs 9.50 

to 9.75 of the provisional findings, we provisionally conclude that these effects are a 

barrier to entry. The revenue from these ticket sales is less likely to be contestable 

for a new entrant or expanding operator that does not match an incumbent operator’s 

frequency of service. The greater the proportion of multi-journey ticket revenue, the 

more likely the entrant or expanding operator is to need to offer a frequency of 
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service similar to that of the incumbent in order to compete for this revenue, and 

hence the greater the barrier to entry or expansion on that route. 

34. On almost all routes in our sample, at least 10 per cent of revenue is accounted for 

by multi-journey tickets and the majority of routes have more than 30 per cent of 

revenue accounted for by single-operator multi-journey tickets. We therefore find that 

almost all routes in our sample are characterized by within-route network effects to at 

least some degree, and by the associated barriers to entry and expansion.8

35. As a consequence of the barriers to entry in paragraphs 

 

32 and 33, even where a 

potential competitor has existing services and facilities nearby, it will face barriers to 

entry on to flows where it does not already operate services. 

36. Where further barriers to entry apply,9

37. Given that the barriers to entry set out in paragraph 

 the differential between the competitive con-

straint offered by head-to-head competition, and the constraint from potential compe-

tition and new entry, will be greater still. Consequently, in these areas, we expect that 

incumbents who face no head-to-head competition face weaker competitive con-

straints and outcomes for passengers will be less favourable.  

32 apply across all relevant 

markets in the reference area, it follows that potential competition and new entry will 

both be weakened as constraints on incumbent operators, ie competition will be 

adversely affected in the absence of head-to-head competition. Second, given that 

the customer conduct feature also applies to all relevant markets, then whether or not 

an AEC applies depends on the presence or absence of the concentration feature in 

 
 
8 See provisional decision on remedies, Appendix C, paragraphs 11–21. 
9 For example: (a) where incumbents benefit from network effects and are able to offer more attractive multi-journey tickets than 
new entrants; (b) where entrants have difficulty obtaining suitable depot facilities; (c) where access to bus stations is difficult; 
and (d) where incumbents engage in ‘cheap exclusion’. 
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each market.10

38. Consequently we can determine, in principle, whether there are features of each rele-

vant that lead to an AEC by looking at whether a market is ‘concentrated’, in terms of 

whether or not there is effective head-to-head competition on the flow. However, the 

effect of those AECs on consumer outcomes will vary, depending on local 

circumstances and the extent to which barriers to entry apply. This rule is applied in 

practice in paragraphs 

 It is therefore sufficient to show that there is a lack of head-to-head 

competition on a route or flow to show that competition is restricted and that 

outcomes for passengers are less favourable than would be the case with effective 

head-to-head competition.  

91 to 105. Our analysis is carried out at the route level rather 

than the flow level for the reasons set out in paragraphs 42 to 45.  

39. As explained in paragraphs 66 and 67, we also consider whether competition arises 

from other fixed modes of public transport (rail and tram) as these were found in our 

provisional findings to provide a substitute to buses.11

40. We acknowledge that this approach does not represent a full evaluation of concen-

tration, barriers to entry and customer conduct for each individual flow-level market, 

but it is not possible to evaluate each of millions of flows individually and the infor-

mation to assess the extent of barriers to entry in each specific case does not exist 

(for example, whether on an individual flow all prospective entrants might be deterred 

by the perception of the possibility of responses to entry). Nonetheless, we consider 

 Where these services overlap 

with a bus flow, then no AEC would arise, provided they meet the same rules on 

whether the overlap is effective (ie the same flow is served at similar hours of oper-

ation and similar frequency).  

 
 
10 We note, however, that there are some routes that may not be able to sustain more competition. These routes are 
considered in paragraphs 68 to 74. 
11 Provisional findings, paragraphs 7.58 & 7.59. 
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that the approach we have taken is sufficient for the purposes of evaluating the 

extent of AECs within different parts of the reference area and is sufficient to inform 

our evaluation of remedies.  

Application to the assessment of competition 

41. We now turn to our consideration of how to describe whether and to what extent an 

AEC applies in different parts of the reference area. As we set out in paragraph 38, it 

is possible, in principle, to identify AECs by assessing the degree of concentration. 

However, there are a number of practical considerations concerning the assessment 

of concentration at a flow level which mean that it is not practicable to apply this 

method directly.  

42. It is not possible to carry out an individual assessment of concentration on every flow 

in the reference area (as well as it not being possible to assess the degree of con-

straint from potential competition and entry individually for each flow). We estimate 

that there are several million individual passenger flows within the reference area.12

43. We considered at the beginning of our inquiry whether to request passenger number 

or revenue information from operators at the flow level (as has sometimes been done 

 

To carry out an individual assessment of each flow would necessitate identifying and 

gathering detailed information about each and every one of these flows. Even if it 

was possible to surmount the extensive practical and computational difficulties 

involved in such an exercise, without information on flow-level passenger numbers or 

revenue it would not be possible to weight the importance of individual flows in 

aggregating up to an overview of competition in an area, nor could this flow-level 

information be used as a basis for further analysis (such as the PCA).  

 
 
12 Indeed, if the journey between all of the bus stops served by each route in the reference area is considered a potential flow, 
then we calculate there to be approximately 12.8 million flows in the reference area. 
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for specific merger inquiries). However, in consultation with some of the operators 

that would be required to construct and provide this information, we found that the 

collection of flow-level data was not possible as information on where passengers 

began and ended their journeys was not recorded. Although we might have collected 

information on where passengers boarded the bus and used this to estimate flow-

level information, the enormous burden that this collection exercise would have 

placed upon the industry would have been disproportionate. This is particularly the 

case given that in order to be complete, the database would have needed to include 

information on all of the routes served by all 1,245 operators in the reference area. 

We would not have been able to ensure that every bus operator supplied information, 

nor could we then have tested the accuracy of their responses.  

44. Moreover, as discussed in paragraph 4, we note that competitive strategies are un-

likely to be largely determined at the flow level.13

 
 
13 Competition could occur at individual flow levels, for example by adjusting the location of fare stages and setting different 
fares for particular flows. However, we were told that flow-level fare setting was inefficient as passengers found it confusing. 
Flow-level setting of fares and other elements of the service is also costly in terms of management time. As a consequence, 
flow-level setting of service and fares is relatively and increasingly rare in practice. 

 Competition between bus operators 

often happens through changes in the competitive offer at a route level (eg fre-

quency, hours of operation, quality of vehicles etc) or network level (eg zonal pricing 

and travelcards, overall network level). Nearly all operators and commentators when 

they talk about local markets seem to have an area definition in mind that is more 

than a flow. It is therefore a limitation of the SSNIP methodology in defining local 

markets (where this leads us to flow-based measures) in that we will also want to 

consider the process of competition in a wider framework to understand how oper-

ators compete in practice, as well as allowing us to consider potential competition 

and new entry. Consequently we have not constrained our consideration of compe-

tition in this investigation to frameworks purely on and around individual flows.  
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45. We therefore looked at measures at the route level for the purposes of identifying 

relevant markets with features that give rise to an AEC.  

46. Systematic information was available at the level of individual bus routes, using 

Traveline data. Each bus route represents a series of contiguous and overlapping 

individual passenger flows. By observing conditions on individual routes, we can 

learn about competitive conditions on the individual passenger flows that make up 

that route. For example, where it can be seen that a route does not face meaningful 

head-to-head competition, then we can conclude that most of the individual flows  

that together make up that route also do not face head-to-head competition. 

Similarly, where we can observe that a route faces head-to-head competition over its 

entire length, we can conclude that the individual flows  that make up that particular 

route will also face head-to-head competition. Route-level information can also be 

aggregated up to describe the extent of head-to-head competition at an area level. 

47. Inevitably, when assessing flows in batches at the route level, there are instances 

where overlap between routes is partial. It is not possible in these cases to determine 

a priori the extent to which the flows making up the route will face head-to-head 

competition, as this will depend on the journeys along the route that passengers 

actually make. If passengers tend primarily to travel on the flows where the 

operators’ services overlap, then passengers have a choice of operator, and so 

head-to-head competition is likely to be more important as a consideration to the 

operators than in cases where passengers make more use of flows where they do 

not overlap. Information on passenger journeys on specific flows was not available 

(see paragraph 43). In these instances, it is more difficult for us to make strong 

statements about competitive conditions on the flows that make up these particular 

routes. Because it is not possible to observe each flow individually, we cannot say 

which of the flows that make up the route face head-to-head competition and which 
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do not. This therefore introduces a degree of uncertainty into the characterization of 

where an AEC does or does not apply and some routes are therefore categorized as 

of ‘uncertain’ status. 

48. In Section 2 of this paper, paragraphs 55 to 79, we set out the methodology we use 

to assess competitive conditions in individual relevant markets within the reference 

area using route-level information. This methodology allows us to categorize every 

route in the reference area. 

49. There are almost 18,000 routes within the reference area as a whole. We have 

undertaken analysis individually for each of these routes; however, because of the 

volume of routes involved it can be difficult to present the results of route-level 

measures in a meaningful way. We therefore find it useful to present our route-level 

findings by aggregating the route-level measures to describe the average extent of 

head-to-head competition on individual routes that pass though specific Urban Areas.  

50. This and other measures at an Urban Area level, such as shares of supply (subject to 

some important limitations) , are also useful when considering the strength of both 

head-to-head and potential competition. Measures of Urban Area shares of supply 

are set out in Appendix 4.3 of the provisional findings. We also provide some further 

analysis of Urban Area shares of supply in Section 2. 

51. We wish to focus on this route and area analysis in order to understand competition, 

regardless of whether the market definition exercise suggested flows, routes or areas 

as the appropriate geographic area. Therefore, we do not believe that the precise 

geographic market definition adopted would lead to different conclusions on whether 

AECs exist, nor whether remedies should be applied in particular areas.  
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Section 2: Assessment of the extent of competition between local bus 
operators in Urban Areas 

52. This section provides the results from our assessment of the degree of competition 

between operators in individual Urban Areas. In summary, we find that: 

(a) In the majority of Urban Areas we are able to identify a significant number of 

routes which are unlikely to face meaningful head-to-head competition from other 

local bus operators and very few routes which are likely to face head-to-head 

competition from another operator for all, or nearly all, of the flows on the route. 

For more than 70 per cent of Urban Areas, more than half of the services in the 

Urban Area are on routes that we identify as highly unlikely to face meaningful 

head-to-head competition. For less than 10 per cent of Urban Areas, more than 

5 per cent of services run on routes identified as likely to face head-to-head 

competition for all, or nearly all, of the flows on the route.  

(b) The results of our route classification exercise showed that in most Urban Areas 

we can identify a substantial proportion of routes and services that are highly 

likely to be subject to an AEC. We find that in 212 out of 239 Urban Areas, more 

than 10 per cent of services are on Category 1 routes which are highly likely to be 

subject to an AEC. In the vast majority of Urban Areas, there are very few routes 

that we can identify as unlikely to face an AEC and there are only eight Urban 

Areas where more than 10 per cent of services are classified as Category 5 

which are unlikely to face an AEC. In addition, in many areas there are a 

significant proportion of routes where an AEC is indeterminate.  

(c) On average, the largest operator in most Urban Areas supplies a very large pro-

portion of all local bus services, although this varies significantly between areas. 

There are 92 Urban Areas in the reference area (38 per cent of all areas) where 

the largest operator controls more than 75 per cent of all local bus services and 

might therefore be classified as ‘near monopoly’ areas.14

 
 
14 The terms ‘monopoly’ and ‘duopoly’ are used here in a descriptive sense. 

 There are a further 
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87 Urban Areas (36 per cent of all areas) where the largest operator runs less 

than three-quarters of all local bus services in the area, the second largest oper-

ator runs more than 15 per cent of all local bus services, and together the two 

largest operators control at least three-quarters of all local bus services, which 

might therefore classified as ‘near duopoly’ areas. 

Background 

53. In this section of the paper we consider the extent to which high concentration 

applies in more detail across the reference area and consider in more detail the 

relevant markets which are subject to an AEC.  

54. We begin this by looking at the measures available to us that inform as to the extent 

to which individual routes face head-to-head competition. We then set out the system 

we use to classify routes according to the likelihood that the flows which make up the 

route are subject to an AEC. We then present the results of this classification exer-

cise to show the extent to which routes that pass through individual Urban Areas are 

likely to be subject to an AEC. Finally, we present a broader assessment of compe-

tition at the Urban Area level using shares of supply. 

Methodology 

Measures of overlap 

55. Where operators’ services overlap to a greater extent, there will be greater head-to-

head competition on flows and routes within the Urban Area. Where operators’ 

services do not overlap, then competition in the Urban Area may take the form of 

potential competition.  

56. We cannot observe directly the extent to which individual flows in an Urban Area are 

subject to effective head-to-head competition. However, we have a number of 
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measures that allow us to identify certain routes which are particularly likely (or un-

likely) to be subject to head-to-head competition. Specifically, we can identify routes 

that are highly unlikely to face meaningful head-to-head competition and we can also 

identify routes where it is likely that all, or nearly all, of the flows on that route face 

head-to-head competition. We can then consider the proportion of all routes in each 

area falling into either of these categories, in order to characterize the likely overall 

incidence of head-to-head competition across the reference area or within particular 

Urban Areas. These route-level measures and the information that they provide are 

set out below.  

Routes that are unlikely to face head-to-head competition (3.2 km overlap) 

57. In our provisional findings, we set out a methodology for identifying routes in the 

reference area which are unlikely to face meaningful head-to-head competition.15

58. We concluded that routes that do not face any overlaps from rivals offering services 

with regularly overlapping timetables are unlikely to face meaningful head-to-head 

competition. Similarly, if a route does not face any geographic overlap of 3.2 km or 

more, then that route is unlikely to face meaningful head-to-head competition. This is 

because: 

 

This was achieved by calculating the extent of geographic and timetable overlap 

between different operators’ routes.  

(a) Considering the reference area as a whole (or indeed focusing on journeys in 

Urban Areas), at least two-thirds of local bus journeys are 3.2 km or longer, and 

so on average an overlap shorter than 3.2 km will not present two-thirds of 

passengers with a choice of operator for their journey. 

(b) Unless it is the case that there is a 3.2 km overlap connecting every flow origin 

and destination along the length of a route, even many of the journeys of any 

 
 
15 This is discussed in detail in paragraphs 4.26–4.32 of our provisional findings, and the references therein. 
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passengers travelling less than 3.2 km will not be covered by an overlap. To 

illustrate, see Figure 1 below. The black line represents the route along which the 

extent of head-to-head competition is being considered. The dashed red line 

shows an overlap of 3.2 km. This overlap will offer passengers leaving from A 

and travelling to D or from D to A (together AD) a choice of operator. However, 

any passenger travelling from any other point on the overlap (point B or C, for 

example), will not have a choice of operator for a 3.2 km journey because their 

desired journey (BE, CF and DG respectively) takes them beyond the overlap.  

FIGURE 1 

Illustration of an overlap 

 

Source:  CC. 

59. More generally, an overlap of 3.2 km is likely to provide passengers with a choice of 

operator in only a very small proportion of the flows that make up a route. If we take 

the example in Figure 1 of a bus route with seven stops, of which four are also 

served by a competitor and three are not, there are 21 passenger flows. For six of 

the flows (AB, AC, AD, BC, BD and CD), passengers can choose wither the incum-

bent operator or the competing local bus service to make their journey. There are 

three flows that exist on the part of the route that is not overlapped and for which 

passengers will not have a choice of operator (EF, FG and FG). Finally, there are 

12 flows that go from the overlapped part of the route to the non-overlapped part of 

the route (or vice versa). Passengers making these journeys will also have no choice 

of operator because the competing bus service would only take them part of the way. 

So, in this example where over half the length of a route is overlapped by rival oper-

ators, we still find that in only 6 out of 21 flows do passengers have an ability to exer-

cise a choice of operator. This illustrates that a partial overlap on a route does not 

A B C G F E D 
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necessarily show that operators are wholly constrained as many customers may still 

not have an ability to exercise choice. 

60. The example in Figure 1 is a relatively extreme example to simplify the illustration 

and implies a route length of less than 6 km. The median length of a local bus route 

in the reference area is rather longer than this at 15.2 km.16 If there is an equal 

density of bus stops in the overlap and non-overlapped sections of the route, there 

would be 19 bus stops of which four were overlapped. In this example there would be 

171 possible bus flows on which only six (3.5 per cent) would passengers have a 

choice of operator.17

61. We found that the majority of routes in the reference area did not face any overlaps 

of 3.2 km or more, and so this measure allowed us to conclude that a large propor-

tion of passengers in the reference area will not have a choice of operators. For 

Urban Areas, we are able to calculate similarly the proportion of routes that do not 

face an overlap of 3.2 km or more. The higher is this proportion, the more flows in the 

area that will not face head-to-head competition, and so the greater the extent of the 

AEC (all else equal). 

 

62. In summary, the 3.2 km overlap measure allows us to identify a set of routes that are 

highly unlikely to face meaningful head-to-head competition. For the remaining 

routes, which do face an overlap of 3.2 km or longer, it is more likely that there is 

head-to-head competition at least for some passenger flows along the route when 

these routes are compared with those that do not have a 3.2 km overlap. However, it 

is also possible that routes with an overlap of 3.2 km or longer do not face head-to-

 
 
16 The mean route length in the reference area is 19.4 km. 
17The number of possible bus flows (F) on a route, or section of route, can be calculated using the following formula: F=n!/(2!(n-
2)!) where n is the number of bus stops. Using the same assumptions, the proportion of flows facing overlap would rise to 
11 per cent on a route with length 8.8 km (the 25th percentile in the distribution of route lengths), or fall to 1 per cent on a route 
with length 25.4 km (the 75th percentile). These results are not sensitive to the total number of bus stops along the length of the 
route. 
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head competition at all (for example, where an express service overlaps with a stop-

ping service, where two routes overlap on a road section—such as a dual carriage-

way—where there are no bus stops or where the overlap is on a section of the route 

with very little demand). Consequently, where a route does face a 3.2 km or longer 

overlap, this does not necessarily demonstrate that the route faces effective head-to-

head competition. 

Routes that are likely to face head-to-head competition (90 per cent overlap) 

63. If a route faces overlap for 90 per cent of its length from a rival’s route with a similar 

timetable, it is likely that all or nearly all of the flows on that route face head-to-head 

competition and consequently the majority of passengers on that route are likely to 

face a choice of operator.18

64. At the reference area level, we used this to conclude that very few routes in the 

reference area faced head-to-head competition for all or nearly all of their passen-

gers.
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65. In summary, the 90 per cent overlap measure allows us to identify routes that are 

likely to face head-to-head competition for a large proportion of passengers. How-

ever, where routes do not face a 90 per cent overlap, this does not necessarily 

demonstrate that the route does not face effective head-to-head competition. For 

example, a partial overlap, constituting less than 90 per cent of the route length, may 

occur on a section of the route that serves flows on which a high proportion of 

 We can calculate the proportion of routes, and the proportion of services, for 

each Urban Area which face an overlap of 90 per cent of their length or more. The 

higher this proportion, the more flows in the area that will be likely to face head-to-

head competition and so the lesser the extent of the AEC, all else held equal. 

 
 
18 It still remains possible that a route may face a 90 per cent overlap and not be subject to head-to-head competition. For 
example, a stopping service and an express may share 90 per cent of their route length but serve different customer segments.  
19 Provisional findings, paragraph 4.33. 
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passenger demand is located. Consequently, in situations where overlaps are 

concentrated on high demand flows, there may be effective head-to-head compe-

tition for a greater proportion of passengers travelling on that route than is implied by 

the proportion of the route overlapped.  

Identifying overlaps with rail and tram services 

66. Appendix B sets out the exercise we undertook to distinguish local bus routes, within 

the reference area, that are not constrained by competing rail or tram services from 

those that may face some competition from a rail or tram service. 

67. The filtering exercise that we undertook identified 80.5 per cent of local bus routes in 

the reference area as ‘not constrained by rail or tram’. For the remaining routes in the 

reference area, where there is some overlap with a rail or tram service, there are a 

number of reasons why it may not necessarily follow, from the existence of an over-

lap, that there is a competitive constraint on the local bus operator.20

Routes that may not sustain more competition 

 We therefore 

find that ‘overlaps’ with rail and tram services are relatively rare and only a small pro-

portion of local bus routes in the reference area can be classified as having a rail or 

tram overlap and that fewer still will be subject to a competitive constraint from a rail 

or tram service.  

68. We identify an AEC as arising where there are features of a relevant market which 

prevent, restrict or distort competition. In the provisional findings we conclude that 

high concentration, barriers to entry and customer conduct were features which 

prevent restrict or distort competition. 

 
 
20 See Appendix B, paragraph 3. 
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69. We therefore identify an AEC where, in the absence of these defined features, we 

would expect more competition. In the provisional findings we recognized two situ-

ations where in the absence of the features set out in paragraph 68 we may not 

necessarily expect greater competition. These were where the route itself cannot 

sustain more than one operator and tendered services where different conditions 

apply. We discuss each of these below. 

Routes that cannot sustain more than one operator 

70. In paragraphs 8.38 to 8.40 of the provisional findings we conclude that there is no 

evidence to indicate that economies of scale generally exist at the route level to the 

extent that they would affect the sustainability of head-to-head competition along a 

route. In general, therefore, we would expect to see head-to-head competition but for 

the features outlined in paragraph 68.  

71. Despite this general observation, our provisional findings considered the possibility 

that there could be routes where demand is so limited that the route can only support 

an allocation of a single vehicle.21

68

 In this case, while head-to-head competition is 

clearly not effective, we might not necessarily expect that, but for the factors identi-

fied in paragraph , there would be greater head-to-head competition.  

72. In the provisional findings we used the Traveline database to identify routes in the 

reference area that, even on the basis of a number of conservative assumptions, 

have a timetable such that they could not be served by a single vehicle. For routes 

that meet this threshold, we know that there is currently more than one vehicle run-

ning on the route and consequently that the situation described in paragraph 71 can-

not apply. Routes that do not meet this threshold may be operated by a single vehicle 

and may therefore be subject to the situation described in paragraph 71. This is not 

 
 
21 Provisional findings, paragraph 8.41. 
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to say that these routes are necessarily currently served by a single vehicle, or even 

if this is the case that they are necessarily too ‘thin’ to support more than one oper-

ator. As set out in the provisional findings, operators with existing services in the area 

can often interwork ‘thin’ routes with other services, routes can be restructured, or 

smaller vehicles can be deployed. 

73. We used this measure to establish that 44 per cent of all routes, representing 86 per 

cent of all bus services in the reference area, were very unlikely to be served by a 

single vehicle. Similarly, of those routes that do not face an overlap of 3.2 km or 

more, 48 per cent of routes, representing 85 per cent of services, were very unlikely 

to be served by one vehicle. Consequently we were able to conclude that ‘low 

demand’ is very unlikely to provide an explanation for the lack of head-to-head 

competition that we observed at the reference area level. 

74. We can use this same methodology as a check on our results of route-level analysis 

where Urban Areas are our unit of assessment. 

Tendered services 

75. Tendered services are supported by LTAs because they are not commercially viable 

but serve an important social function. We assessed the competitive conditions in 

bidding for local bus tendered contracts separately from the operation of local bus 

services in Section 13 of the provisional findings. In general, we might not necessar-

ily expect that tendered services would support competition, but for the features 

identified in paragraph 68 which lead to an AEC.  

76. This is not to say that there is no interaction between competition in the operation of 

local bus services and the tendered sector. For example, some supported routes at 
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the margin might be supplied on a commercial basis in a more competitive environ-

ment. 

77. Information on whether a service is supported or not is not available within the 

Traveline database that we used for our analysis. To understand better the distribu-

tion of supported services, we undertook an exercise to match data from 12 LTAs on 

supported routes to the information in the Traveline database. Details of this exercise 

are set out in Appendix C. The results of this exercise provide the best available 

information on the profile of tendered services in the reference area. 

78. We found that within all categories of route (see paragraph 79 below), the majority of 

services (more than 76 per cent of services in each category) were identified as not 

tendered. Within the category of routes classified as likely to face competition for all 

or nearly all flows on the route (category 5), a very small proportion were found to be 

tendered (only 1.3 per cent of services identified as partly or fully tendered). Within 

the category of routes classified as highly unlikely to face meaningful competition 

(category 1), a relatively high proportion of services were found to be part tendered 

(19.2 per cent identified as partly tendered). For routes where we were unable to 

dismiss the possibility that the route was operated by a single vehicle (categories 2 

and 3), a relatively high proportion of services were found to be fully tendered 

(between 13 and 18 per cent of services identified as fully tendered).  

Classifying routes into categories 

79. Each of the indicators of competition, in isolation, can provide only a partial picture of 

competitive conditions on a route. However, we can combine the results of our route-

level tests and provide a more complete understanding of competition on that route 

and the flows that make up the route. We can categorize routes into groups, 

depending on the statements we are able to make as a result of those tests. The 
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tests outlined above lead us to six categories of route, as set out below and 

summarized in Table 1: 

(a) Category 1 routes do not face an overlap of 90 per cent and also do not face an 

overlap of 3.2 km or more. Routes in this category have also been identified as 

‘not constrained by rail or tram’ using the filters set out in Appendix B. It is there-

fore highly unlikely that these routes face meaningful head-to-head competition. 

The routes in this category can therefore be said to be made up of highly concen-

trated flows. Because we have concluded that the barriers to entry and consumer 

conduct features apply to all relevant markets at least to some extent,22

(b) Category 2 routes face an overlap of 3.2 km but do not face an overlap of 90 per 

cent or more. Routes in this category have also been identified as ‘not con-

strained by rail or tram’. It is possible that some of the passenger flows that make 

up these routes could face head-to-head competition from a rival bus service. In 

addition, we cannot dismiss the possibility that the route is operated using a 

single vehicle. For routes in this category, an AEC may or may not apply. 

 the three 

features which lead to a prevention, restriction or distortion of competition can be 

said to be present on these routes. Finally, our timetable data indicates that 

routes in this category are very likely currently to be operated by more than one 

vehicle. Routes within this category are therefore highly likely to be subject to an 

AEC. 

(c) Category 3 routes do not face an overlap of 90 per cent and also do not face an 

overlap of 3.2 km or more. Routes in this category have also been identified as 

‘not constrained by rail or tram’. These routes display similar characteristics to 

category 1 and can therefore be said to be made up of highly concentrated flows. 

However, the timetable of these routes is such that we are not able to discount 

the possibility that the route is operated by a single vehicle. For routes in this 

category, an AEC may or may not apply. 

 
 
22 See paragraph 38 of this paper and paragraph 14.15 of the provisional findings. 



 

29 

(d) Category 4 routes face an overlap of 3.2 km but do not face an overlap of 90 per 

cent. Routes in this category have also been identified as ‘not constrained by rail 

or tram’. Finally, our timetable data indicates that routes in this category are very 

likely currently to be operated by more than one vehicle. It is possible that some 

of the passenger flows that make up these routes could face head-to-head 

competition from a rival bus service. For routes in this category, an AEC may or 

may not apply. 

(e) Category 5 routes face an overlap of 90 per cent or more but are classified as 

‘not constrained by rail or tram’ using the filters set out in Appendix B. For these 

routes, there is a high likelihood that all, or nearly all, of the flows that make up 

the route face head-to-head competition from a rival local bus service. Conse-

quently most passengers along routes in this category are likely to face a choice 

of operator for their journey. Routes in this category cannot therefore be said to 

made up of flows that exhibit ‘high concentration’, and we can conclude that no 

AEC applies. 

(f) Category 6 routes cannot be identified as ‘not constrained by rail or tram’ using 

the filters set out in Appendix B. It is possible that, on some of the flows that 

make up these routes, local bus passengers face a choice of an alternative rail, 

tram or metro service. For routes in this category an AEC may or may not apply. 
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TABLE 1   Categories of routes by test result 

Category 
3.2 km 

overlap? 
90% 

overlap 

Can we dismiss 
possibility that 

this is a one-bus 
route? 

Is this route 
identified as ‘not 
constrained by 

rail or tram’ Notes 

    
 

 1  No  No  Yes  Yes AEC highly likely 

2  Yes  No  No  Yes Possible AEC—but may have some head-to-
head competition from a rival local bus service 
and/or be a ‘thin’ route 

3  No  No  No  Yes Possible AEC—but may be a ‘thin’ route  

4  Yes  No  Yes  Yes Possible AEC—but may have some head-to-
head competition from a rival local bus service 

5    Yes    Yes AEC unlikely—most flows are likely to face 
head-to-head competition from a rival local bus 
service 

6 N/A N/A N/A No Possible AEC—but may be constrained by a rail 
or tram service 

Source:  CC. 
 

Note:  N/A = not applicable. 

Our unit of assessment—Urban Areas 

80. As discussed above in paragraph 8, there are nearly 18,000 individual routes in the 

reference area. We therefore present our route-level results for individual Urban 

Areas. It is also sensible to review competition in general at the level of an Urban 

Area because some competitive variables are set at this level and because broader 

measures of competition are useful in understanding the constraint from potential 

competition.  

81. Urban Areas refer to cities or towns (or groups of nearby cities or towns) and their 

nearby suburbs which have a highly interconnected bus network that is in some 

sense distinct from the wider bus network. There are 239 such areas in the reference 

area. The full methodology used to construct these areas—setting out how groups of 

towns with a relatively distinct network of local bus services were identified—is set 

out in Appendix 4.2 of our provisional findings. A full list of the names of the settle-

ments contained within each Urban Area, and some illustrated examples of the 

areas, are given as annexes to that appendix. 
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82. Around 92 per cent of all routes in the reference area, at some point, pass through 

one of these Urban Areas (after weighting routes by their total weekly frequency), 

and the Urban Areas which we have defined account for 70 per cent of the total 

population of the reference area.23

Assessing competition using shares of supply 

 

83. The shares of supply of the largest operators in an Urban Area were discussed in the 

provisional findings and a complete schedule of shares of supply by Urban Area was 

set out in Appendix 4.3. These measures are useful for giving a broad indication of 

the relative share of journeys carried by different operators in a town. This measure 

provides high-level information about the extent to which relevant markets in the 

Urban Area are likely to face competition. 

84. In particular, shares of supply can convey some information about the likelihood that 

individual flows in the Urban Area will face head-to-head competition. The greater the 

proportion of services accounted for by the largest operator in an Urban Area, the 

lower the likelihood that flows in that area will face head-to-head competition from 

other operators.24

 
 
23 We would expect some people living in the areas surrounding Urban Areas to use local bus services which pass through the 
Urban Areas, and these individuals will not be included in this figure. 

 In addition, Urban Areas can convey some information about the 

likely strength of potential competition. All else equal, an Urban Area with a greater 

share of supply accounted for by operators other than the largest operator are likely 

to face a stronger constraint from potential competition. In addition, the identity of the 

potential competitor will affect the constraint from potential competition. Where the 

second or third largest is a large or mid-sized operator, we would usually expect the 

24 In extremis, an Urban Area with a 100 per cent share of services accounted for by the largest operator will have no head-to-
head competition at all. 
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constraint from potential competition to be stronger than where the potential competi-

tor is a small operator.25

85. We can use shares of supply in order to illustrate, broadly speaking, the different 

’kinds’ of area that exist (‘near monopoly’, ‘near duopoly’ and ‘other’ areas), allowing 

a better understanding of the different local bus market structures that are observed 

in different local areas.  

 

86. We recognize that Urban Areas are not anti-trust markets defined by a rigorous appli-

cation of the SSNIP methodology, and so the assessment needs to recognize local 

circumstances including any potential competitive constraints arising outside the 

area. A simple concentration measure may understate the degree of possible compe-

tition in some smaller Urban Areas if operators located outside or nearby the Urban 

Areas also exert a relevant competitive constraint. Conversely, certain Urban Areas 

may be so large that conditions of competition may vary within them, and an operator 

located on one side of the conurbation will not be within a 30-minute drive-time of 

routes on the other side of the conurbation, and hence there may be no possibility 

that they could be direct supply-side substitutes with each other. Therefore, 

depending on local circumstances, measuring concentration at the Urban Area level 

might understate or overstate the degree of competition. 

Results 

Overlaps between operators within each Urban Area 

87. We considered the distribution of Urban Areas according to the proportion of routes, 

weighted by frequency, that do not face an overlap of 3.2 km or more from a regularly 

overlapping timetabled route and are therefore identified as highly unlikely to face 

head-to-head competition. The distribution of Urban Areas is set out in Figure 2. In 

 
 
25 See provisional findings, paragraphs 8.112 & 8.113. 
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nearly all areas, a substantial proportion of routes do not face an overlap of 3.2 km or 

more.  

FIGURE 2 

Distribution of Urban Areas by the proportion of services 
in the Urban Area that are on routes identified as 
highly unlikely to face head-to-head competition 

 

Source:  CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009. 

88. Figure 2 shows that in most Urban Areas a very high proportion of the services that 

pass through the Urban Area are identified as highly unlikely to face meaningful 

head-to-head competition. For more than 70 per cent of Urban Areas, more than half 

of the services in the Urban Area are on routes that we identify as highly unlikely to 

face meaningful head-to-head competition. 

89. Figure 3 shows the distribution across Urban Areas of the proportion of routes, 

weighted by frequency, which face an overlap of 90 per cent of their total length and 

are therefore highly likely to face head-to-head competition.  
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FIGURE 3 

Distribution of Urban Areas by the proportion of services that are on routes 
identified as highly likely to face head-to-head competition 

 

Source:  CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009. 

90. In nearly all Urban Areas the proportion of services that can be identified as highly 

likely to face head-to-head competition for all, or nearly all, of the flows on the route 

is very small. Figure 3 shows that for more than 90 per cent of Urban Areas less than 

5 per cent of services run on routes identified as highly likely to face head-to-head 

competition for all, or nearly all, of the flows on the route.  

Results of the route classification exercise 

91. In Appendix D, we present a table which shows the categorization of routes within 

each Urban Area. In the majority of areas, a significant number of routes fall into 

category 1. These routes typically account for a significant proportion of the total bus 

services in the Urban Area, as illustrated in Figure 4.  
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FIGURE 4 

The frequency-weighted proportion of routes 
identified as category 1 by Urban Area 

 
Source: CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009. 
Note:  This chart shows a bar for each of the 239 Urban Areas. However, only a selection of Urban Area 
names are shown on the horizontal axis. 

92. There are seven Urban Areas26

93. The number of routes and the proportion of services accounted for by category 5 is 

typically very small with only a few Urban Areas having a significant proportion of 

services accounted for by category 5 routes. The Urban Area with the highest propor-

tion of category 5 routes is Redditch with just under 56 per cent of its services in 

category 5, followed by Kings Lynn with 28 per cent and Amersham/Chesham with 

 in which no route falls into category 1 and there are a 

further 20 Urban Areas where the proportion of services identified as category 1 is 

less than 10 per cent. In the remaining 212 Urban Areas, more than 10 per cent of 

services are on category 1 routes.  

 
 
26 Bicester, Bishop's Stortford, Caterham and Warlingham, Cumbernauld, Great Malvern, Letchworth and Livingston. 
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19 per cent. There are eight Urban Areas with more than 10 per cent of their total 

services accounted for by category 5 routes. The distribution of Urban Areas by the 

proportion of services in category 5 is illustrated in Figure 5. 

FIGURE 5 

The frequency weighted proportion of routes 
identified as category 5 by Urban Area 

 

Source: CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009. 
Note:  This chart shows a bar for each of the 239 Urban Areas. However, only a selection of Urban Area 
names are shown on the horizontal axis. 
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into either category 1 or category 5 face effective head-to-head competition from a 

rival (or whether or not they are capable of supporting such competition). 

95. The largest share of these routes fall into category 6. These are routes that may 

potentially be constrained by a rail or tram service (making up around 48 per cent of 

all category 2, 3, 4 and 6 routes in the reference area, after weighting for frequency). 
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be effectively constrained by a rival tram or rail service, many will not be. However, 

because of the limitations of the data available to us, we are unable to distinguish 

between those routes in this category which are likely to be effectively constrained, 

and those which are not.  

96. For routes in categories 2 and 3 (21 per cent all category 2, 3, 4 and 6 routes in the 

reference area, after weighting by frequency), we cannot dismiss the possibility that 

the route is operated using a single vehicle. As set out in paragraphs 8.41 to 8.44 of 

the provisional findings, the assumptions underpinning this assessment are conser-

vative and we would expect the proportion of services operated using a single vehicle 

to be lower in practice than the proportion for which we cannot dismiss the possibility.  

97. In addition, a substantial proportion of routes fall into category 4 (some 31 per cent of 

all category 2, 3, 4 and 6 routes in the reference area, after weighting for frequency). 

These are routes which have timetables which are sufficiently frequent that they are 

very unlikely to be served by a single vehicle. They face at least one overlap of 

3.2 km or more from a rival service with a regularly overlapping timetable, but no 

overlap covering 90 per cent or more of their length. As such, it is likely that some but 

not all passengers on these routes have a choice of operator. 

98. Because we do not know the importance of different flows along the length of a route, 

we are not able to determine definitively the extent of head-to-head competition on 

these routes. Nevertheless, in order to get a sense of the likelihood that the routes in 

this category face effective head-to-head competition, we considered the proportion 

of these routes that is overlapped by a rival’s service. If only a small proportion of a 

route’s length is overlapped, this would suggest that it only faces head-to-head 

competition for a small proportion of its passengers (and therefore revenues), all else 
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equal. As such, if this is the case, it is unlikely that that route will face effective head-

to-head competition.  

99. Very short overlaps will not generally offer passengers a choice of operators, 

because in such cases the journeys passengers intend to make will be longer than 

the stretch of the route served by both operators (see paragraphs 58 to 60). Given 

this, rather than calculating the proportion of each route that faces any overlap from 

any rival service, we restrict our attention to rival services that overlap for a distance 

of at least 3.2 km in total, and calculate the proportion of each route that is over-

lapped by any such rival service. NTS data for the reference area as a whole shows 

that more than two-thirds of passengers make journeys that are 3.2 km or longer, 

and so on average we would expect that at least two-thirds of passengers travelling 

on that part of a route which does not face such overlap will not have a choice of 

operators for their journey.27

100. Figure 6 shows the distribution of category 4 routes in the reference area according 

to the value of this overlap measure. It shows that the mean proportion of a category 

4 route that is overlapped by a rival operator’s service that in total overlaps that route 

for 3.2 km or more is 50.7 per cent, with a median of 47.5 per cent.  

 More detail on the methodology we have used to derive 

this measure of overlap is set out in detail in Appendix E. 

 
 
27 See paragraphs 59–63. 
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FIGURE 6 

The distribution of category 4 routes by the 
proportion of the route that is overlapped 

 

Source:  CC analysis of Traveline data 2009. 

101. We do not know what proportion of passenger revenues are associated with the 

parts of the route which are and are not overlapped. Nevertheless, because we 

would expect at least some passenger journeys to begin or end from most points 

along a route, the figure suggests that for many category 4 routes a substantial 

proportion of passenger flows are unlikely to face head-to-head competition.  

102. Following the analysis in paragraphs 99 to 101, we conclude that it is very unlikely 

that all the routes that lie outside categories 1 and 5 face effective head-to-head 

competition. In addition, our finding that the mean proportion of a category 4 route 

that is overlapped is 50.7 per cent, with a median of 47.5 per cent, indicates that 

there is likely to be a relatively even split within category 4 between flows that face 

head-to-head competition and flows that do not face head-to-head competition. 
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Routes that do not pass through an Urban Area 

103. As noted above in paragraph 82, 8 per cent of services in the reference area do not 

pass through an Urban Area and so will not be included in the analysis set out above. 

We refer to these routes as ‘non-urban’ routes. For these routes, we use the LTA as 

our geographic unit of aggregation to assess competitive conditions on individual 

non-urban routes. 

104. There are a number of LTAs for which there are very few non-urban routes. There 

are 15 LTAs in which there are no ‘non-urban’ routes at all. There are a further 

43 LTAs where the proportion of routes classified as non-urban is less than 10 per 

cent. However, there are also many LTAs where the proportion of routes in the non-

urban category is very high, including six LTAs where all the routes within the LTA 

are classified as non-urban. 

105. Appendix F provides a list of LTAs giving the proportion of routes that are classified 

as non-urban and the proportion of those routes that fall into each of the five cate-

gories set out in Table 1: 

(a) Of 117 LTAs in the reference area that have at least one non-urban route, 

29 LTAs have no category 1 non-urban routes. There are eight LTAs where more 

than one-third of the non-urban routes in the LTA are within category 1. 

(b) Of the 117 LTAs with at least one non-urban route, 52 LTAs have no category 5 

non-urban routes. There are two LTAs where one-third or more of the non-urban 

routes in the LTA are within category 5. 

Shares of supply 

106. In paragraphs 4.12 to 4.17 of our provisional findings, we discuss our analysis of the 

average share of supply of the largest operator(s) in each Urban Area in the refer-

ence area. We found that: 
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(a) Most Urban Areas are highly concentrated—looking across the areas, the largest 

operator operates an average of 68.8 per cent of all local bus services. This 

suggests that the general degree of overlap in most Urban Areas may be limited. 

(b) There is a great degree of variation between areas. This suggests that the extent 

of head-to-head competition may vary significantly between areas, and therefore 

that the extent to which an area is characterized by a high frequency of AECs on 

flows may similarly vary.  

107. We carried out some additional analysis of the share of supply of the two largest 

operators in each Urban Area, with the aim of providing additional information about 

how shares of supply vary across the areas. In particular, we plotted the share of 

supply of the largest operator in each Urban Area against that of the second largest 

operator, giving the scatter plot show in Figure 7. Also shown on the graph is the 

combined share of the two largest operators.  

FIGURE 7 

Share of supply of largest and second largest operators in Urban Areas 

 

Source:  CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009. 
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108. In many areas, the largest operator runs a very high proportion of all local bus ser-

vices. In these ‘near monopoly’ areas, it is unlikely that there will be a substantial 

degree of head-to-head or potential competition. For instance, there are 92 Urban 

Areas in the reference area (38 per cent of all areas) where the largest operator 

controls more than 75 per cent of all local bus services. These areas are illustrated in 

red—along with the 75 per cent threshold—in Figure 8. 

FIGURE 8 

Urban Areas where the largest operator accounts for 75 per cent of services 

 

Source:  CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009. 
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second largest operator runs more than 15 per cent of all local bus services, and 

together the two largest operators control at least three-quarters of all local bus ser-
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is divided between a greater number of operators, with the largest operator account-

ing for a different share of services depending on the area. These are generally the 

very largest or the very smallest areas. 

FIGURE 9 

Urban Areas where the second largest operator has a share of supply in 
excess of 15 per cent and the largest and second largest operators collectively 

account for 75 per cent of supply 

 

Source:  CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009. 

110. These figures illustrate that in many areas there is unlikely to be much overlap. There 

are also, however, a substantial number of areas where more than one operator 

controls a substantial share of supply, and so in these areas the possibility remains 

that there is a substantial degree of head-to-head competition (although even in 

these areas the largest operator often controls at least twice the share of supply of 

the second largest operator). 
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Conclusions on the extent of competition and the extent of AECs 

111. Our analysis of the extent of competition was carried out at the route and at the 

Urban Area level. We found that: 

(a) We are able to identify a relatively large number of routes within the reference 

area that are highly unlikely to face meaningful head-to-head competition. Across 

the reference area as a whole, 46.4 per cent of routes, representing 63.5 per cent 

of services, are identified as highly unlikely to face meaningful head-to-head 

competition. In contrast, we are able to identify a smaller proportion of routes in 

the reference area that are likely to face head-to-head competition on all, or 

nearly all, of the flows that make up the route. We find that only 2.5 per cent of 

routes, representing 1.4 per cent of services, are identified as likely to face head-

to-head competition on all, or nearly all, of the flows that make up the route. 

(b) Within individual Urban Areas, a similar pattern is common. For more than 70 per 

cent of Urban Areas, more than half of the services in the Urban Area are on 

routes that we identify as highly unlikely to face meaningful head-to-head 

competition. For less than 10 per cent of Urban Areas, more than 5 per cent of 

services run on routes identified as highly likely to face head-to-head competition 

for all, or nearly all, of the flows on the route. 

(c) As well as overlaps and the degree of head-to-head competition, we also look at 

shares of supply within Urban Areas. In 38 per cent of Urban Areas the largest 

operator supplies more than 75 per cent of all local bus services, and in a further 

36 per cent of Urban Areas the two largest operators supply at least 75 per cent 

of all local bus services. 

112. Our assessment of the extent of AECs in the reference area builds on our analysis of 

the extent of competition and also on our consideration of whether routes could 

sustain more competition (paragraphs 68 to 78). Our analysis was carried out using 

the route classification methodology set out in paragraphs 55 to 79: 
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(a) Across the reference area as a whole and in the majority of Urban Areas, a sig-

nificant number of routes fall into category 1 and are highly likely to be subject to 

an AEC. Of the 239 Urban Areas in the reference area, there are 212 Urban 

Areas where the proportion of services identified as category 1 is more than 

10 per cent. In the remaining 27 Urban Areas, less than 10 per cent of services 

are on category 1 routes. There are 108 Urban Areas where the proportion of 

services on category 1 routes is more than 40 per cent. In the remaining 131 

Urban Areas, less than 40 per cent of services are on category 1 routes.  

(b) The number of routes and the proportion of services accounted for by category 5 

routes, which are unlikely to be subject to an AEC, is typically very small, with 

only a few Urban Areas having a significant proportion of services accounted for 

by category 5 routes. There are only eight Urban Areas with more than 10 per 

cent of their total services accounted for by category 5 routes.  

(c) There are also a number of routes in categories 2, 3, 4 and 6 where we are un-

able to determine whether all the flows that make up the route are subject to an 

AEC or are not subject to an AEC.28

 

 It is very unlikely that all the routes that lie 

outside categories 1 and 5 face effective head-to-head competition. We expect 

that many routes within category 6 will not be constrained by rail or tram services. 

We also expect that some routes in categories 2 and 3 could be served by more 

than one vehicle. In addition, we consider that there is likely to be a relatively 

even split within category 4, between flows that face head-to-head competition 

and flows that do not face head-to-head competition. 

 
 
28 Routes in categories 2, 3, 4 and 6 account for 3.2, 8.9, 17.4 and 27 per cent of weekly services in the reference area respec-
tively. 
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APPENDIX A 

Comments on approaches to market definition 

1. Several parties commented on the approach to market definition set out in the 

provisional findings, noting that it did not lead to identification of where an AEC 

applied. 

2. FirstGroup said that: 

the CC should carry out a detailed assessment to see whether the 

combination of three ‘features’ are present and result in a prevention 

restriction or distortion of competition in each local market. Without this 

the CC cannot conclude that there is an AEC in any local market, let 

alone a ‘large proportion’ of them as asserted by the CC.1

3. Go Ahead said that: 

 

without a detailed assessment of the local markets, there is a substan-

tial possibility that general findings will be erroneous in respect of indi-

vidual geographic markets. Whilst there may be similarities across 

markets, it should not be assumed that the findings will apply to all 

markets and there will be a significant number of markets in which the 

three features identified by the CC are not present.2

4. Lothian said that: 

 

the Commission should not draw any conclusions in relation local bus 

services in general, but rather should limit itself to specific conclusions 

reached in relation to individual local markets. If it is not possible to do 

so, for example if it would be too difficult or would require too much time 

 
 
1 First Group non-confidential response to PFs, paragraph 1.8. 
2 Go-Ahead non-confidential response to PFs, paragraph 2.4. 

http://www.competition-commission.org.uk/inquiries/ref2010/localbus/pdf/06_firstgroup_pfs_response_non_con_1.pdf�
http://www.competition-commission.org.uk/inquiries/ref2010/localbus/pdf/05_go_ahead_pfs_response_non_con_scissored_rhd.pdf�
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or resources, then we believe that the Commission should decline to 

take the matter further on that basis.3 ... In addition, we believe that the 

evidence from the Edinburgh market, and in particular from Lothian 

Buses’ own figures, shows that Provisional Findings’ general conclu-

sions about customers of local bus services suffering detriment are not 

valid in relation to the Edinburgh market.4

5. Nottingham City Transport (NCT) said that ‘the CC has not undertaken a sufficiently 

detailed analysis of each of the local markets covered by the reference area to be 

able to reach a validly drawn conclusion that there is an adverse effect on compe-

tition in each and every one of those local bus markets’.

 

5

 

 

 
 
3 Lothian non-confidential response to PFs, paragraph 1.6. 
4 Lothian non-confidential response to PFs, paragraph 1.8. 
5 NCT non-confidential response to PFs, paragraph 1.3. 

http://www.competition-commission.org.uk/inquiries/ref2010/localbus/pdf/lothian_buses_pf_response_non-con_scissored_rhd.pdf�
http://www.competition-commission.org.uk/inquiries/ref2010/localbus/pdf/lothian_buses_pf_response_non-con_scissored_rhd.pdf�
http://www.competition-commission.org.uk/inquiries/ref2010/localbus/pdf/05_nct_response_to_rn_non_con_scissored_rhd.pdf�
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APPENDIX B 

Assessment of the extent to which rail and tram services 
overlap with local bus services 

Introduction 

1. In our provisional findings report we acknowledged the possibility that, under certain 

circumstances, some fixed modes of transport, such as rail and tram services, might 

provide a viable alternative for users of local bus services: 

7.58. It may be therefore that the relevant product market, in certain 

circumstances, should be widened to include fixed modes of 

travel. In general, similar criteria should apply to those applied to 

an assessment of whether overlapping bus services compete. 

The fixed mode must offer a sufficiently similar journey propo-

sition (in terms of the passenger flow served, fares, frequencies, 

timetable and journey speed) to present a viable alternative for 

passengers.  

7.59 We consider that, in circumstances where fixed modes offer a 

sufficiently comparable service (in terms of price, journey time 

and location), they should be included within the relevant product 

market.  

2. In this appendix, we set out a method whereby we filter out those local bus services 

where there is little prospect of an overlap with a rail or tram service. We use 

Traveline data on the location of local bus, rail and tram1

 
 
1 The Traveline database classifies some light rail schemes such as the Tyne and Wear Metro as tram services. In this paper 
we use the term ‘tram’ to refer to both tram services and other light rail or metro services classified as tram services by the 
Traveline. 

 services to identify local bus 

routes where there is little prospect that a rail or tram service offers a service on a 

material proportion of the passenger flows served by that route. These routes are 

classified as ‘not constrained by rail or tram’.  
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3. The set of remaining local bus routes (overlapped routes) will contain three separate 

groups of routes, some of which will face effective competition and some of which will 

not face effective competition: 

(a) First, our data does not allow us to observe individual passenger journeys with 

precision. As a result, we can only indentify some of the routes that do not face 

an effective constraint from rail or tram services (see paragraphs 5 and 6). The 

set of ‘overlapped’ routes will therefore include some routes that do not face 

effective competition but which we cannot identify because of measurement 

problems.  

(b) Second, our analysis does not assess the other characteristics of rail or tram 

services, namely frequencies, timetable and journey speed. The set of ‘over-

lapped’ routes will therefore include routes which do not face effective compe-

tition from rail or tram because the rail or tram service has higher fares, operates 

a different timetable or does not provide a comparable journey time. 

(c) The remaining bus routes in the ‘overlapped’ category will face a rail or tram 

service which provides an alternative for a significant proportion of the flows 

served by the bus route, with a sufficiently similar fare, timetable and journey time 

to provide an effective competitive constraint. 

4. We find that ‘overlaps’ with rail and tram services are relatively rare and only a small 

proportion of local bus routes in the reference area can be classified as having a rail 

or tram overlap. We find that of the 17,976 routes in the reference area, only 3,513 

(19.5 per cent of routes, representing 27 per cent of services) has a rail or tram 

overlap. The remaining 14,463 routes in the reference area can be identified as ‘not 

constrained by rail or tram’. 
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Using Traveline data to identify routes without a rail or tram overlap 

5. As when considering overlap between buses, it is difficult to determine definitively 

which routes will face a strong constraint from a rival tram or rail service, as we do 

not observe individual passenger journeys.2 Furthermore, in the case of tram and rail 

our information is limited to the location of stops and stations, and we do not observe 

timetables or whether the network is such that journeys between these stops and 

stations are possible.3

6. Consequently, we are able to use our data on the location of bus and tram stops in 

order to identify some of the bus routes where it is very unlikely that the local bus 

operator will be constrained by a rival tram, metro or rail service but we are not able 

to identify all the routes where the local bus operator does not face a constraint from 

rival tram, metro or rail operator. The proportion of routes that are ‘identified’ by our 

tests will therefore understate the proportion of routes that are ‘not constrained’ by 

rail or tram services. 

 As with head-to-head competition between buses, this un-

certainty limits our ability to assess fully the constraint from rail and tram for all of the 

routes in the reference area.  

Identifying non-constrained routes 

7. We use three separate filters to identify routes in the reference area that are highly 

unlikely to face an effective competitive constraint from an alternative tram, metro or 

rail service.  

 
 
2 Bus companies often record where passengers get on to a bus service; however, they do not record where passengers get off 
the bus. Because of this it is not possible to observe individual passenger journeys and it is not possible to attribute passenger 
volumes and revenue to individual flows. Consequently it is not possible to identify the relative importance of individual passen-
ger flows in terms of the revenue generated or number of passengers served, nor is it possible to measure precisely the propor-
tion of revenue or patronage on a particular bus route that is associated with ‘overlapped’ flows. 
3 For example, a bus route may pass two different rail lines that do not connect with each other. In this case, even though the 
bus service might pass two or more rail stations, bus passengers cannot use rail to make their journeys. Our data does not 
enable us to distinguish between this example and one where a bus route passes rail stations that are connected by a rail ser-
vice and so might provide an alternative for the bus passengers on the route. 
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Filter 1: Routes with less than two tram stops or rail stations 

8. It is very unlikely that passengers will have a choice between bus and other modes 

on routes which have no or only one tram stop or railway station in the vicinity. For 

example, if there is only one rail stop within walking distance of the bus route in 

question, then it will be possible for some passengers along that route to use the 

train, but they will not be able to use the train as an alternative to the bus because 

the train will not go to any of the destinations served by the local bus service. We 

therefore calculated, for each route, the number of tram stops and railway stations 

within 500m of the route. Routes which had fewer than two rail or tram stops within 

500m were marked as not being constrained by these modes. 

Filter 2: Routes with tram and rail stops that are very close together 

9. Some bus routes in the reference area have more than one rail or tram stop within 

500m of the route. However, these tram or rail stations are very close together and 

are likely to provide very few bus passengers on the route with a viable alternative for 

their journey. As we set out in the provisional findings, paragraph 4.36, most bus 

passengers’ journeys are greater than 3.2 km. Therefore, if the maximum distance 

between those tram stops and railway stations in the vicinity of the route is less than 

3.2 km, then it is unlikely that rail or tram will offer many passengers an alternative to 

taking the bus, irrespective of which part of the route is covered by the stations. We 

therefore calculated, for each route, the maximum distance between each pair of 

tram stops or each pair of railway stations within 500m of that route. Routes with two 

or more rail or tram stops, where this maximum distance was less than 3.2 km, were 

marked as not being constrained by tram and rail. 

10. This process is illustrated in Figure 1. This shows a route in Hastings. The route, 

coloured red, has two railway stations within 500m of the bus route. The distance 

between these railway stations is just under 1.5 km. As such, the route is marked as 
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not being constrained by rail, as most passengers on the route are likely to want to 

make journeys that are longer than the distance between the two stations. 

FIGURE 1 

Example route in Hastings 

 

Source:  CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009. 
Note:  Red line shows the route, grey shaded area shows a 500m buffer around the route, blue dots show 
railway stations, yellow dots show bus stops. 

Filter 3: Routes where the proportion of passengers and revenue contested by rail or 
tram is likely to be very low 

11. Those routes which are not identified by filters 1 and 2 above as ‘not constrained by 

rail or tram’ may, or may not, be constrained by a rival rail or tram service. In many 

instances there may be no, or only a small, constraint if the tram or rail service pro-

vides an alternative for only a very small proportion of the flows that make up the bus 

route.  

1.5km 
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12. We therefore calculated, for each route, the proportion of bus stops along the route 

that had a railway station or a tram stop within 500m. If this proportion is very low, 

then it is unlikely that the tram or rail will offer many passengers a choice of mode, 

and so provide much of a constraint on how the bus operator sets its fares, service 

frequency and other aspects of the service. 

13. In previous CC merger inquiries, it has been argued that it is only worthwhile for 

operators to adjust fares or reconfigure routes following a merger if the overlap flows 

on a route account for a significant proportion of total route revenue. Therefore routes 

where overlap flows account for a small proportion of revenue could be filtered out of 

the analysis.4 The CC has, in many cases, chosen to exclude from initial analysis 

those routes for which overlaps account for less than 10 per cent of passengers and 

revenue.5

14. We are not able to observe passenger numbers or revenue associated with different 

overlaps between bus routes and rail and tram. However, the proportion of bus stops 

with a tram stop or railway station within 500m gives us an indication of the propor-

tion of revenue on a route that could be subject to competition as a result of the 

overlap. In particular, only those flows between bus stops which have a nearby tram 

stop or railway station are likely to be subject to competition and so the lower this 

proportion, the lower the number of flows (and therefore proportion of revenue) that 

will be subject to competition. 

   

15. If less than 10 per cent of bus stops have a tram stop or railway station within 500m, 

then it is unlikely that more than 10 per cent of revenues will be subject to compe-

 
 
4 The fact that overlaps on a route account for more than 10 per cent of passengers and revenue is not sufficient to establish 
that the route is competitively constrained.  
5 See CC occasional paper, Review of methodologies in transport inquiries, by Kate Collyer, Anthony Felet and Tom Kitchen, 
1997, paragraph 26(a):  

www.competition-commission.org.uk/our_role/analysis/review_of_methodologies_in_transport_inquiries.pdf. 

http://www.competition-commission.org.uk/our_role/analysis/review_of_methodologies_in_transport_inquiries.pdf�
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tition, as this would require (a) a disproportionately high proportion of revenues being 

taken from passengers boarding the bus at these stops than at other stops on the 

route and (b) that a very high proportion of these passengers are travelling to the 

other stops on the route with a tram stop or railway station within 500m (despite 

these stops only making up 10 per cent of all stops on the route). Given this, we 

consider that where less than 10 per cent of the bus stops on a route have a rail or 

tram service within 500m, it is unlikely that the operator of the route will be fully 

constrained by competition from rail or tram services.6

Results 

 

The extent of overlap between bus services and fixed modes across the 
reference area 

16. Table 1 gives an overview of the proportion of bus routes within the reference area 

that are classified as ‘unconstrained’ by rail or tram using filter 1. A very small propor-

tion of routes in the reference area have two or more tram stops within the 500m 

route buffer. A larger proportion of routes in the reference area have two or more rail 

stations within the 500m route buffer. Overall filter 1 results in 60.3 per cent of routes 

in the reference area being marked as ‘not constrained by rail or tram’ because they 

have neither two or more rail stations nor two or more tram stops within their 500m 

route buffer. 

 
 
6 By way of illustration, consider a bus route with four bus stops A, B, C and D. On this route stops A and D are both within 
500m of a tram stop, whereas B and C are not. The ratio of bus stops near to a tram stop over all bus stops on the route is 
therefore 2:4 or 50 per cent. There are six separate passenger flows on this bus route—AB, AC, AD, BC, BD and CD—of which 
there is one—AD—where the journey can also be made by tram. If we assume that passenger demand and revenue is evenly 
split between each passenger flow, then one-sixth (17 per cent) of passengers and revenue will be subject to competition from 
the tram and five-sixths (83 per cent) of passenger demand and revenue will not be subject to competition. Of course, we would 
not necessarily expect demand for bus travel to be evenly split between all flows. Indeed, we would expect rail services to be 
positioned to provide journeys for which there is a large demand for travel. Similarly we would expect bus services to be 
arranged to provide services where there is a large demand for travel. However, we would not necessarily expect bus services 
to be positioned to provide services where there is a large demand for travel and for which there is already a rail or tram 
service. Indeed, we might expect bus services to be set up to complement rather than compete with the rail and tram networks. 
The existence of the plus bus ticketing scheme would seem to indicate that it is relatively common for bus and rail services to 
be complementary. There is therefore no reason to suspect that rail or tram overlap flows are systematically and significantly 
larger generators of passengers and revenue. 
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TABLE 1   Results of filter 1 

 

Fewer than two rail 
stations in route buffer 

Fewer than two tram 
stops in route buffer Filter 1 

    Proportion of routes classified ‘not constrained’ (%) 63.7 92.8 60.3 
Number of routes classified ‘not constrained’ (no) 11,454 16,682 10,845 

Source:  CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009. 
 

 

17. The results of filter 2 are set out in Table 2. If we use filter 2 in addition to filter 1, then 

a further 13.5 per cent of routes in the reference area are marked as ‘not constrained 

by rail or tram’. 

TABLE 2   Results of filter 2 

 

Rail stations no more 
than 3.2 km apart 

Tram stops no more 
than 3.2 km apart 

Added 
by filter 2 

    Proportion of routes classified ‘not constrained’ (%) 13.4 4.2 13.5 
Number of routes classified ‘not constrained’ (no) 2,411 762 2,429 

Source:  CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009. 
 

 

18. For filter 3, we measure the number of bus stops on a route that are within 500m of a 

rail station or within 500m of a tram stop. This gives us a relative measure of the 

likely constraint from rail or tram services. For example, for bus routes where the 

proportion of the bus stops along a route that are within walking distance of a rail 

stop is lower, then it is likely that the proportion of bus passengers on that route that 

could substitute to rail for their journey is also lower. Consequently it is likely that the 

competitive constraint on the bus operator from the overlapping rail service is likely to 

be lower.  

19. Figure 2 shows the distribution of routes within the reference area by the proportion 

of bus stops along the route that are within 500m of a rail station.  
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FIGURE 2 

The distribution of bus routes in the reference area by the proportion 
of bus stops on the route within 500m of a rail station 

 

Source:  CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009. 

20. Figure 2 shows that, for more than 30 per cent of the bus routes in the reference 

area, the ratio of bus stops with a rail station nearby to the number of bus stops on 

the route as a whole is zero. These bus routes are not overlapped by rail services at 

all and so there is clearly no competitive constraint from rail. For the remaining routes 

there is some overlap but in most cases the overlap is modest, which shows that in 

general the constraint from rail, on the majority of bus routes, is likely to be very 

small. Only 272 of the 17,976 bus routes in the reference area (1.5 per cent) have a 

train station within 500m of more than half of the bus stops they serve. 

21. Figure 3 shows the distribution of routes within the reference area by the proportion 

of bus stops along the route that are within 500m of a tram stop.  
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FIGURE 3 

The distribution of bus routes in the reference area by the proportion 
of bus stops on the route within 500m of a tram stop 

 

Source:  CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009 . 

22. Figure 3 shows that for more than 90 per cent of routes in the reference area, there 

are no bus stops along the route that are within 500m of a tram stop. Again we find 

that where there is an overlap with a tram service, this overlap is nearly always 

modest, indicating that the constraint from tram services is weak for most of the 

routes that do face an overlap. Only 66 of the 17,976 bus routes in the reference 

area (0.4 per cent) have a tram stop within 500m of more than half of the bus stops 

served by the route. 

23. Under filter 3, we identify a route as ‘not constrained by rail or tram’ if the ratio of bus 

stops on the route within 500m of a rail station and the ratio of bus stops along the 

route within 500m of a tram stop are both below 10 per cent. The results of filter 3 are 
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provided in Table 3. A very high percentage of routes in the reference area are 

marked as ‘not constrained by tram’ because less than 10 per cent of the bus stops 

on the route are within 500m of a tram stop. This reflects the relative rarity of tram 

networks across the reference area. Overlaps with rail are more common but the 

majority of bus routes are marked as ‘not constrained by rail’. If we use filter 3 in 

addition to filters 1 and 2, then a further 6.6 per cent of routes in the reference area 

are marked as ‘not constrained by rail or tram’.7

TABLE 3   Results of filter 3 

 

 

Less than 10% of 
bus stops have a rail 
station within 500m 

Less than 10% of bus 
stops have a tram 
stop within 500m 

Added by 
filter 3 

    Proportion of routes classified ‘not constrained’ (%) 56.1 94.8 6.6 
Number of routes classified ‘not constrained’ (no) 10,093 17,043 1,189 

Source:  CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009. 
 

 

24. Table 4 summarizes the results of the filtering exercise as a whole. Each of the filters 

is additive in that a route is marked as ‘not constrained by rail or tram’ if it meets the 

criteria of at least one of the three filters. Overall, 14,463 bus routes (80.5 per cent of 

the routes within the reference area, accounting for 73.0 per cent of weekly services 

within the reference area) are marked as ‘not constrained by rail or tram’.  

TABLE 4   Results of filtering exercise 

 

Number 
of routes 

Proportion 
of routes 

% 

Proportion of 
weekly services 

% 

   
 

Filter 1 10,845 60.3 47.8 
Filters 1 & 2 13,274 73.8 66.2 
Filters 1, 2 & 3  14,463 80.5 73.0 
All routes 17,976 100.0 100.0 

Source:  CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009. 
 

 

25. For the remaining 3,513 bus routes in the reference area (19.5 per cent), there is an 

overlap with either a rail or a tram service. However, this does not necessarily mean 

 
 
7 This relatively low figure is because many routes that meet the criteria for filter 3 have already been identified as ‘not con-
strained by rail or tram’ using filters 1 and 2. 
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that these routes are competitively constrained by that rail or tram service. Further 

information regarding passenger flows and further analysis of fares, frequencies, 

timetable and journey speed is necessary to show that the rail or tram service pro-

vides a competitive constraint. Figures 1 and 2 above show that where an overlap 

exists, it is typically modest and covers only a small proportion of the passenger 

flows served by the route. It is therefore likely that only a small proportion of the 

3,513 routes on which there is an overlap are competitively constrained by 

competition from rail or tram services.  

The extent of rail or tram overlap within individual Urban Areas 

26. We can use the results of our filtering exercise to assess the extent to which rail and 

tram services are likely to provide a constraint on bus operators within individual 

Urban Areas. Table 5 provides a summary of the results of the filtering exercise and 

the results of our relative measure of the constraint from rail and tram services on a 

route, for the largest Urban Areas. 
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TABLE 5   Rail and tram overlaps for largest Urban Areas 

Urban Area 

Population 
(2001 

Census) 
No 

Proportion of 
routes classified 

as ‘not con-
strained by rail 

or tram’ 
% 

Proportion of weekly 
services on routes 
classified as ‘not 

constrained by rail 
or tram’ 

% 

Mean proportion 
of bus stops 

within 500m of 
a rail station 

(1) 
% 

Mean 
proportion of 

bus stops 
within 500m of 
a tram stop (2) 

% 

Highest 
value of 
measure 
(1) or (2) 

% 

   
 

   Birmingham 1,846,211 66.7 56.1 15.0 4.3 15.0 
Manchester 1,622,279 51.7 36.8 18.8 8.4 18.8 
Glasgow 1,032,877 35.8 32.8 29.2 7.5 29.2 
Liverpool 894,297 48.0 40.0 20.8 0.2 20.8 
Leeds 827,220 73.4 74.2 10.5 0.0 10.5 
Newcastle upon Tyne 775,019 71.7 48.4 5.0 13.5 13.5 
Nottingham 666,318 88.5 85.4 6.4 13.0 13.0 
Bristol 577,098 83.5 82.8 9.3 0.0 9.3 
Sheffield 531,027 75.4 61.2 6.6 17.4 17.4 
Leicester 475,359 95.7 96.1 4.7 0.0 4.7 
Edinburgh 461,456 62.7 60.5 10.3 0.0 10.3 
Bournemouth 431,040 92.1 79.4 9.4 0.0 9.4 
Southampton 410,842 80.3 73.0 11.6 0.0 11.6 
Bradford 408,817 68.9 72.6 14.7 0.0 14.7 
Stoke-on-Trent 389,516 93.2 95.1 5.2 0.0 5.2 
Birkenhead 377,661 46.8 27.6 21.8 0.0 21.8 
Coventry 377,239 89.9 85.2 5.2 0.0 5.2 
Cardiff 335,748 56.9 64.6 23.2 0.0 23.2 
Portsmouth 334,818 70.8 54.6 19.7 0.0 19.7 
Kingston upon Hull 319,482 86.0 87.6 9.3 0.0 9.3 
Reading 318,858 79.6 82.9 14.5 0.0 14.5 
Southend-on-Sea 318,192 47.4 24.0 14.4 0.0 14.4 
Aldershot 289,537 61.3 40.5 13.2 0.0 13.2 
Bolton 284,906 74.8 63.6 13.2 1.6 13.2 
Wolverhampton 282,167 76.2 68.1 7.8 12.1 12.1 
Blackpool 271,671 53.3 11.1 11.4 12.4 12.4 
Plymouth 268,331 93.9 93.8 8.1 0.0 8.1 
Sunderland 266,959 83.5 78.6 7.8 12.2 12.2 
Brighton 258,884 63.8 57.4 15.3 0.0 15.3 
Preston 250,411 84.8 80.6 6.9 0.5 6.9 

Source:  CC analysis of Traveline data for October 2009. 
 

 

27. There are 30 Urban Areas within the reference are which have a population in 

excess of 250,000. Table 5 shows that in 26 of these Urban Areas, more than half of 

the routes that pass through the Urban Area are classified as ‘not constrained by rail 

or tram’. For the remaining 4 Urban Areas, less than half of the routes are classified 

as ‘not constrained by rail or tram’.  

28. The average proportion of bus stops on a route that are within 500m of a rail or tram 

stop is typically low, with a simple average across the large Urban Areas of 13.5 per 

cent. Bus routes that pass through Glasgow have the highest average proportion of 

bus stops within 500m of a rail station. On average, 29.2 per cent of bus stops 

served by a route in the Glasgow Urban Area are within 500m of a rail station. 
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Birkenhead, Cardiff and Liverpool also exhibit relatively high values, with average 

proportions above 20 per cent.  

29. Blackpool, Newcastle, Nottingham, Sheffield, Sunderland and Wolverhampton have 

the most extensive tram or metro networks. However, the degree of overlap is 

typically low with less than 20 per cent of bus stops served by bus routes in these 

areas within 500m of a tram stop.  

30. A complete set of results for all Urban Areas is provided in Table 6. 

TABLE 6   Rail and tram overlaps by Urban Area 

Urban Area 
 

Proportion of 
routes classified as 
not constrained by 

rail or tram 
% 

Proportion of 
weekly services 

on routes 
classified as not 
constrained by 

rail or tram 
% 

Mean proportion 
of bus stops 

within 500m of a 
rail station 

% 

Mean proportion 
of bus stops 

within 500m of a 
tram stop 

% 

Total 
number of 
routes in 

Urban 
Area 

 

      Aberdare 61.1 62.1 27.6 0.0 36 
Aberdeen 89.2 93.4 8.6 0.0 74 
Abergele/Rhyl/Prestatyn 78.8 49.0 11.7 0.0 33 
Abingdon 100.0 100.0 2.8 0.0 20 
Accrington 63.8 43.4 21.4 0.4 69 
Aldershot 61.3 40.5 13.2 0.0 75 
Alfreton Urban Area 91.8 75.9 2.7 1.8 49 
Amersham/Chesham 75.0 64.5 7.2 0.0 28 
Andover 97.7 98.6 5.4 0.0 44 
Ardrossan 33.3 29.5 27.5 1.4 12 
Ashford 83.8 86.8 9.2 0.0 37 
Aylesbury 77.4 80.3 11.0 0.0 53 
Ayr 52.8 60.7 21.3 0.5 36 
Banbury 90.2 96.4 9.4 0.0 41 
Barnsley 75.8 66.4 9.7 0.0 99 
Barnstaple 98.2 99.6 2.5 0.0 55 
Barrow-in-Furness 57.1 67.4 15.9 0.0 28 
Barry 45.5 32.8 22.0 0.0 22 
Basildon 42.9 34.9 13.5 0.0 63 
Basingstoke 81.6 79.4 13.5 0.0 38 
Bath 91.8 94.9 9.7 0.0 85 
Bedford 87.1 91.9 8.8 0.0 70 
Bicester 84.2 69.7 14.6 0.0 19 
Birkenhead 46.8 27.6 21.8 0.0 139 
Birmingham 66.7 56.1 15.0 4.3 543 
Bishop's Stortford 53.3 16.0 15.1 0.0 30 
Blackburn 60.0 45.1 15.7 0.4 120 
Blackpool 53.3 11.1 11.4 12.4 75 
Blyth 82.4 64.6 0.6 4.1 34 
Bognor Regis 51.9 45.3 14.1 0.0 27 
Bolton 74.8 63.6 13.2 1.6 107 
Borehamwood 57.1 54.0 19.9 0.0 21 
Boston 78.3 76.1 8.2 0.0 46 
Bournemouth 92.1 79.4 9.4 0.0 164 
Bracknell 79.3 69.6 13.5 0.0 29 
Bradford 68.9 72.6 14.7 0.0 90 
Braintree 83.3 84.2 9.3 0.0 24 
Brentwood 85.3 86.5 8.2 0.0 34 
Bridgend 52.3 48.0 19.9 0.0 44 
Bridgwater 100.0 100.0 5.9 0.0 32 
Bridlington 68.2 69.2 19.3 0.0 22 
Brighton 63.8 57.4 15.3 0.0 116 
Bristol 83.5 82.8 9.3 0.0 212 
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Urban Area 
 

Proportion of 
routes classified as 
not constrained by 

rail or tram 
% 

Proportion of 
weekly services 

on routes 
classified as not 
constrained by 

rail or tram 
% 

Mean proportion 
of bus stops 

within 500m of a 
rail station 

% 

Mean proportion 
of bus stops 

within 500m of a 
tram stop 

% 

Total 
number of 
routes in 

Urban 
Area 

 

      Brynmawr/Ebbw Vale 64.0 40.0 11.6 0.0 25 
Burnley 60.0 45.4 18.6 0.6 95 
Burton Upon Trent 81.6 82.4 6.8 0.1 38 
Bury 73.7 57.4 4.4 9.4 57 
Bury St Edmunds 87.5 90.4 6.1 0.0 72 
Caerphilly 50.0 45.3 21.9 0.0 26 
Camborne/Redruth 31.8 20.3 13.9 0.0 22 
Cambridge/Milton 91.7 98.6 3.0 0.0 60 
Cannock 79.4 73.9 10.1 1.4 34 
Canterbury 59.6 64.9 14.9 0.0 94 
Cardiff 56.9 64.6 23.2 0.0 130 
Carlisle 63.5 81.7 11.3 0.0 52 
Castleford 54.8 55.7 19.3 0.0 31 
Caterham & Warlingham 26.3 19.7 23.2 2.0 19 
Chatham 73.7 82.8 17.7 0.0 99 
Chelmsford 67.1 75.1 11.3 0.0 70 
Cheltenham 91.4 82.3 4.0 0.0 70 
Cheshunt 54.1 52.5 19.1 0.0 37 
Chester 80.2 80.5 9.2 0.0 81 
Chesterfield 89.7 93.5 4.2 1.2 107 
Chippenham 97.1 95.0 10.1 0.0 34 
Chipping Sodbury 87.0 90.6 4.1 0.0 23 
Chorley 74.6 59.1 13.2 0.2 67 
Clacton-on-Sea 63.0 62.0 14.5 0.0 27 
Coalville 100.0 100.0 0.1 0.0 18 
Coatbridge 61.4 40.7 31.7 1.9 44 
Colchester 70.2 74.4 15.6 0.0 84 
Colwyn Bay 33.3 14.3 17.4 0.0 12 
Connah's Quay/Shotton 77.8 73.3 8.8 0.0 45 
Corby 94.4 96.5 5.7 0.0 18 
Coventry 89.9 85.2 5.2 0.0 149 
Crawley 56.8 54.3 17.1 5.9 74 
Crewe 97.5 97.5 5.9 0.0 40 
Cumbernauld 51.1 56.4 14.0 3.0 47 
Cwmbran 89.8 87.9 9.7 0.0 49 
Dalkeith 100.0 100.0 4.4 0.0 32 
Darlington 96.2 98.4 8.6 0.1 53 
Dartford 39.0 42.7 18.5 0.0 41 
Derby 94.3 95.2 5.5 0.9 141 
Doncaster 85.7 81.9 9.2 0.0 119 
Dover 58.1 80.1 19.4 0.0 31 
Dumbarton 46.4 29.5 42.9 1.6 28 
Dumfries 85.4 86.9 9.6 0.1 48 
Dundee 65.9 77.7 13.2 0.1 132 
Dunfermline 57.7 49.5 12.8 0.1 71 
Durham 87.0 86.0 8.7 1.1 69 
Eastbourne 48.7 57.3 13.3 0.0 39 
Edinburgh 62.7 60.5 10.3 0.0 166 
Epsom and Ewell 29.3 31.9 22.1 0.3 41 
Esher/Molesey 35.3 43.4 19.7 0.0 17 
Exeter 72.4 73.8 20.5 0.0 87 
Exmouth 69.2 54.9 12.9 0.0 13 
Falkirk 60.7 60.2 16.3 0.6 61 
Fareham/Portchester 77.2 77.1 7.2 0.0 57 
Folkestone 80.6 88.3 14.3 0.0 31 
Glasgow 35.8 32.8 29.2 7.5 332 
Glenrothes 78.7 78.8 7.9 0.1 47 
Glossop/Hollingworth 45.0 11.6 23.9 0.1 20 
Gloucester 89.0 76.7 6.5 0.0 73 
Grantham 85.4 87.0 9.7 0.0 41 
Gravesend 30.0 30.6 19.1 0.0 30 
Grays 44.0 50.7 14.9 0.0 25 
Great Malvern 53.3 36.0 12.5 0.0 15 
Great Yarmouth 86.8 92.4 8.2 0.0 38 
Greenock 42.2 51.6 49.1 1.3 45 
Grimsby 71.8 84.4 12.0 0.0 39 
Guildford 63.5 65.8 16.6 0.0 74 
Halifax 93.7 88.6 7.4 0.0 79 
Hamilton 39.5 27.8 25.0 1.7 43 
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Urban Area 
 

Proportion of 
routes classified as 
not constrained by 

rail or tram 
% 

Proportion of 
weekly services 

on routes 
classified as not 
constrained by 

rail or tram 
% 

Mean proportion 
of bus stops 

within 500m of a 
rail station 

% 

Mean proportion 
of bus stops 

within 500m of a 
tram stop 

% 

Total 
number of 
routes in 

Urban 
Area 

 

      Harlow/Sawbridgeworth 87.8 85.1 6.9 0.0 49 
Harrogate/ 

Knaresborough 85.1 93.1 17.7 0.0 47 
Hartlepool 92.5 74.8 6.7 0.5 40 
Hastings 74.6 71.3 22.4 0.0 71 
Hatfield 61.2 57.9 16.9 0.0 85 
Hemel Hempstead 71.4 44.7 8.0 0.0 63 
Hereford 94.2 78.3 9.7 0.0 86 
Herne Bay 53.8 19.0 10.4 0.0 39 
Hertford/Ware 42.9 30.1 25.6 0.0 35 
High Wycombe 76.4 80.8 8.0 0.0 72 
Higham Ferrers/Rushden 100.0 100.0 0.2 0.0 15 
Hinckley 95.5 100.0 11.3 0.0 22 
Hitchin 65.5 62.6 12.1 0.0 29 
Horsham 79.1 51.9 8.6 0.1 43 
Huddersfield 75.2 64.9 14.9 0.3 121 
Inverness 73.1 78.9 13.3 0.0 67 
Ipswich 83.6 96.6 8.7 0.0 122 
Irvine 48.0 52.2 16.4 1.1 25 
Islwyn Urban Area 48.1 37.9 18.8 0.0 54 
Keighley 78.7 62.5 11.9 0.0 47 
Kettering 95.2 96.3 3.6 0.0 21 
Kidderminster 80.0 88.3 6.3 0.1 45 
Kilmarnock 41.0 34.7 27.1 2.4 39 
King's Lynn 95.6 98.8 8.8 0.0 45 
Kingston upon Hull 86.0 87.6 9.3 0.0 107 
Kirkcaldy 62.7 62.0 12.1 0.2 51 
Lancaster 91.5 87.0 7.4 0.1 71 
Leeds 73.4 74.2 10.5 0.0 184 
Leicester 95.7 96.1 4.7 0.0 116 
Leigh 86.2 76.5 7.9 1.4 65 
Leighton Buzzard 77.3 72.8 11.3 0.0 22 
Letchworth 59.3 36.9 15.1 0.0 27 
Lincoln 86.2 91.3 7.4 0.1 123 
Liverpool 48.0 40.0 20.8 0.2 321 
Livingston 61.4 52.0 11.9 0.3 101 
Llanelli 72.4 52.0 10.0 0.0 29 
Loughborough 80.0 85.9 6.8 1.3 25 
Loughton 100.0 100.0 3.4 0.0 12 
Lowestoft 69.0 91.5 13.0 0.0 29 
Luton 77.0 76.8 11.6 0.0 74 
Macclesfield 62.8 70.5 17.4 0.1 43 
Maidenhead 55.0 62.2 13.5 0.0 20 
Maidstone 58.2 61.3 15.7 0.0 79 
Manchester 51.7 36.8 18.8 8.4 408 
Mansfield 97.3 96.2 7.3 1.7 73 
Margate 51.1 52.7 17.1 0.0 47 
Merthyr Tydfil 66.7 67.5 19.6 0.0 39 
Middlesbrough 73.6 59.2 9.2 0.7 110 
Motherwell 35.0 18.0 23.4 2.0 60 
NO URBAN AREA 89.6 84.7 9.1 0.1 4,374 
Neath 70.0 79.5 15.6 0.0 50 
Newark-on-Trent 76.9 80.4 12.4 0.4 52 
Newbury 75.8 65.6 17.6 0.0 33 
Newcastle upon Tyne 71.7 48.4 5.0 13.5 515 
Newport 79.8 76.0 17.3 0.0 99 
Northampton 97.1 99.5 3.6 0.0 68 
Northwich 77.3 90.2 10.8 0.2 22 
Norwich 89.8 96.7 4.9 0.0 118 
Nottingham 88.5 85.4 6.4 13.0 260 
Nuneaton 90.9 96.9 8.7 0.0 44 
Oxford 99.1 99.8 2.9 0.0 109 
Perth 69.1 88.7 13.4 0.4 81 
Peterborough 89.1 95.5 6.2 0.0 46 
Plymouth 93.9 93.8 8.1 0.0 163 
Pontypridd Urban Area 52.5 48.4 20.3 0.0 40 
Port Talbot 39.3 47.6 15.6 0.0 28 
Portsmouth 70.8 54.6 19.7 0.0 89 
Preston 84.8 80.6 6.9 0.5 184 
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Urban Area 
 

Proportion of 
routes classified as 
not constrained by 

rail or tram 
% 

Proportion of 
weekly services 

on routes 
classified as not 
constrained by 

rail or tram 
% 

Mean proportion 
of bus stops 

within 500m of a 
rail station 

% 

Mean proportion 
of bus stops 

within 500m of a 
tram stop 

% 

Total 
number of 
routes in 

Urban 
Area 

 

      Reading 79.6 82.9 14.5 0.0 108 
Redditch 71.9 86.8 13.7 0.0 57 
Reigate/Redhill 19.4 19.4 19.6 0.7 31 
Rhondda 66.7 43.8 27.1 0.0 30 
Rochdale 79.4 62.3 11.5 1.6 63 
Rossendale Urban Area 94.3 86.1 2.5 1.3 53 
Rotherham 84.9 81.7 8.3 4.2 93 
Royal Leamington Spa 78.1 66.9 10.9 0.0 32 
Royal Tunbridge Wells 67.1 61.3 14.9 0.0 73 
Rugby 97.3 99.7 2.2 0.0 37 
Salisbury 93.9 95.4 4.3 0.0 98 
Scarborough 77.4 82.4 18.9 0.0 31 
Scunthorpe 75.5 80.9 11.6 0.0 49 
Sheffield 75.4 61.2 6.6 17.4 232 
Shrewsbury 93.4 95.4 8.1 0.0 61 
Sittingbourne 42.9 71.6 19.3 0.0 35 
Skelmersdale 71.0 40.0 10.3 0.0 31 
Slough 50.0 66.0 15.5 0.0 32 
South Shields 54.4 33.4 4.9 26.5 68 
Southampton 80.3 73.0 11.6 0.0 147 
Southend-on-Sea 47.4 24.0 14.4 0.0 76 
Southport 71.2 56.5 17.2 0.0 52 
St Helens 54.8 50.1 19.4 0.0 73 
Stafford 77.8 69.6 10.5 0.2 36 
Staines 33.3 36.5 20.3 0.0 36 
Stevenage 57.1 62.3 13.7 0.0 49 
Stirling 60.5 69.2 14.7 0.4 86 
Stockton-on-Tees 78.9 73.9 11.0 1.1 71 
Stoke-on-Trent 93.2 95.1 5.2 0.0 146 
Stroud 95.8 79.4 8.7 0.0 48 
Sunderland 83.5 78.6 7.8 12.2 133 
Swadlincote 100.0 100.0 1.9 0.0 26 
Swansea 80.9 83.7 8.7 0.0 141 
Swindon 97.1 99.1 7.1 0.0 68 
Tamworth 75.8 75.9 11.7 0.3 33 
Taunton 93.3 92.5 5.0 0.0 60 
Telford Dawley 86.8 59.2 8.0 0.2 53 
Tonbridge 70.6 58.7 11.1 0.0 51 
Torquay 86.7 71.6 8.2 0.0 60 
Trowbridge 80.4 67.4 13.3 0.0 56 
Wakefield 63.5 60.8 11.6 0.0 63 
Walsall 81.6 66.8 11.0 4.2 141 
Walton and Weybridge 37.5 19.4 16.3 0.0 16 
Warrington 79.7 74.2 16.9 1.2 79 
Watford 56.8 24.8 19.4 0.0 88 
Wellingborough 100.0 100.0 3.4 0.0 16 
Weston-super-Mare 92.7 96.0 13.2 0.0 41 
Weymouth 82.5 80.9 11.1 0.0 40 
Wigan 69.5 64.0 12.5 0.6 82 
Winchester 76.7 77.5 11.0 0.0 43 
Windsor/Eton 28.6 43.3 20.9 0.0 14 
Woking/Byfleet 63.0 49.7 13.2 0.0 54 
Wolverhampton 76.2 68.1 7.8 12.1 143 
Wolverton/Stony Stratford 86.0 78.9 7.9 0.0 86 
Worcester 78.1 76.1 16.8 0.0 64 
Worksop 91.4 86.6 8.5 0.8 35 
Worthing 59.3 33.1 14.9 0.0 54 
Wrexham 73.3 78.4 15.7 0.0 75 
Yeovil 79.4 81.2 7.5 0.0 63 
York 85.3 96.6 9.4 0.0 75 

Source:  CC analysis. 
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APPENDIX C 

Analysis of the incidence of tendered services in a selection of LTAs 

1. In the provisional findings, we observed that 22 per cent of all bus kilometres are 

accounted for by tendered services.1

2. We use data provided by 12 LTAs to identify tendered routes which were in operation 

in October 2009. By matching this to data from the Traveline database, which pro-

vides information on all routes in operation in October 2009, we can then observe 

which local bus services in the 12 LTA areas were tendered and which were not. 

 In this appendix, we seek to improve our under-

standing of the profile of tendered services and, in particular, the distribution of 

tendered services between the route categories set out in Section 2 of the Route and 

Urban Area analysis working paper. In particular, our calculations of the extent of 

detriment in Appendix A of the provisional decision on remedies might be affected if 

the majority of routes on which there is little head-to-head competition are likely to be 

tendered. 

3. We found that within all categories of route (see paragraph 79 of the Route and 

Urban Area analysis working paper), the majority of services (more than 76 per cent 

of services in each category) were identified as not tendered. Within the category of 

routes classified as likely to face competition for all or nearly all flows on the route 

(category 5), a very small proportion were found to be tendered (only 1.3 per cent of 

services identified as partly or fully tendered). Within the category of routes classified 

as highly unlikely to face meaningful competition (category 1), a relatively high pro-

portion of services were found to be part tendered (19.2 per cent identified as partly 

tendered). For routes where we were unable to dismiss the possibility that the route 

was operated by a single vehicle (categories 2 and 3), a relatively high proportion of 

 
 
1 Provisional findings, Table 2.3. 
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services were found to be fully tendered (between 13 and 18 per cent of services 

identified as fully tendered).   

Method 

4. Our main data set, derived from the Traveline database, contains comprehensive 

information on the geographic location and timetables of all the bus routes that ran 

within the reference area in October 2009. However, this data set does not contain 

information which would allow us to distinguish those routes that have been tendered 

by the LTA from the remaining routes in the data set.  

5. We received data on route tenders conducted within the past five years from 75 LTAs 

(of a total of 132 LTAs in the reference area).2 Of these, we selected 12 LTAs from 

the tender data set with complete information on route numbers, route origin and 

destination, winning operator information as well as contract dates and details. We 

selected LTAs for our sample to cover all three nations and selected LTAs that con-

tained both urban and rural areas. Other than these conditions regarding coverage, 

the 12 LTAs were selected at random.3 For each of the LTAs in the sample, we then 

undertook a matching exercise, linking routes in the LTA data set to the information 

in the Traveline database.4 This matching exercise allows us to observe which routes 

are tendered and which are operated commercially for routes that pass through the 

12 LTAs in our sample.5

 
 
2 This data set was used to undertake our empirical assessment of tendered services as set out in Appendix 13.2 of the pro-
visional findings. 

  

3 The LTAs chosen were Angus, Bath and North East Somerset, Cornwall, Edinburgh, Luton, Nexus, Rhondda Cynon Taf, 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport, South Yorkshire PTE, Stoke-on-Trent, Suffolk and West Sussex. 
4 We matched routes within the tender database which were awarded and active in October 2009 to their equivalent record in 
the Traveline database using route number and operator names. 
5 We were unable to match some routes that appeared in the tender data set to equivalents in the Traveline database. On 
further investigation, we found that this was generally because the service did not appear in the Traveline database. School 
services and demand-responsive services which do not have a public timetable will not appear in the Traveline database. In 
addition, where a contract had been terminated early but this had not been noted by the LTA in the tender data set, we would 
not expect a matching record in the Traveline data set. These cases will not have an impact on our results. Nevertheless, we 
cannot dismiss the possibility that in some instances the inability to match a service may have been because it had a different 
name in the two databases, or the operator name in one of the databases was incorrect. In these instances, a tendered route 
will be incorrectly marked as non-tendered in the Traveline database. Given the care we have taken to select from LTAs with 
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6. However, whilst we can identify routes that were formally tendered by the LTA in 

these areas, no such information exists for routes that were classified as ‘de minimis’ 

for which no formal tender process was undertaken.  

Results 

7. There are 3,376 routes that passed through the 12 LTA areas selected for this 

exercise. Of these, 350 (10.4 per cent) were identified as fully tendered, 297 (8.8 per 

cent) were identified as part-tendered and the remaining 2,729 (80.8 per cent) classi-

fied as not-tendered in our matching exercise. 

8. We observe similar results when we look at the proportion of weekly services in the 

12 LTA areas accounted for by routes that are fully, part or not tendered. 4.9 per cent 

of services were on routes identified as fully tendered, 14.3 per cent of services were 

on routes identified as part-tendered and the remaining 80.8 per cent on routes 

classified as not tendered in our matching exercise. 

9. Table 1 shows the percentage of routes within each category of route that are fully 

tendered, part-tendered and not tendered respectively. 

TABLE 1 For each route category, the percentage of routes in our sample of LTAs that are fully tendered, part-
tendered and not tendered 

 

Percentage of routes in that category which are fully tendered,  
part-tendered and not tendered (%) 

  
 

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 5 All 

       Not tendered 73.3 83.5 78.7 83.1 91.2 80.8 
Part-tendered 17.4 3.2 8.2 9.0 5.5 8.8 
Fully tendered 9.3 13.4 13.1 7.9 3.2 10.4 

Source:  CC analysis of LTA and Traveline data. 
 

 

10. Table 2 shows the percentage of services within each category of route that are fully 

tendered, part-tendered and not tendered respectively. 
- - - - - - - - - - 
 
good-quality and complete data, we expect the proportion of routes that are incorrectly marked in this way to be small. How-
ever, to the extent that routes are incorrectly marked in this way, the proportion of routes in each overlap category that we esti-
mate to be tendered may be slightly higher in practice than the estimates provided by this method. 
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TABLE 2 For each route category, the percentage of weekly services on routes in our sample of LTAs that are fully 
tendered, part-tendered and not-tendered 

 

Percentage of weekly services on routes in that category which are 
fully tendered, part-tendered and not-tendered (%) 

 

 
Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 5 All 

       Not-tendered 76.8 76.2 76.3 85.8 98.7 80.8 
Part-tendered 19.2 5.8 10.8 10.5 0.8 14.3 
Fully tendered 4.0 18.0 13.0 3.7 0.5 4.9 

Source:  CC analysis of LTA and Traveline data. 
 

 

11. The majority of routes and services within each category of route are identified as 

not-tendered with more than 73 per cent of routes and more than 76 per cent of 

services in all categories classified as not-tendered. Part-tendered routes are rela-

tively more common within category 1 and fully-tendered routes are relatively more 

common within categories 2 and 3. Very few category 5 routes (1.3 per cent) are 

part- or fully-tendered.   
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APPENDIX D 

Results of the route classification exercise by Urban Area 

      

per cent 
 

Urban area Largest operator 
Share of 
supply 

Second largest 
operator 

Share of 
supply Proportion of routes (by category) 

Frequency weighted proportion of routes (by 
category) 

     
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 

                                  
Aberdare Stagecoach 50.1 Glamorgan Bus & 

Coach 
21.0 11.1 8.3 38.9 2.8 0.0 38.9 21.3 6.0 32.7 2.1 0.0 37.9 

Aberdeen FirstGroup 64.9 Stagecoach 34.3 33.8 13.5 13.5 25.7 2.7 10.8 72.0 0.7 1.2 19.3 0.2 6.6 
Abergele/Rhyl/ 

Prestatyn 
Arriva 79.5 P & O Lloyd 7.3 9.1 27.3 30.3 9.1 3.0 21.2 16.4 3.0 10.4 19.1 0.2 51.0 

Abingdon Go-Ahead 60.6 Stagecoach 12.1 20.0 25.0 25.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 42.2 1.4 7.6 48.8 0.0 0.0 
Accrington Transdev 54.4 Rossendale 

Transport 
18.3 4.3 24.6 27.5 4.3 2.9 36.2 16.1 1.9 8.8 15.2 1.6 56.6 

Aldershot Stagecoach 67.4 Fleet Buzz 18.0 13.3 25.3 13.3 5.3 4.0 38.7 25.8 1.9 4.5 7.5 0.8 59.5 
Alfreton Urban Area Wellglade 72.3 Doyles 11.2 10.2 38.8 12.2 24.5 6.1 8.2 18.2 4.4 6.0 46.8 0.5 24.1 
Amersham/Chesham Carousel Buses 40.9 Arriva 35.8 7.1 17.9 32.1 7.1 10.7 25.0 8.2 4.4 10.0 22.7 19.2 35.5 
Andover Stagecoach 84.6 Go-Ahead 7.8 18.2 15.9 45.5 15.9 2.3 2.3 46.6 6.2 20.5 18.9 6.5 1.4 
Ardrossan Stagecoach 99.1 Shuttlebus 0.9 16.7 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 66.7 25.5 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 70.5 
Ashford Stagecoach 85.1 Kent Top Travel 6.4 29.7 27.0 10.8 16.2 0.0 16.2 68.0 3.7 10.6 4.5 0.0 13.2 
Aylesbury Arriva 62.4 Z & S International 16.8 17.0 39.6 7.5 11.3 1.9 22.6 41.0 5.3 5.7 21.0 7.3 19.7 
Ayr Stagecoach 97.5 Smiths Coaches 2.2 44.4 0.0 5.6 2.8 0.0 47.2 55.4 0.0 3.1 2.2 0.0 39.3 
Banbury Stagecoach 71.4 Johnsons Coach 

and Bus Travel 
7.4 17.1 29.3 7.3 24.4 12.2 9.8 44.6 3.3 23.1 24.9 0.6 3.6 

Barnsley Stagecoach 77.2 Arriva 10.1 11.1 22.2 17.2 17.2 8.1 24.2 27.6 6.4 5.0 25.4 2.0 33.6 
Barnstaple Stagecoach 46.1 FirstGroup 36.0 16.4 30.9 14.5 29.1 7.3 1.8 21.7 3.4 8.8 61.6 4.0 0.4 
Barrow-in-Furness Stagecoach 100.0     35.7 0.0 17.9 3.6 0.0 42.9 58.7 0.0 8.3 0.5 0.0 32.6 
Barry Cardiff Bus 63.3 Veolia Transport 14.9 4.5 27.3 0.0 9.1 4.5 54.5 3.0 18.4 0.0 2.7 8.6 67.2 
Basildon FirstGroup 71.1 NIBS 12.2 9.5 19.0 7.9 0.0 6.3 57.1 22.7 3.7 6.9 0.0 1.5 65.1 
Basingstoke Stagecoach 90.5 Courtney Coaches 5.4 34.2 7.9 28.9 10.5 0.0 18.4 70.3 1.2 4.6 3.3 0.0 20.6 
Bath FirstGroup 82.0 Rotala 8.8 22.4 28.2 10.6 27.1 3.5 8.2 46.9 1.5 7.3 38.5 0.7 5.1 
Bedford Stagecoach 84.5 Arriva 5.3 32.9 30.0 17.1 7.1 0.0 12.9 77.3 1.3 4.8 8.5 0.0 8.1 
Bicester Grayline Coaches 28.9 Arriva 27.6 0.0 21.1 42.1 15.8 5.3 15.8 0.0 3.8 37.7 25.3 2.9 30.3 
Birkenhead Arriva 47.0 FirstGroup 22.6 5.0 12.9 12.9 12.9 2.9 53.2 4.5 3.5 5.6 10.2 3.9 72.4 
Birmingham National Express 76.4 Rotala 12.3 18.8 18.4 12.0 12.7 4.8 33.3 35.6 1.8 2.8 12.1 3.8 43.9 
Bishop's Stortford Excel Coaches 44.7 Arriva 26.5 0.0 26.7 10.0 16.7 0.0 46.7 0.0 2.7 2.6 10.8 0.0 84.0 
Blackburn Transdev 65.9 Tyrer Tours 7.2 7.5 27.5 13.3 4.2 7.5 40.0 18.2 4.9 9.6 11.5 0.9 54.9 
Blackpool Blackpool 

Transport 
72.4 Stagecoach 19.4 1.3 24.0 9.3 1.3 17.3 46.7 5.3 1.5 2.6 0.7 1.0 88.9 

Blyth Arriva 74.4 Go-Ahead 21.4 8.8 29.4 8.8 32.4 2.9 17.6 15.0 2.2 9.8 34.7 2.9 35.4 
Bognor Regis Stagecoach 92.5 Minerva Accord 3.7 7.4 18.5 25.9 0.0 0.0 48.1 40.1 0.9 4.3 0.0 0.0 54.7 
Bolton FirstGroup 60.6 Arriva 14.7 16.8 24.3 10.3 16.8 6.5 25.2 32.9 2.7 5.0 17.2 5.8 36.4 
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per cent 
 

Urban area Largest operator 
Share of 
supply 

Second largest 
operator 

Share of 
supply Proportion of routes (by category) 

Frequency weighted proportion of routes (by 
category) 

     
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 

                                  
Borehamwood Uno 34.6 Sullivan Buses 24.6 4.8 14.3 9.5 28.6 0.0 42.9 5.8 1.0 0.8 46.3 0.0 46.0 
Boston Brylaine Travel 58.6 Kimes 19.2 2.2 45.7 17.4 10.9 2.2 21.7 8.9 16.4 32.0 18.1 0.7 23.9 
Bournemouth Go-Ahead 54.4 Transdev 38.7 12.8 38.4 18.9 17.1 4.9 7.9 32.4 5.2 6.5 34.4 0.9 20.6 
Bracknell FirstGroup 66.0 Courtney Coaches 26.5 17.2 17.2 37.9 6.9 0.0 20.7 23.8 2.0 41.6 2.3 0.0 30.4 
Bradford FirstGroup 76.1 Arriva 12.7 38.9 5.6 11.1 11.1 2.2 31.1 58.7 0.4 1.9 10.6 1.0 27.4 
Braintree FirstGroup 65.2 Excel Coaches 12.6 25.0 20.8 12.5 20.8 4.2 16.7 36.8 4.5 0.6 41.8 0.4 15.8 
Brentwood FirstGroup 65.3 Imperial Bus 

Company 
14.3 17.6 35.3 8.8 8.8 14.7 14.7 55.3 7.2 7.8 13.9 2.2 13.5 

Bridgend FirstGroup 71.0 Veolia Transport 10.3 11.4 13.6 15.9 11.4 0.0 47.7 9.8 11.4 10.9 16.0 0.0 52.0 
Bridgwater FirstGroup 78.0 Webberbus 18.5 21.9 40.6 9.4 25.0 3.1 0.0 57.6 4.9 1.9 34.8 0.8 0.0 
Bridlington East Yorkshire 

Motor Services 
93.5 Phoenix Bus 3.6 9.1 9.1 40.9 4.5 4.5 31.8 20.7 1.9 44.0 1.9 0.6 30.8 

Brighton Go-Ahead 88.4 Stagecoach 6.8 26.7 6.0 26.7 3.4 0.9 36.2 50.0 0.2 3.4 3.8 0.0 42.6 
Bristol FirstGroup 77.3 Rotala 16.8 23.6 32.1 11.3 14.2 2.4 16.5 60.5 2.6 1.4 18.1 0.2 17.2 
Brynmawr/Ebbw Vale Stagecoach 78.0 Clarkes Coaches 20.4 12.0 12.0 32.0 8.0 0.0 36.0 10.2 0.5 22.8 6.4 0.0 60.0 
Burnley Transdev 66.1 Tyrer Tours 15.4 8.4 26.3 17.9 3.2 4.2 40.0 23.4 2.5 6.5 10.8 2.2 54.6 
Burton Upon Trent Arriva 64.4 Wellglade 17.3 10.5 18.4 10.5 36.8 5.3 18.4 16.3 2.8 2.7 51.3 9.4 17.6 
Bury FirstGroup 66.0 Rossendale 

Transport 
20.6 12.3 21.1 5.3 29.8 5.3 26.3 18.7 1.9 2.0 34.5 0.5 42.6 

Bury St Edmunds FirstGroup 24.8 Mulleys Motorways 15.9 13.9 38.9 8.3 16.7 9.7 12.5 47.4 7.4 2.7 14.4 18.5 9.6 
Caerphilly Stagecoach 76.7 Harris 9.1 3.8 0.0 34.6 3.8 7.7 50.0 17.9 0.0 25.0 2.2 0.2 54.7 
Camborne/Redruth FirstGroup 96.8 Hopleys Coaches 2.9 13.6 9.1 4.5 4.5 0.0 68.2 16.3 0.7 0.4 2.9 0.0 79.7 
Cambridge/Milton Stagecoach 92.3 Whippet Coaches 6.7 35.0 23.3 8.3 23.3 1.7 8.3 82.8 1.3 2.2 12.3 0.1 1.4 
Cannock Arriva 79.8 National Express 13.5 20.6 14.7 23.5 20.6 0.0 20.6 35.2 3.4 3.3 31.9 0.0 26.1 
Canterbury Stagecoach 67.4 Kent Top Travel 29.6 18.1 14.9 23.4 1.1 2.1 40.4 54.0 1.2 8.8 0.7 0.3 35.1 
Cardiff Cardiff Bus 68.9 Stagecoach 16.9 24.6 15.4 7.7 9.2 0.0 43.1 52.9 2.4 1.5 7.7 0.0 35.4 
Carlisle Stagecoach 87.8 FirstGroup 7.0 28.8 0.0 7.7 21.2 5.8 36.5 65.6 0.0 2.1 13.6 0.4 18.3 
Castleford Arriva 74.5 Stringers 

Pontefract 
Motorways 

8.4 9.7 6.5 0.0 38.7 0.0 45.2 16.8 0.7 0.0 38.1 0.0 44.3 

Caterham and 
Warlingham 

Arriva 45.0 Go-Ahead 23.1 0.0 5.3 15.8 5.3 0.0 73.7 0.0 1.8 11.8 6.1 0.0 80.3 

Chatham Arriva 85.7 The Kings Ferry 5.7 21.2 27.3 17.2 7.1 1.0 26.3 64.3 3.2 6.9 8.0 0.3 17.2 
Chelmsford FirstGroup 81.3 Regal Busways 8.3 22.9 17.1 11.4 14.3 1.4 32.9 45.7 1.5 1.9 25.9 0.1 24.9 
Cheltenham Stagecoach 77.5 Bennetts 7.0 20.0 28.6 35.7 2.9 4.3 8.6 59.5 1.8 12.0 2.0 7.1 17.7 
Cheshunt Arriva 63.3 ComfortDelGro 11.6 8.1 10.8 21.6 10.8 2.7 45.9 26.4 5.5 6.9 13.7 0.1 47.5 
Chester Arriva 46.9 FirstGroup 36.7 22.2 13.6 11.1 29.6 3.7 19.8 41.6 1.9 6.6 29.6 0.9 19.5 
Chesterfield Stagecoach 77.1 Wellglade 18.9 19.6 29.0 18.7 17.8 4.7 10.3 58.2 4.3 4.7 26.0 0.3 6.5 
Chippenham Fosseway 

Coaches 
30.1 FirstGroup 24.0 11.8 26.5 20.6 35.3 2.9 2.9 26.7 2.7 8.9 56.5 0.1 5.0 

Chipping Sodbury Rotala 40.8 FirstGroup 38.0 17.4 26.1 4.3 39.1 0.0 13.0 20.4 9.2 1.9 59.1 0.0 9.4 
Chorley Stagecoach 65.6 Arriva 13.9 6.0 41.8 6.0 3.0 17.9 25.4 29.2 8.3 10.9 6.1 4.5 40.9 
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per cent 
 

Urban area Largest operator 
Share of 
supply 

Second largest 
operator 

Share of 
supply Proportion of routes (by category) 

Frequency weighted proportion of routes (by 
category) 

     
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 

                                  
Clacton-on-Sea FirstGroup 80.4 Hedingham 

Omnibuses 
19.6 18.5 14.8 18.5 3.7 7.4 37.0 33.1 9.8 16.4 2.0 0.6 38.0 

Coalville Arriva 89.3 Roberts Tours 6.4 22.2 11.1 11.1 44.4 11.1 0.0 41.6 2.1 0.7 51.8 3.8 0.0 
Coatbridge FirstGroup 40.0 Henderson Travel 12.5 2.3 20.5 31.8 4.5 2.3 38.6 3.4 11.9 22.3 2.7 0.4 59.3 
Colchester FirstGroup 65.3 Arriva 22.6 15.5 27.4 15.5 11.9 0.0 29.8 47.8 4.3 4.1 18.1 0.0 25.6 
Colwyn Bay Arriva 93.1 Voel Coaches 6.4 8.3 0.0 16.7 8.3 0.0 66.7 5.6 0.0 6.7 1.9 0.0 85.7 
Connah's Quay/ 

Shotton 
Arriva 60.8 GHA Coaches 15.6 13.3 24.4 2.2 33.3 4.4 22.2 32.1 3.2 0.6 37.1 0.3 26.7 

Corby Stagecoach 87.4 Judge's Mini 
Coaches 

8.3 27.8 0.0 55.6 11.1 0.0 5.6 60.2 0.0 28.7 7.7 0.0 3.5 

Coventry National Express 61.4 Stagecoach 21.5 14.8 29.5 18.1 24.2 3.4 10.1 31.9 2.7 3.3 46.6 0.7 14.8 
Crawley Go-Ahead 71.2 Transdev 11.5 8.1 18.9 23.0 4.1 2.7 43.2 26.4 10.1 8.7 7.3 1.9 45.7 
Crewe Arriva 43.4 D&G Coach & Bus 39.8 27.5 10.0 45.0 10.0 5.0 2.5 55.4 2.2 27.1 10.9 2.0 2.5 
Cumbernauld FirstGroup 49.9 Stagecoach 26.3 0.0 21.3 10.6 19.1 0.0 48.9 0.0 9.0 8.5 38.8 0.0 43.6 
Cwmbran Stagecoach 91.3 Veolia Transport 3.0 20.4 12.2 44.9 10.2 2.0 10.2 56.5 2.3 22.0 7.0 0.2 12.1 
Dalkeith Lothian Buses 59.4 FirstGroup 35.5 12.5 25.0 9.4 53.1 0.0 0.0 33.4 2.8 3.9 59.8 0.0 0.0 
Darlington Arriva 96.2 Scarlet Band 3.3 41.5 7.5 18.9 24.5 3.8 3.8 77.4 1.1 3.5 16.0 0.3 1.6 
Dartford Arriva 85.6 East London Bus 

Group 
10.4 17.1 9.8 7.3 4.9 0.0 61.0 34.5 1.3 0.7 6.2 0.0 57.3 

Derby Wellglade 58.0 Arriva 36.2 23.4 25.5 17.7 17.0 10.6 5.7 55.9 1.5 4.7 28.2 5.0 4.8 
Doncaster FirstGroup 70.2 Stagecoach 17.5 16.0 26.1 18.5 21.8 3.4 14.3 40.7 2.4 11.8 25.8 1.2 18.1 
Dover Stagecoach 96.2 Kent Top Travel 3.0 29.0 6.5 19.4 3.2 0.0 41.9 65.6 0.5 12.2 1.8 0.0 19.9 
Dumbarton FirstGroup 48.2 Loch Lomond Bus 

Services 
37.2 3.6 10.7 17.9 14.3 0.0 53.6 3.4 3.8 11.4 11.0 0.0 70.5 

Dumfries Stagecoach 91.5 Houston's 
Minicoaches 

5.7 20.8 20.8 22.9 16.7 4.2 14.6 40.6 2.7 35.6 7.4 0.5 13.1 

Dundee National Express 66.4 Stagecoach 30.7 23.5 15.9 4.5 21.2 0.8 34.1 60.7 0.8 1.9 14.2 0.0 22.3 
Dunfermline Stagecoach 98.2 Fisher Tours 0.8 16.9 9.9 22.5 8.5 0.0 42.3 25.8 1.4 5.8 16.4 0.0 50.5 
Durham Arriva 53.7 Go-Ahead 28.0 33.3 8.7 20.3 21.7 2.9 13.0 55.4 0.6 3.0 26.2 0.8 14.0 
Eastbourne Stagecoach 76.7 Go-Ahead 18.0 17.9 17.9 10.3 2.6 0.0 51.3 51.1 1.1 4.3 0.9 0.0 42.7 
Edinburgh Lothian Buses 75.1 FirstGroup 17.4 17.5 7.2 4.8 33.1 0.0 37.3 38.4 0.2 0.5 21.3 0.0 39.5 
Epsom and Ewell Quality Line 41.5 Go-Ahead 40.8 4.9 12.2 12.2 0.0 0.0 70.7 21.3 1.1 9.5 0.0 0.0 68.1 
Esher/Molesey Transdev 65.9 Abellio 32.1 5.9 11.8 17.6 0.0 0.0 64.7 40.8 0.9 1.7 0.0 0.0 56.6 
Exeter Stagecoach 90.3 Dartline Coaches 5.4 25.3 9.2 20.7 17.2 0.0 27.6 59.0 0.5 2.2 12.1 0.0 26.2 
Exmouth Stagecoach 92.0 Dartline Coaches 8.0 30.8 0.0 38.5 0.0 0.0 30.8 30.3 0.0 24.6 0.0 0.0 45.1 
Falkirk FirstGroup 88.7 Bryans Coaches 3.0 18.0 13.1 11.5 14.8 3.3 39.3 37.1 4.8 3.1 14.0 1.2 39.8 
Fareham/Portchester FirstGroup 96.3 Stagecoach 3.2 26.3 14.0 35.1 1.8 0.0 22.8 54.5 1.1 18.3 3.2 0.0 22.9 
Folkestone Stagecoach 96.9 Poynters Coaches 1.9 35.5 12.9 25.8 3.2 3.2 19.4 78.7 0.9 6.7 1.9 0.1 11.7 
Glasgow FirstGroup 54.3 Arriva 13.3 6.9 5.7 9.0 10.2 3.9 64.2 9.9 1.3 2.4 11.2 7.9 67.2 
Glenrothes Stagecoach 89.6 Moffat & 

Williamson 
9.6 38.3 14.9 17.0 4.3 4.3 21.3 58.9 3.9 12.1 0.6 3.2 21.2 

Glossop/Hollingworth Stagecoach 52.4 Speedwellbus 
Limited 

36.8 5.0 15.0 5.0 5.0 15.0 55.0 6.2 1.2 0.4 2.7 1.2 88.4 
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Gloucester Stagecoach 81.4 Swanbrook 

Coaches 
5.8 23.3 32.9 11.0 17.8 4.1 11.0 46.6 6.3 1.3 22.4 0.1 23.3 

Grantham Centrebus 41.4 Stagecoach 19.5 2.4 39.0 7.3 24.4 12.2 14.6 12.2 9.5 7.5 54.6 3.3 13.0 
Gravesend Arriva 93.9 Nu-Venture 2.5 10.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 3.3 70.0 29.4 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 69.4 
Grays Ensign Bus 48.8 FirstGroup 20.7 16.0 8.0 4.0 16.0 0.0 56.0 28.5 0.4 0.3 21.5 0.0 49.3 
Great Malvern FirstGroup 46.4 Rotala 23.7 0.0 26.7 0.0 26.7 0.0 46.7 0.0 6.8 0.0 29.2 0.0 64.0 
Great Yarmouth FirstGroup 68.4 Anglian Bus & 

Coach 
14.7 10.5 44.7 0.0 28.9 2.6 13.2 32.7 15.4 0.0 42.5 1.8 7.6 

Greenock McGill's Bus 
Service 

67.5 C & M Coaches 10.4 20.0 4.4 17.8 0.0 0.0 57.8 42.6 0.8 8.2 0.0 0.0 48.4 

Grimsby Stagecoach 99.3 Amvale 0.5 28.2 25.6 17.9 0.0 0.0 28.2 74.2 1.6 8.6 0.0 0.0 15.6 
Guildford Arriva 61.1 Stagecoach 17.4 14.9 12.2 20.3 10.8 5.4 36.5 35.4 0.7 4.7 22.0 3.0 34.2 
Halifax FirstGroup 73.6 Halifax Joint 

Committee 
11.1 31.6 15.2 24.1 16.5 6.3 6.3 50.8 6.6 5.6 18.5 7.2 11.4 

Hamilton FirstGroup 60.8 Whitelaw Coaches 13.7 11.6 7.0 14.0 7.0 0.0 60.5 16.9 2.3 5.6 2.9 0.0 72.2 
Harlow/ 

Sawbridgeworth 
Arriva 60.9 SM Coaches 23.2 12.2 24.5 18.4 30.6 2.0 12.2 28.6 4.3 4.5 46.5 1.2 14.9 

Harrogate/ 
Knaresborough 

Transdev 93.8 Harrogate Coach 
Travel 

5.3 21.3 17.0 44.7 2.1 0.0 14.9 59.4 0.8 20.6 12.2 0.0 6.9 

Hartlepool Stagecoach 61.8 Arriva 27.2 25.0 15.0 22.5 27.5 2.5 7.5 43.8 1.6 6.1 23.2 0.1 25.2 
Hastings Stagecoach 75.6 Renown Coaches 9.2 19.7 29.6 18.3 7.0 0.0 25.4 55.0 5.6 6.3 4.4 0.0 28.7 
Hatfield Uno 67.8 Arriva 22.7 18.8 12.9 18.8 9.4 1.2 38.8 31.1 2.0 6.6 18.1 0.1 42.1 
Hemel Hempstead Arriva 59.8 Uno 13.9 19.0 17.5 22.2 6.3 6.3 28.6 23.3 2.3 5.1 13.6 0.5 55.3 
Hereford FirstGroup 42.8 Stagecoach 20.6 15.1 32.6 22.1 9.3 15.1 5.8 37.5 4.8 16.4 17.1 2.4 21.7 
Herne Bay Stagecoach 81.3 Kingsman 

International 
6.1 5.1 30.8 12.8 2.6 2.6 46.2 9.9 5.7 2.5 0.4 0.5 81.0 

Hertford/Ware Arriva 44.5 Centrebus 26.6 8.6 2.9 22.9 5.7 2.9 57.1 6.9 0.3 15.1 6.8 1.1 69.9 
High Wycombe Arriva 77.0 Carousel Buses 18.9 19.4 30.6 8.3 12.5 5.6 23.6 56.6 4.7 5.7 8.7 5.2 19.2 
Higham Ferrers/ 

Rushden 
Stagecoach 77.4 Expresslines 22.4 33.3 20.0 40.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 76.3 1.1 22.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 

Hinckley Stagecoach 37.9 Centrebus 35.1 13.6 13.6 36.4 27.3 4.5 4.5 11.6 3.6 14.6 68.4 1.6 0.0 
Hitchin Arriva 50.6 Centrebus 27.4 3.4 24.1 6.9 31.0 0.0 34.5 18.4 8.9 5.3 30.0 0.0 37.4 
Horsham Go-Ahead 72.5 Compass Travel 

(Sussex) 
15.1 7.0 34.9 27.9 9.3 0.0 20.9 29.1 3.6 11.5 7.6 0.0 48.1 

Huddersfield FirstGroup 65.6 Centrebus 
Holdings 

17.9 18.2 10.7 26.4 13.2 6.6 24.8 35.5 3.5 9.9 13.7 2.3 35.1 

Inverness Stagecoach 93.8 D & E Coaches 2.5 38.8 11.9 9.0 13.4 0.0 26.9 70.8 1.9 2.5 3.7 0.0 21.1 
Ipswich Ipswich Buses 48.4 FirstGroup 36.7 25.4 25.4 9.0 18.0 5.7 16.4 57.1 4.6 5.4 29.0 0.6 3.4 
Irvine Stagecoach 98.6 Shuttlebus 1.4 24.0 4.0 16.0 4.0 0.0 52.0 43.1 0.1 7.7 1.3 0.0 47.8 
Islwyn Urban Area Stagecoach 55.5 Islwyn Borough 

Transport 
24.5 1.9 5.6 29.6 5.6 5.6 51.9 2.3 2.3 17.7 7.0 8.5 62.1 

Keighley Transdev 95.8 Jacksons of 
Silsden Ltd 

2.7 17.0 14.9 34.0 12.8 0.0 21.3 26.4 2.3 21.9 12.0 0.0 37.5 
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Kettering Stagecoach 93.1 Judge's Mini 

Coaches 
6.7 38.1 9.5 42.9 4.8 0.0 4.8 65.8 0.5 24.0 6.0 0.0 3.7 

Kidderminster FirstGroup 51.1 East Yorkshire 
Motor Services 

33.8 13.3 26.7 15.6 17.8 6.7 20.0 25.2 5.4 11.4 41.0 5.3 11.7 

Kilmarnock Stagecoach 97.5 Shuttlebus 1.6 10.3 7.7 23.1 0.0 0.0 59.0 21.9 0.4 12.4 0.0 0.0 65.3 
King's Lynn Norfolk Green 58.2 FirstGroup 34.4 11.1 44.4 6.7 20.0 13.3 4.4 19.0 4.4 6.0 41.8 27.6 1.2 
Kingston upon Hull Stagecoach 57.1 East Yorkshire 

Motor Services 
42.9 20.6 15.0 21.5 26.2 2.8 14.0 30.6 2.3 3.6 47.6 3.5 12.4 

Kirkcaldy Stagecoach 99.6 Fisher Tours 0.4 29.4 7.8 21.6 3.9 0.0 37.3 48.2 0.5 8.0 5.3 0.0 38.0 
Lancaster Stagecoach 91.0 Travellers Choice 3.8 26.8 25.4 14.1 5.6 19.7 8.5 70.7 3.3 7.9 3.1 1.9 13.0 
Leeds FirstGroup 65.6 Arriva 26.1 37.0 4.9 14.1 15.8 1.6 26.6 56.5 0.2 3.7 13.7 0.1 25.8 
Leicester Arriva 49.0 FirstGroup 31.4 31.0 13.8 2.6 39.7 8.6 4.3 40.2 1.1 0.7 46.0 8.0 3.9 
Leigh FirstGroup 46.7 Jim Stones 

Coaches 
16.3 13.8 18.5 21.5 23.1 9.2 13.8 34.9 4.3 12.2 24.2 0.9 23.5 

Leighton Buzzard Arriva 43.3 Grant Palmer 26.0 13.6 27.3 22.7 13.6 0.0 22.7 16.3 13.8 24.4 18.4 0.0 27.2 
Letchworth Arriva 60.1 Centrebus 24.6 0.0 37.0 7.4 11.1 3.7 40.7 0.0 6.0 21.3 8.9 0.8 63.1 
Lincoln Stagecoach 89.6 P C Coaches 6.5 14.6 45.5 12.2 8.1 5.7 13.8 67.9 7.1 2.8 11.9 1.5 8.7 
Liverpool Arriva 60.8 Stagecoach 17.8 7.2 11.5 10.0 12.5 6.9 52.0 11.6 2.9 3.5 16.0 5.9 60.0 
Livingston FirstGroup 50.8 E & M Horsburgh 15.0 0.0 24.8 6.9 22.8 6.9 38.6 0.0 11.3 7.7 25.0 8.0 48.0 
Llanelli FirstGroup 95.8 Veolia Transport 2.3 17.2 6.9 34.5 10.3 3.4 27.6 22.3 1.1 13.4 14.8 0.4 48.0 
Loughborough Wellglade 39.2 Centrebus 20.9 16.0 16.0 20.0 28.0 0.0 20.0 32.9 1.0 6.9 45.1 0.0 14.1 
Loughton Arriva 49.0 Go-Ahead 42.4 25.0 8.3 41.7 25.0 0.0 0.0 65.7 0.5 10.0 23.8 0.0 0.0 
Lowestoft FirstGroup 70.4 Anglian Bus & 

Coach 
16.0 10.3 24.1 6.9 24.1 3.4 31.0 45.0 9.0 2.1 34.7 0.8 8.5 

Luton Arriva 53.4 Centrebus  27.2 23.0 10.8 29.7 13.5 0.0 23.0 33.8 1.7 25.5 15.8 0.0 23.2 
Macclesfield Arriva 50.5 Centrebus 17.5 7.0 2.3 25.6 16.3 11.6 37.2 14.5 3.0 23.6 28.1 1.3 29.5 
Maidenhead Courtney 

Coaches 
58.5 FirstGroup 20.9 30.0 5.0 15.0 5.0 0.0 45.0 57.4 0.6 2.7 1.5 0.0 37.8 

Maidstone Arriva 87.4 Nu-Venture 8.0 16.5 21.5 10.1 8.9 1.3 41.8 48.4 3.4 5.1 3.9 0.5 38.7 
Manchester Stagecoach 42.0 FirstGroup 32.0 8.8 11.0 11.8 10.5 9.6 48.3 17.1 1.9 4.3 9.3 4.2 63.2 
Mansfield Stagecoach 59.5 Wellglade 34.0 17.8 27.4 24.7 26.0 1.4 2.7 42.7 5.3 9.5 38.5 0.1 3.8 
Margate Stagecoach 84.6 Eastonways 13.0 10.6 23.4 14.9 2.1 0.0 48.9 42.7 3.6 5.0 1.4 0.0 47.3 
Merthyr Tydfil Stagecoach 66.2 Silverline 12.3 15.4 2.6 35.9 5.1 7.7 33.3 27.6 1.0 34.6 3.0 1.3 32.5 
Middlesbrough Arriva 61.3 Stagecoach 28.7 13.6 35.5 10.9 11.8 1.8 26.4 34.7 6.5 5.4 12.5 0.1 40.8 
Motherwell FirstGroup 54.1 Coakley Bus Co 14.6 3.3 16.7 3.3 8.3 3.3 65.0 4.2 5.3 0.8 3.6 4.0 82.0 
Neath FirstGroup 75.5 South Wales 

Transport 
18.6 10.0 14.0 18.0 24.0 4.0 30.0 20.7 3.6 17.3 37.5 0.4 20.5 

Newark-on-Trent Stagecoach 39.2 Marshalls of Sutton 
on Trent 

17.6 5.8 32.7 13.5 25.0 0.0 23.1 16.4 9.3 11.0 43.6 0.0 19.6 

Newbury Reading Buses 56.7 Newbury & District 27.1 9.1 30.3 12.1 24.2 0.0 24.2 13.0 19.1 5.1 28.4 0.0 34.4 
Newcastle upon Tyne Go-Ahead 48.9 Stagecoach 28.0 12.2 23.3 18.3 9.1 8.7 28.3 29.8 2.2 4.8 10.2 1.4 51.6 
Newport Newport Bus 57.8 Stagecoach 35.8 16.2 16.2 35.4 10.1 2.0 20.2 35.1 7.1 25.3 8.1 0.4 24.0 
Northampton Stagecoach 49.1 FirstGroup 36.5 38.2 22.1 17.6 17.6 1.5 2.9 75.6 2.1 7.3 14.5 0.0 0.5 
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Northwich Arriva 79.7 GHA Coaches 9.2 27.3 18.2 22.7 9.1 0.0 22.7 67.6 1.4 12.4 8.7 0.0 9.8 
Norwich FirstGroup 67.3 Anglian Bus & 

Coach 
9.4 19.5 29.7 8.5 31.4 0.8 10.2 47.7 2.4 2.3 42.8 1.5 3.3 

Nottingham Nottingham City 
Transport 

58.8 Wellglade 29.1 17.7 18.8 23.1 25.8 3.1 11.5 37.9 1.2 6.5 39.0 0.8 14.6 

Nuneaton Stagecoach 73.7 Arriva 16.3 27.3 22.7 11.4 29.5 0.0 9.1 42.0 1.1 6.9 46.9 0.0 3.1 
Oxford Go-Ahead 49.4 Stagecoach 41.2 14.7 21.1 17.4 40.4 5.5 0.9 23.2 1.6 3.1 58.5 13.5 0.2 
Perth Stagecoach 86.3 Smith and Sons 4.8 28.4 13.6 16.0 9.9 1.2 30.9 74.1 2.8 7.0 4.7 0.1 11.3 
Peterborough Stagecoach 74.2 Peterborough City 

Services 
13.1 30.4 26.1 2.2 23.9 6.5 10.9 73.4 2.2 0.1 19.7 0.1 4.5 

Plymouth FirstGroup 44.4 Plymouth Citybus 44.3 10.4 31.3 6.7 42.3 3.1 6.1 21.0 2.9 2.1 63.0 4.8 6.2 
Pontypridd Urban 

Area 
Veolia Transport 55.0 Stagecoach 39.9 12.5 5.0 25.0 10.0 0.0 47.5 23.9 0.1 10.4 14.0 0.0 51.6 

Port Talbot FirstGroup 88.1 South Wales 
Transport 

7.0 10.7 7.1 17.9 3.6 0.0 60.7 24.3 0.5 18.8 3.9 0.0 52.4 

Portsmouth FirstGroup 57.3 Stagecoach 35.1 19.1 19.1 16.9 10.1 5.6 29.2 25.2 1.6 7.8 19.2 0.8 45.4 
Preston Stagecoach 83.9 John Fishwick & 

Sons 
6.3 14.1 37.0 11.4 5.4 16.8 15.2 67.7 3.7 2.3 5.6 1.3 19.4 

Reading Reading Buses 79.6 FirstGroup 6.1 22.2 19.4 27.8 8.3 1.9 20.4 67.1 1.8 5.8 7.6 0.6 17.1 
Redditch FirstGroup 57.9 Rotala 37.2 5.3 15.8 17.5 10.5 22.8 28.1 5.6 1.7 10.7 13.1 55.7 13.2 
Reigate/Redhill Go-Ahead 65.2 Burghfield 

Minicoaches 
11.0 6.5 9.7 0.0 0.0 3.2 80.6 18.2 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 80.6 

Rhondda Stagecoach 84.3 Veolia Transport 9.3 3.3 13.3 33.3 10.0 6.7 33.3 14.3 3.4 10.9 11.7 3.5 56.2 
Rochdale FirstGroup 64.2 Rossendale 

Transport 
27.0 22.2 19.0 23.8 7.9 6.3 20.6 37.7 4.1 11.8 8.6 0.1 37.7 

Rossendale Urban 
Area 

Rossendale 
Transport 

69.6 Transdev 23.1 7.5 39.6 22.6 13.2 11.3 5.7 36.7 3.9 11.1 33.9 0.5 13.9 

Rotherham FirstGroup 60.1 Stagecoach 26.8 21.5 21.5 11.8 25.8 4.3 15.1 49.4 3.8 3.4 24.8 0.3 18.3 
Royal Leamington 

Spa 
Stagecoach 79.2 National Express 17.4 25.0 25.0 9.4 18.8 0.0 21.9 46.0 0.9 1.4 18.6 0.0 33.1 

Royal Tunbridge 
Wells 

Arriva 66.4 Go-Ahead 10.2 12.3 26.0 5.5 11.0 12.3 32.9 43.2 4.0 1.3 11.4 1.4 38.7 

Rugby Stagecoach 77.0 Mike De Courcey 
Travel 

9.6 29.7 29.7 16.2 21.6 0.0 2.7 63.4 1.3 1.7 33.4 0.0 0.3 

Salisbury Go-Ahead 94.2 Stagecoach 3.7 18.4 25.5 37.8 11.2 1.0 6.1 59.9 1.9 14.4 17.2 2.0 4.6 
Scarborough East Yorkshire 

Motor Services 
83.7 Arriva 9.6 19.4 0.0 38.7 19.4 0.0 22.6 28.7 0.0 25.7 28.0 0.0 17.6 

Scunthorpe Stagecoach 58.9 Hornsby Travel 
Services 

28.4 12.2 26.5 10.2 20.4 6.1 24.5 21.7 3.5 11.8 34.5 9.3 19.1 

Sheffield FirstGroup 67.9 Stagecoach 15.7 10.3 17.2 15.1 24.1 8.6 24.6 21.8 1.6 3.0 32.6 2.3 38.8 
Shrewsbury Arriva 86.9 Minsterley 5.9 34.4 18.0 27.9 8.2 4.9 6.6 78.6 1.3 10.3 5.1 0.1 4.6 
Sittingbourne Arriva 64.6 Chalkwell Garage 

& Coach Hire 
34.0 11.4 8.6 17.1 5.7 0.0 57.1 48.7 0.9 11.9 10.1 0.0 28.4 
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Skelmersdale Arriva 76.6 Cumfybus 13.4 12.9 32.3 16.1 3.2 6.5 29.0 24.4 4.6 2.8 7.2 0.9 60.0 
Slough FirstGroup 56.3 Transdev 20.0 28.1 3.1 12.5 3.1 3.1 50.0 54.1 4.8 1.3 1.0 4.7 34.0 
South Shields Stagecoach 54.1 Go-Ahead 41.8 5.9 20.6 13.2 11.8 2.9 45.6 16.2 0.9 3.6 12.7 0.1 66.6 
Southampton FirstGroup 47.9 Go-Ahead 44.5 12.9 21.1 27.2 18.4 0.7 19.7 30.0 1.9 8.8 32.4 0.0 27.0 
Southend-on-Sea Arriva 46.7 FirstGroup 45.2 5.3 15.8 13.2 9.2 3.9 52.6 8.6 1.2 7.7 6.2 0.3 76.0 
Southport Arriva 65.9 Stagecoach 20.0 15.4 25.0 19.2 1.9 9.6 28.8 40.8 3.4 8.5 2.0 1.8 43.5 
St Helens Arriva 78.1 Stagecoach 4.4 12.3 11.0 21.9 6.8 2.7 45.2 26.0 1.4 10.6 12.1 0.0 49.9 
Stafford Arriva 78.0 FirstGroup 10.6 33.3 19.4 19.4 5.6 0.0 22.2 58.1 2.8 4.4 4.3 0.0 30.4 
Staines Abellio 50.4 Arriva 19.2 2.8 16.7 11.1 0.0 2.8 66.7 4.8 11.7 19.9 0.0 0.2 63.5 
Stevenage Arriva 71.7 Centrebus 19.9 6.1 24.5 8.2 16.3 2.0 42.9 19.7 4.4 8.0 25.8 4.4 37.7 
Stirling FirstGroup 60.6 Harlequin Coaches 13.9 14.0 16.3 12.8 10.5 7.0 39.5 39.1 6.9 8.1 13.3 1.9 30.8 
Stockton-on-Tees Stagecoach 50.1 Arriva 36.7 21.1 29.6 8.5 18.3 1.4 21.1 51.2 4.2 3.3 15.1 0.1 26.1 
Stoke-on-Trent FirstGroup 69.4 D&G Coach & Bus 7.8 23.3 22.6 21.2 19.2 6.8 6.8 55.7 4.6 7.5 23.4 3.9 4.9 
Stroud Stagecoach 76.1 Cotswold Green 21.3 12.5 37.5 37.5 6.3 2.1 4.2 52.9 6.4 17.4 2.4 0.4 20.6 
Sunderland Go-Ahead 51.3 Stagecoach 39.7 16.5 19.5 13.5 29.3 4.5 16.5 37.1 0.7 4.0 36.6 0.1 21.4 
Swadlincote Arriva 71.2 Midland Classic 26.6 7.7 30.8 7.7 42.3 11.5 0.0 25.1 2.1 0.7 71.3 0.8 0.0 
Swansea FirstGroup 84.8 Veolia Transport 11.7 27.0 17.0 17.7 17.0 2.1 19.1 51.2 3.1 8.2 19.9 1.4 16.3 
Swindon Thamesdown 

Transport 
66.1 Stagecoach 31.7 29.4 23.5 8.8 30.9 4.4 2.9 74.2 2.2 5.6 16.9 0.3 0.9 

Tamworth Arriva 92.5 Heartlands Travel 3.9 18.2 18.2 33.3 3.0 3.0 24.2 53.9 1.2 18.8 1.9 0.0 24.1 
Taunton FirstGroup 66.5 Stagecoach 25.2 15.0 30.0 8.3 36.7 3.3 6.7 47.2 2.2 5.2 37.2 0.6 7.5 
Telford Dawley Arriva 92.5 Choice Travel 3.5 26.4 35.8 15.1 9.4 0.0 13.2 43.7 3.2 8.6 3.7 0.0 40.8 
Tonbridge Arriva 79.6 Autocar Bus & 

Coach Services 
12.7 9.8 27.5 11.8 3.9 17.6 29.4 39.6 5.0 4.7 6.7 2.8 41.3 

Torquay Stagecoach 81.2 FirstGroup 6.7 21.7 21.7 36.7 5.0 1.7 13.3 51.2 2.9 14.4 2.9 0.1 28.4 
Trowbridge FirstGroup 40.3 Frome Minibuses 17.7 5.4 42.9 16.1 8.9 7.1 19.6 14.2 9.0 19.7 23.3 1.1 32.6 
Wakefield Arriva 88.6 Star Travel 

Holidays Ltd 
2.8 30.2 4.8 7.9 15.9 4.8 36.5 41.2 0.3 2.0 16.4 0.8 39.2 

Walsall National Express 68.8 Rotala 11.5 14.2 24.1 13.5 15.6 14.2 18.4 24.2 3.3 4.4 16.9 18.1 33.2 
Walton and 

Weybridge 
Abellio 69.5 Arriva 25.6 6.3 12.5 18.8 0.0 0.0 62.5 16.4 1.2 1.8 0.0 0.0 80.6 

Warrington Warrington 
Borough 
Transport 

71.4 Arriva 13.2 22.8 10.1 30.4 11.4 5.1 20.3 44.1 1.9 10.3 12.7 5.2 25.8 

Watford Arriva 67.0 Uno 14.3 8.0 21.6 15.9 8.0 3.4 43.2 12.3 2.1 7.6 2.5 0.3 75.2 
Wellingborough Stagecoach 81.9 FirstGroup 18.0 37.5 6.3 50.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 62.6 0.1 30.4 6.9 0.0 0.0 
Weston-super-Mare FirstGroup 88.1 Bakers Dolphin 8.7 46.3 22.0 17.1 7.3 0.0 7.3 81.7 2.8 4.6 6.9 0.0 4.0 
Weymouth FirstGroup 86.0 Sureline 12.4 12.5 25.0 30.0 12.5 2.5 17.5 48.3 1.6 16.8 12.0 2.3 19.1 
Wigan FirstGroup 41.7 Arriva 40.6 19.5 15.9 12.2 14.6 7.3 30.5 35.8 1.7 3.5 22.5 0.4 36.0 
Winchester Stagecoach 82.0 Go-Ahead 16.3 20.9 23.3 14.0 18.6 0.0 23.3 58.9 4.1 5.1 9.4 0.0 22.5 
Windsor/Eton FirstGroup 56.9 Courtney Coaches 30.0 7.1 0.0 21.4 0.0 0.0 71.4 9.6 0.0 33.7 0.0 0.0 56.7 
Woking/Byfleet Arriva 51.6 Countryliner Travel 23.4 5.6 33.3 18.5 1.9 3.7 37.0 27.1 5.4 10.5 6.4 0.3 50.3 
Wolverhampton National Express 74.7 Choice Travel 5.4 24.5 11.9 16.8 11.2 11.9 23.8 45.0 1.5 1.6 9.5 10.5 31.9 
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per cent 
 

Urban area Largest operator 
Share of 
supply 

Second largest 
operator 

Share of 
supply Proportion of routes (by category) 

Frequency weighted proportion of routes (by 
category) 

     
1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 

                                  
Wolverton/Stony 

Stratford 
Arriva 83.0 Centrebus 5.5 25.6 30.2 7.0 18.6 4.7 14.0 55.7 3.3 6.6 11.8 1.5 21.1 

Worcester FirstGroup 62.4 Rotala 20.4 20.3 18.8 15.6 18.8 4.7 21.9 38.8 4.9 3.5 18.0 10.9 23.9 
Worksop Stagecoach 88.7 Veolia Transport 11.0 22.9 17.1 37.1 14.3 0.0 8.6 41.2 2.9 9.7 32.8 0.0 13.4 
Worthing Stagecoach 62.6 Go-Ahead 25.7 11.1 31.5 9.3 7.4 0.0 40.7 18.5 2.7 4.9 6.9 0.0 66.9 
Wrexham Arriva 58.5 GHA Coaches 25.1 10.7 17.3 25.3 13.3 6.7 26.7 43.5 7.1 11.3 13.4 3.2 21.6 
Yeovil FirstGroup 55.3 South West 

Coaches 
18.9 14.3 34.9 17.5 12.7 0.0 20.6 45.0 5.8 15.9 14.4 0.0 18.8 

York FirstGroup 68.5 Transdev 9.6 22.7 25.3 4.0 32.0 1.3 14.7 63.7 2.6 1.9 28.5 0.1 3.4 

Source:  CC. 
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APPENDIX E 

Method for calculating the proportion of a route that is overlapped 

1. The overlap measure outlined in paragraphs 4.26 to 4.32 of the provisional findings 

and in paragraphs 57 to 62 of the route and Urban Area analysis working paper 

(3.2 km overlap) was designed to identify routes that are highly unlikely to face 

meaningful head-to-head competition.  

2. The overlap measure set out in paragraphs 63 to 65 of the route and urban area 

analysis working paper (90 per cent overlap) was designed to identify routes where 

all, or nearly all, of the flows on the route face head-to-head competition and conse-

quently the majority of passengers on that route are likely to face a choice of 

operator. 

3. However, many routes in the reference area fall between these two extremes and 

face an overlap that is long enough that we cannot rule out the possibility that a 

material proportion of passengers face a choice of operator for their journey, but not 

so long that we can say that all or nearly all of passengers are likely to face a choice 

of operator for their journey. 

4. In this appendix, we describe a different methodology designed to assess the degree 

of overlap on a particular route. Specifically we calculate the proportion of the route 

that is overlapped by routes that have a regularly overlapping timetable and which 

overlap for at least 3.2 km. 

5. The method proceeds in two steps. First of all, we exclude overlaps that are unlikely 

to provide meaningful head-to-head competition using the same methodology set out 

in paragraphs 4.26 to 4.32 of the provisional findings. In other words, we exclude 

overlaps of less than 3.2 km in length and overlaps from routes that do not have a 



 

E2 

regularly overlapping timetable. Second, we divide the route in question into 

individual road sections (generally between 50m and 300m long) and assess 

individually whether each road section along the route is overlapped by routes that 

meet the ‘meaningful head-to-head competition’ criteria.  

6. This second stage in the analysis is illustrated in Figure 1. 

FIGURE 1 

Calculation of the proportion of the route that is overlapped 

 

Source:  CC. 

7. In this example, the route in question (route A) is Y km long and is overlapped by four 

other routes (routes B, C, D and E) that operate a regularly overlapping timetable and 

overlap for 3.2 km or more. Routes B, C and E overlap at the beginning of the route 

and also overlap with each other. Together they result in a continuous overlap of 

Z1 km. Route D overlaps with route A only for a distance of Z2 km. Overall if we add 

Z1 and Z2 we calculate that a total of Z km of route A is overlapped and (Y–Z) km of 

route A is not overlapped. Our measure of the proportion of the route that is 

‘overlapped’ is therefore given by Z/Y.1

 
 
1 It is helpful to illustrate the calculation method in Figure 1 with a numerical example. Consider route A which is 16 km long. 
Route A faces three overlaps that are each 3.2 km in length (B, C and D) and a further overlap of 5 km (E). Together overlaps 
B, C and E overlap for 5 km (Z1) and overlap D for a further 3.2 km (Z2). Of the total length of route A, 8.2 km (Z) is overlapped. 
The value of the overlap measure in this example is therefore 8.2/16 = 51.25 per cent. 
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8. This measure provides us with some information about the proportion of passengers 

on a route that are likely to have a choice of operator for their journey. In particular, 

for that proportion of a route that does not face any overlap of 3.2 km or more, it is 

unlikely that more than a small minority of passengers whose journey begins or ends 

in that section will have a choice of operator. As such, if this section makes up a 

substantial proportion of a route, then we conclude that it is likely that a substantial 

proportion of passengers on that route will not have a choice of operator.  

9. The proportion of a route that we find to be overlapped does not, however, translate 

directly to the considerably more complex questions of the proportion of revenue on 

the route which is subject to head-to-head competition, or the proportion of passen-

gers on the route that enjoy a choice of operator. This overlap measure therefore 

needs to be interpreted with some care. 

10. First of all, in many cases we might expect passenger flows to be distributed un-

evenly along the length of a route, with a disproportionately large number of passen-

gers boarding and departing at certain points. Because we are not able to observe 

the proportion of passenger journeys that begin or end in different sections of the 

route, we cannot identify whether that part of the route which faces overlap accounts 

for a proportionately large or small share of total revenue.  

11. For example, in Figure 1, it might be the case that the part of the route covered by 

overlap Z1 is within a town centre, and so there are a relatively high number of 

passengers making journeys within this section of the route. If this is the case, the 

proportion of total revenue accounted for by passengers travelling within this section 

of the route’s length may be relatively high. 
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12. Second, even if passenger flows are distributed evenly along the length of a route, 

the relationship between the proportion of the route facing overlap and the proportion 

of passengers which have a choice of operator for their journey will be non-linear. 

This is because, while the measure might give a fair reflection of the proportion of 

passengers that board the service within those sections of the route that do and do 

not face overlap, it will not be linearly related to the proportion of passengers that 

both board and disembark within a section of the route that faces overlap.2

13. For example, imagine that distance Z in Figure 1—the proportion of route A that 

faces overlap—is equal to 20 per cent. If customers are distributed evenly along the 

length of the route, then we might then expect that 20 per cent of passengers will 

board route A in the overlapped section of the route Z. However, it does not follow 

that all these passengers will also make journeys that end within the overlapped 

section of the route, and so the proportion of customers who have a choice of 

operator for their journey is likely to be somewhat lower. 

 

14. Finally, as discussed in paragraphs 58(b) to 60 of the route and Urban Areas 

analysis working paper, shorter overlaps will provide an alternative operator for 

relatively few passengers. The overlap measure set out in this appendix measures 

the total proportion of a route that is overlapped by any routes that overlap by at least 

3.2 km in total. However, unless these individual overlaps are substantially longer 

than 3.2 km, many passengers on the overlapping section still may not have a choice 

of operator, as their journey is likely to be too long to be contained entirely within the 

overlap.  

 
 
2 If the overlapped section is comprised of several overlaps (eg the overlaps from routes B, C, D and E in Figure 1), each of 
which is shorter than the combined overlap given by the measure (eg Z in Figure 1), then even some passengers whose 
journeys begin and end within the overlap section may not have a choice of operator, as their journey may not be covered by 
any single overlapping route. For example, consider a passenger that wishes to travel from a point within Z1 to a point within Z2 
in Figure 1. The passenger’s journey begins and ends within the portion of the route that is overlapped. However, it is not poss-
ible for the passenger to make their journey using any of the overlapping services (B to E). This passenger does not therefore 
enjoy a choice of operator. 
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15. For example, we know from NTS data that on average more than half of bus journeys 

in the reference area are longer than 4.8 km. Consider the example where in Figure 

1 the overlap sections B, C, D and E overlap route A for a distance of less than 

4.8 km. If this is the case, then, all else equal, we would expect at least half of the 

passengers whose journeys start and end in the overlapped section of the route to 

not have a choice of operator by virtue of the fact that their intended journey is longer 

than the length of each of the overlapping services (B to E).  

16. In order to overcome these limitations and make more determinative findings about 

the proportion of revenue on a route that is subject to head-to-head competition and 

the proportion of passengers on a route that enjoy a choice of operator, we would 

need access to information on individual passenger flows. As discussed in para-

graphs 41 to 43 of the route and Urban Area analysis working paper, this information 

is not available. Consequently, whilst this measure gives a broad indication of the 

extent to which an operator on a route faces head-to-head competition, and we 

expect a correlation, this measure cannot be used to make firm conclusions regard-

ing the proportion of passengers, flows or revenues on a route that are contested by 

a rival operator. 
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APPENDIX F                    

Results of the route classification exercise for non-urban routes by LTA 

     

per cent 
 

LTA 

Number 
of routes 
in LTA 

Non-urban 
routes in 

LTA 

Proportion of 
non-urban 

routes in LTA 

Proportion of routes (by category) Frequency weighted proportion of routes 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
                            

Eilean Siar 54 54 100.0 16.7 25.9 14.8 31.5 11.1 38.1 10.2 5.7 43.5 2.4 
Anglesey 44 44 100.0 18.2 18.2 20.5 36.4 6.8 44.3 3.8 13.2 38.0 0.7 
Shetland Islands 26 26 100.0 15.4 26.9 38.5 15.4 3.8 46.4 8.8 20.1 23.8 0.9 
Pembrokeshire 56 56 100.0 23.2 26.8 28.6 17.9 3.6 56.3 4.1 14.2 24.9 0.5 
Isle of Wight 31 31 100.0 32.3 25.8 35.5 6.5 0.0 78.7 4.2 16.1 1.0 0.0 
Orkney Islands 12 12 100.0 41.7 8.3 50.0 0.0 0.0 92.6 0.7 6.6 0.0 0.0 
Ceredigion 61 60 98.4 15.0 30.0 21.7 30.0 3.3 25.5 9.0 22.1 42.2 1.2 
Gwynedd 131 128 97.7 11.7 22.7 28.1 28.1 9.4 19.7 7.7 13.4 45.1 14.1 
Moray 52 46 88.5 17.4 47.8 19.6 15.2 0.0 63.3 13.3 12.1 11.4 0.0 
Argyll & Bute 73 64 87.7 60.9 6.3 18.8 14.1 0.0 80.2 1.8 10.9 7.1 0.0 
Scottish Borders 103 83 80.6 8.4 24.1 22.9 20.5 24.1 22.0 5.7 15.5 35.7 21.1 
Powys 138 109 79.0 12.8 38.5 25.7 13.8 9.2 26.8 10.5 20.6 30.1 12.1 
Cornwall 208 154 74.0 24.7 27.9 25.3 19.5 2.6 47.9 5.8 16.3 29.2 0.8 
Highland 212 143 67.5 23.8 26.6 36.4 7.7 5.6 61.5 8.6 23.4 4.5 2.0 
Carmarthenshire 125 84 67.2 10.7 29.8 33.3 17.9 8.3 19.9 9.5 41.0 27.6 2.0 
Aberdeen City 136 91 66.9 24.2 24.2 36.3 13.2 2.2 44.6 7.7 25.8 21.4 0.4 
Conwy 46 30 65.2 10.0 30.0 16.7 43.3 0.0 12.5 8.0 9.9 69.5 0.0 
Cumbria 235 145 61.7 16.6 22.8 43.4 8.3 9.0 39.4 5.5 40.4 10.4 4.4 
Angus 166 102 61.4 25.5 32.4 18.6 18.6 4.9 57.4 4.4 11.7 25.9 0.5 
Northumberland 253 155 61.3 9.7 40.6 24.5 12.3 12.9 38.8 9.1 21.5 26.3 4.3 
Monmouthshire 65 37 56.9 16.2 24.3 35.1 16.2 8.1 31.9 8.1 37.4 21.5 1.1 
Dumfries & Galloway 120 63 52.5 20.6 38.1 27.0 9.5 4.8 59.9 14.1 14.3 10.6 1.1 
Shropshire 229 119 52.0 16.0 46.2 15.1 12.6 10.1 46.9 8.5 18.4 17.1 9.0 
Rutland 26 13 50.0 30.8 23.1 23.1 7.7 15.4 61.1 2.7 14.6 20.9 0.7 
North Yorkshire 317 152 47.9 17.8 28.3 38.2 13.2 2.6 33.4 6.3 36.7 22.7 0.9 
Cambridgeshire 190 89 46.8 15.7 34.8 33.7 11.2 4.5 39.4 8.2 27.5 20.8 4.1 
Gloucestershire 341 149 43.7 10.1 45.0 24.2 10.1 10.7 39.3 20.6 18.1 18.7 3.3 
County Durham 261 114 43.7 16.7 15.8 53.5 8.8 5.3 24.2 5.8 47.8 17.3 4.9 
Lincolnshire 443 189 42.7 10.1 49.2 15.3 15.9 9.5 43.7 15.9 16.9 22.1 1.4 
Denbighshire 67 28 41.8 21.4 10.7 39.3 21.4 7.1 38.0 9.6 34.9 16.5 0.9 
Devon 353 138 39.1 15.2 36.2 36.2 8.7 3.6 34.6 13.3 37.6 11.8 2.6 
Perth & Kinross 167 65 38.9 20.0 35.4 33.8 1.5 9.2 60.7 18.4 13.8 3.0 4.1 
East Lothian 49 19 38.8 15.8 31.6 47.4 5.3 0.0 39.6 4.5 40.4 15.4 0.0 
Norfolk 349 135 38.7 8.1 35.6 38.5 10.4 7.4 27.1 7.4 31.9 30.2 3.3 
West Sussex 313 118 37.7 13.6 44.1 28.8 8.5 5.1 60.9 12.0 18.5 8.1 0.5 
Herefordshire, County of 157 58 36.9 15.5 25.9 36.2 17.2 5.2 37.5 6.2 23.5 32.4 0.4 
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per cent 
 

LTA 

Number 
of routes 
in LTA 

Non-urban 
routes in 

LTA 

Proportion of 
non-urban 

routes in LTA 

Proportion of routes (by category) Frequency weighted proportion of routes 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
                            

Somerset 242 83 34.3 19.3 49.4 12.0 16.9 2.4 62.1 16.1 6.6 14.4 0.7 
Dorset 226 76 33.6 13.2 34.2 39.5 6.6 6.6 40.9 8.8 36.1 9.0 5.2 
East Riding of Yorkshire 145 47 32.4 12.8 14.9 63.8 6.4 2.1 23.9 4.5 54.8 14.4 2.4 
Wiltshire 334 108 32.3 12.0 36.1 33.3 10.2 8.3 43.8 12.1 27.0 15.0 2.1 
Suffolk 366 116 31.7 11.2 49.1 19.8 10.3 9.5 37.2 27.2 12.9 19.7 3.0 
Derbyshire 533 163 30.6 10.4 37.4 23.9 11.0 17.2 46.1 9.6 9.7 32.4 2.3 
Oxfordshire 268 77 28.7 15.6 39.0 33.8 10.4 1.3 39.7 11.4 31.4 10.5 6.9 
North Lincolnshire 86 24 27.9 4.2 54.2 16.7 12.5 12.5 33.4 22.5 12.0 25.8 6.4 
East Sussex 222 60 27.0 21.7 31.7 31.7 8.3 6.7 55.3 5.6 17.1 20.8 1.2 
Flintshire 79 21 26.6 23.8 23.8 23.8 19.0 9.5 37.4 15.0 16.8 29.1 1.7 
Fife 212 56 26.4 14.3 16.1 55.4 14.3 0.0 25.5 2.3 33.4 38.8 0.0 
Bridgend 59 14 23.7 7.1 28.6 21.4 28.6 14.3 30.9 9.5 11.3 37.8 10.5 
Stirling 111 23 20.7 8.7 39.1 26.1 17.4 8.7 24.8 29.3 16.0 25.9 4.0 
Lancashire 731 145 19.8 4.1 49.7 13.8 6.2 26.2 15.3 18.6 12.4 43.5 10.3 
Warwickshire 239 46 19.2 17.4 41.3 19.6 15.2 6.5 74.3 5.8 7.1 12.2 0.6 
Hampshire 514 94 18.3 10.6 33.0 43.6 9.6 3.2 69.2 7.7 19.8 2.6 0.6 
Worcestershire 268 49 18.3 10.2 28.6 40.8 16.3 4.1 30.0 5.2 37.5 26.9 0.4 
Essex 480 85 17.7 9.4 49.4 21.2 20.0 0.0 25.3 21.3 15.3 38.1 0.0 
Central Bedfordshire 140 24 17.1 0.0 50.0 33.3 12.5 4.2 0.0 31.2 46.7 21.5 0.5 
West Berkshire 76 13 17.1 15.4 38.5 23.1 15.4 7.7 51.1 12.4 9.5 26.4 0.6 
Northamptonshire 182 30 16.5 13.3 50.0 36.7 0.0 0.0 51.6 22.8 25.7 0.0 0.0 
Staffordshire 335 55 16.4 7.3 25.5 41.8 18.2 7.3 5.0 14.7 38.9 33.3 8.0 
Redcar and Cleveland 61 10 16.4 0.0 40.0 50.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 40.9 53.1 6.0 0.0 
The Vale of Glamorgan 43 7 16.3 28.6 28.6 14.3 28.6 0.0 29.0 17.6 1.1 52.4 0.0 
Leicestershire 186 30 16.1 16.7 20.0 43.3 16.7 3.3 8.6 2.9 24.8 54.5 9.1 
Nottinghamshire 374 55 14.7 14.5 23.6 30.9 20.0 10.9 34.2 2.3 9.6 53.0 1.0 
Blaenau Gwent 34 5 14.7 20.0 0.0 60.0 20.0 0.0 28.8 0.0 64.1 7.1 0.0 
North Somerset 79 11 13.9 9.1 36.4 45.5 9.1 0.0 20.3 27.9 48.6 3.2 0.0 
South Gloucestershire 156 21 13.5 0.0 38.1 42.9 0.0 19.0 0.0 29.1 56.4 0.0 14.5 
Falkirk 69 9 13.0 22.2 22.2 22.2 33.3 0.0 16.9 3.2 6.1 73.8 0.0 
Buckinghamshire 198 25 12.6 12.0 52.0 24.0 8.0 4.0 34.4 20.2 19.2 25.4 0.7 
Peterborough 51 6 11.8 16.7 33.3 16.7 0.0 33.3 2.4 57.7 30.4 0.0 9.5 
Neath Port Talbot 85 10 11.8 0.0 30.0 10.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.6 96.8 0.0 
Strathclyde PTE 610 71 11.6 18.3 25.4 22.5 25.4 8.5 27.3 5.7 14.6 49.8 2.7 
Clackmannanshire 26 3 11.5 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 58.3 8.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 
Kent 560 64 11.4 26.6 42.2 12.5 9.4 9.4 70.6 7.9 3.6 13.4 4.5 
Bedford 83 9 10.8 11.1 66.7 0.0 11.1 11.1 52.4 3.9 0.0 43.2 0.6 
Surrey 312 32 10.3 25.0 34.4 25.0 9.4 6.3 80.9 1.6 5.7 11.5 0.3 
Cheshire East 134 13 9.7 15.4 7.7 76.9 0.0 0.0 56.7 0.6 42.7 0.0 0.0 
West Lothian 117 11 9.4 18.2 18.2 45.5 18.2 0.0 20.1 10.9 33.5 35.5 0.0 
Hertfordshire 409 36 8.8 19.4 36.1 19.4 22.2 2.8 40.5 6.4 3.7 49.3 0.1 
Bath and North East Somerset 127 11 8.7 0.0 63.6 0.0 36.4 0.0 0.0 47.2 0.0 52.8 0.0 
South Yorkshire PTE 533 45 8.4 6.7 37.8 24.4 15.6 15.6 34.5 8.8 10.8 43.2 2.6 
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per cent 
 

LTA 

Number 
of routes 
in LTA 

Non-urban 
routes in 

LTA 

Proportion of 
non-urban 

routes in LTA 

Proportion of routes (by category) Frequency weighted proportion of routes 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
                            

Telford and Wrekin 61 5 8.2 0.0 40.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.9 78.1 0.0 0.0 
Stockton-on-Tees 74 6 8.1 16.7 16.7 16.7 50.0 0.0 32.6 0.6 13.6 53.1 0.0 
Rhondda, Cynon, Taff 105 8 7.6 12.5 62.5 0.0 25.0 0.0 59.5 11.2 0.0 29.3 0.0 
West Yorkshire PTE 544 39 7.2 23.1 12.8 41.0 20.5 2.6 41.7 4.1 28.6 24.2 1.4 
Swansea 137 9 6.6 22.2 11.1 0.0 55.6 11.1 8.2 0.4 0.0 90.4 1.0 
Wrexham 81 5 6.2 20.0 20.0 20.0 40.0 0.0 43.2 1.2 4.5 51.2 0.0 
Wokingham 52 3 5.8 33.3 33.3 0.0 33.3 0.0 75.8 9.5 0.0 14.7 0.0 
Windsor and Maidenhead 37 2 5.4 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 96.0 0.0 0.0 
Cheshire West & Chester 133 7 5.3 0.0 0.0 71.4 28.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 30.4 69.6 0.0 
North East Lincolnshire 39 2 5.1 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 7.0 0.0 93.0 0.0 
Cardiff 124 6 4.8 0.0 66.7 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 5.7 0.0 94.3 0.0 
Blackburn with Darwen 107 5 4.7 20.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 82.0 13.5 0.0 0.0 4.5 
Hartlepool 45 2 4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 
Milton Keynes 93 4 4.3 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.8 91.2 0.0 0.0 
Merthyr Tydfil 47 2 4.3 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Dundee City 129 5 3.9 0.0 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 84.8 15.2 0.0 0.0 
Midlothian 54 2 3.7 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 12.8 0.0 87.2 0.0 
Thurrock 27 1 3.7 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Darlington 55 2 3.6 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 98.1 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Poole 83 3 3.6 0.0 66.7 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 
Edinburgh, City of 167 6 3.6 0.0 33.3 0.0 66.7 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 97.2 0.0 
Middlesbrough 91 3 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 
Greater Manchester PTE 672 22 3.3 13.6 36.4 4.5 27.3 18.2 29.9 5.2 3.2 60.5 1.2 
Bracknell Forest 35 1 2.9 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Tyne and Wear PTE 609 17 2.8 5.9 23.5 52.9 17.6 0.0 10.6 6.3 27.2 56.0 0.0 
Caerphilly 82 2 2.4 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.4 80.6 0.0 
Reading 90 2 2.2 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 39.1 0.0 60.9 0.0 
Medway 97 2 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 85.7 14.3 
Portsmouth 50 1 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 
Leicester 113 2 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 
Brighton and Hove 116 2 1.7 50.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 17.7 0.0 0.0 82.3 0.0 
Merseyside PTE 470 6 1.3 0.0 33.3 16.7 33.3 16.7 0.0 3.3 18.6 76.5 1.6 
West Midlands PTE 825 10 1.2 20.0 50.0 10.0 20.0 0.0 40.0 22.5 1.1 36.4 0.0 
Warrington 83 1 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 
Bristol, City of 170 2 1.2 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Southampton 91 1 1.1 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Derby 133 1 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 
Nottingham 189 1 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 
Slough 32 

 
0.0 

    
  

     Halton 61 
 

0.0 
    

  
     Kingston upon Hull, City of 103 

 
0.0 

    
  

     Newport 97 
 

0.0 
    

  
     Southend-on-Sea 63 

 
0.0 
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per cent 
 

LTA 

Number 
of routes 
in LTA 

Non-urban 
routes in 

LTA 

Proportion of 
non-urban 

routes in LTA 

Proportion of routes (by category) Frequency weighted proportion of routes 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
                            

Torfaen 51 
 

0.0 
    

  
     Blackpool 35 

 
0.0 

    
  

     Swindon 67 
 

0.0 
    

  
     Plymouth 155 

 
0.0 

    
  

     Stoke-on-Trent 116 
 

0.0 
    

  
     Luton 63 

 
0.0 

    
  

     Bournemouth 79 
 

0.0 
    

  
     Torbay 58 

 
0.0 

    
  

     Aberdeen City 74 
 

0.0 
    

  
     York 75   0.0                     

Source:  CC. 
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