
 



1 
 

 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS  
 

The review has been funded by Wiltshire Council and supported by First Great Western. 
Performance data supplied by Passenger Transport Unit, Wiltshire Council and former Wiltshire County 
Council 
 

Wayconsult Associates gratefully acknowledges support of Wiltshire Councilôs officers: Alan Feist, Director of 
Sustainable Transport; David Gillett, Public Transport Development Manager; Ian White, Head of Service - 
Passenger Transport.  The contribution of all those involved in the surveys in 2006 and the update of 2009 is 
much appreciated. 
 

The views expressed in this report are those of the authors. 
 

Please acknowledge quotations. Reproduction in any form, in part or whole, is expressly forbidden without 
written consent of both parties.   
Author: Alan James, Wayconsult Associates   
Copyright: The contents of this document published by the Association of Kennet Passengers are the joint 
copyright of the association and Wayconsult Associates. Cover design and photographs: Kate Freeman. 
Photo of Pewsey Station Graham Ellis. 

 



2 
 

FOREWORD  

Rural transport tends to fall off peopleôs radar until a car reliant constituency is rudely awoken:  the 

price of petrol goes up, parking at the railway station proves unaffordable, the local NHS service is 

to be centralised and out of reach, or suddenly finding driving is no longer an option.  The truth is 

that rural people who do not have ready access to a car are keeping alive our rural bus services, but 

only just.  Rural public transport usually wins the Cinderella prize.      

The Pewsey Vale, the subject of this report, used to be referred to frivolously by transport 

professionals as ñthe grave yard of transport plannersò until, that is, the advent of Rural Bus 

Challenge in 1998 and everyone woke up to new possibilities.  The new funds brought about 

Wigglybus, one of the earliest experiments in demand responsive transport and became part of 

mainstream scheduled public bus services.  The service broke through the mindset that said that 

shopper buses on market days would suffice.  But even then the service did not restore the level of 

service that local people remember using shortly before bus de-regulation.  In the 1980s there were 

Sunday and evening services in the Pewsey Vale. 

When the Department for Transport money ceased in March 2007, Wiltshire brought the Wigglybus 

scheme within the fold of their newly created Connect2Wiltshire.  The service fitted well with 

Wiltshireôs evolving long term strategy for rural access within its target cost of £3.50 per passenger 

trip.  Encouraged by Kennet Passengersô market research new Pewsey Vale taxi buses were born.    

In view of Wiltshireôs withdrawal of Devizes Pewsey RailLink last year, and more recently its plan to 

withdraw the Night TaxiBuzz, it is worth quoting the Councilôs Local Transport Plan 2006/07 - 

2010/11 aims when supporting public transport services.  These are to: 

 Provide access to a wide range of facilities and opportunities (including food and other 

shopping, personal business, health care, learning, employment, leisure, social and 

recreational purposes) for those without access to private transport; and  

 Maintain and develop public transport services which contribute to reducing congestion and 

air pollution, and improve road safety, by making public transport an attractive alternative to 

car use.   

Wiltshireôs subsidy is not an automatic and services must prove their worth.  The prospects for rural 

public transport are not promising and services will be less well funded than in the past. The 

challenge now requires hard headed thinking.  By identifying problems and finding realistic and 

imaginative solutions full time services can be put on a more viable footing.  

This review commissioned by Wiltshire Council is good practice and offers an opportunity to tackle 

the problems positively and creatively before withdrawing any rural service.  Everyone benefits from 

improving access for rural communities: those who provide services, those who complain about 

congestion, employers, tourism, and residents alike.  All will need to play their part to keep public 

transport on track.   

We commend the principles and recommendations in Chapter 8.  There is little time to waste.  The 

next steps for Kennet Passengers are to work with all parties on well illustrated costed examples 

and consult. 

Association of Kennet Passengers  
April 2010  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
References to text in the main report are written in brackets 

 

1. The purpose of this review is to evaluate performance of the Pewsey Vale Connect2 Wiltshire 
(C2W) and trends starting from 2002/03 when it operated as Wiltshire Wigglybus.  The review 
focuses on the Line 1 catchment area (nearest Devizes), taxibus-type operations, and Rail Link 
services.  The proposal included Devizes Town services due to anecdotal dissatisfaction with 
the reduced services/longer routes.  By the time this review went live, the Town Services was a 
commercial operation which meant that data is no longer available for this evaluation.   

2. What follows are the results of very detailed work with recommendations for a routes review.  To 
derive best value in rural transport, fine grained detail is a requirement.  The review also serves 
as a case study for flexible services for Wiltshire Councilôs public transport review by Mouchel. 

 

Results and anal ysis: Line 1  

 

3. The general picture is one of increased use from 2002-05 followed by a steady decrease until 
2007-08 when decline in ridership was arrested.  The combined monthly averages indicate that 
stability has been maintained (ref paras 3.2 and 3.3).  Although the overall passenger totals for 
Line 1 roughly equate to the combined usage for Lines 2 and 3, the pattern is very similar (ref 
paragraph 3.4).  

4. The headline figures for costs from October 2007 appear healthier: Wiltshireôs data for 2008/09 
gives an annual ñwhole project subsidy per passenger (trip)ò of Ã1.83.  However if call centre 
costs and an allowance for capital costs of vehicles are added the subsidy amounts to an 
estimated £3.26 per passenger trip.  This is a reduction of £1.23 on the subsidy per trip from 
April to October 2007, and is even below the figure of £3.36 for the peak ridership year of 
2005/06 (ref paragraph 3.7). This has largely been achieved as a result of nearly doubling the 
number of school journeys in October 2007 from 17% to 33% and an increase in charges for 
school journeys since April 2008. 

5. The buses appear to be largely used for educational transport and by people without ready 
access to a car. In 2006/07 the ratio of educational contribution to revenue was four times 
greater than the educational contribution to passenger trips.  This expresses the extent to which 
the education contribution cross-subsidises the general public transport operation.  Without the 
higher per journey education contribution the overall cost per passenger trip would be higher 
than the headline figure of £3.26 suggests (ref paragraph 3.10). 

6. The ridership analysis shows that a relatively small number of village locations account for a 
significant proportion of all trips (35%), whilst a long ótailô of locations make up the rest with less 
than 1 user a day.  This is not to say that these locations are unimportant. They are likely to be 
very important for the individual users, but it suggests that there may be more efficient ways of 
meeting those travel needs (ref paragraph 3.14). 

7. Line 1 is one of two circular routes completed in an hour.  This makes for a circuitous and long 
journey in one direction for those living at the start or end of the circuit. If Line 1 services are 
unchanged there is little prospect in growth in passenger numbers.  A larger and more broadly 
based pool of users is undoubtedly desirable to safeguard the future security of the service (ref 
paragraph 7.1). 

8. The Kennet Passengersô household survey in 2006/07 showed that 1 in 5 were bus users, 
around half the people who tried the service found it wanting in some way, and the rest (about 1 
in 3) are not hostile to bus use in principle but had never tried the service (ref paragraph 4.2). A 
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high degree of resistance to use of the service by the car-available is somewhat discouraging 
given that modal shift was an objective of the Wigglybus from the outset (ref para 4.5).   

9. There is a national policy imperative to reduce CO2 emissions from transport, and modal shift is 
an important tool. The point to emphasise is that modal shift will not come about through service 
improvements alone but by a range of actions implemented in tandem (ref paragraph 4.6). At 
present, it requires only a capture of just over 1% of the 88% non users to increase bus usage 
by 10% (ref paragraph 4.6). 

10. A relatively low response rate to the supplementary household survey in December 2009 (about 
17%) suggests that results should be treated with caution.  However the results, which included 
a test for an alternative direct service between Devizes and Pewsey, sent a strong message 
about which service changes would most likely attract car users: reducing the long journey time.  
Other issues highlighted were: reliability, routes, direct rail links to London, cost and bus 
shelters. Those who found the long journey time to be a barrier to use represent the ósoftô end of 
the car user spectrum1.  By combining this sample with the original 2006/07 survey the results 
show that usage could rise from 12% to almost 18% from this sample alone.  This implies a 
modal shift by up to 50% if the whole target market were captured (ref paragraphs 5.9 to 5.13).    

 

Results and analysis: Rail Link from Devizes to Pewsey  

 

11. There was a spectacular increase in use of 240% between April 2008 and March 2009. This is 
attributed to the full complement of three morning services enabling commuters to arrive in 
London before 0900.  In the peak month the average loading was over 450 which amounted to 
about 6.5 per run (ref paragraphs 3.19 and 3.20).  When the Rail Link services were reduced 
from three to one in March 2009 and the contracts merged with the Marlborough-Devizes and 
taxibus usage roughly halved.  The service was estimated to have high support costs but there 
are reasons to question data reliability.  For instance revenue from concessionary travel is not 
included in the headline figures.   

12. The December 2009 survey of parkers in and around Pewsey station revealed that 5 out of 7 
respondents gave rail links to London as a reason for being interested in the potential for the 
bus as an alternative to the car for longer distance journeys.  Whilst the return is only 14%, 
these and similar responses elsewhere affirm support for direct services between the towns.  

13. Meeting rail user needs means targeting connections at 06:25/06:35, 07:22 and 08:09 at a price 
that compares favourably with parking fees.  A fairly high 7 out of 18 respondents stated that 
timetable information would encourage them to use the rail link (ref paragraphs 5.14 to 5.17).   

14. The Rail Link contributes to sustainable transport objectives, encourages modal shift and 
reduces considerable parking stress in and around Pewsey station.  The social benefits of 
improving mobility by rail for those with low car ownership should not be underestimated.  

 

Results and a nalysis : Call centre  
 
15. The increase in call centre costs is a matter of possible concern: In 2007-08 the final 6 months 

of Wigglybus operation followed by the first 6 months of C2W call centre costs averaged £3,300/ 
month.  The cost by mid-2009 had more than doubled to £6,768/ month.  The facility is currently 
costing over £81,000 a year to run, a higher cost than running one bus for a year.  There are 
possibly good reasons for the increase, not least the inclusion of Calne services in the latter 
figure, but ridership on the core services was static over the period, so activity levels would not 
have been higher (ref paragraph 3.11). 

 

Recommendations  

 

                                                           
1
 5ŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΥ ǘƘŜ ΨǎƻŦǘΩ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǊ ǳǎŜǊ ǎǇŜŎǘǊǳƳ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǘƻǊƛǎǘǎ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘΦ 
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16. The main principles are that proposals must demonstrate their contribution of Wiltshireôs 
objectives (social, economic and environmental), and operate in tandem with other measures 
such as parking, traffic management and awareness raising.  Recognising the financial 
constraints in public funding the maxim is to achieve more within current and future budgets 
whilst ensuring that any service evaluation has a holistic focus (ref paragraphs 8.1 to 8.3). 

17. The most important targets are residents who represent the ósoftô end of the car user spectrum: 
already potentially interested in using the service.  To profit from their interest four actions are 
recommended:  

1. Lines 1 and 2 should be revised to overcome the inconvenience of circular routes and 
provide two linear routes between Pewsey and Devizes, one serving the northern 
villages of the Pewsey Vale, the other serving the southern villages.  There are several 
service options, discussed in paragraph 8.7. 
 

2. The Devizes Rail Link taxibus service should be restored to the level of service prior to 
March 2009, provide an earlier connection at least with the 07:22 and combine with  
linear routes (above) and the evening Taxibuzz. 
 

3. The Devizes Town Service should be subject to further community survey and review to 
assess whether the current offer is the best that can be achieved. 
 

4. The Call Centre arrangement should be further reviewed, given the substantial increase 
in costs in recent years.  There are strong arguments for a local call centre integrated 
with other transport information functions in a transport hub based in Devizes (para 8.5). 

 

Wider lessons for Wiltshire Council  

 

18. Educational transport is essential for the financial sustainability of rural public transport such 
as C2W.   

19. The review highlights the value of assessing each of the services as an integral component 
of a Pewsey Vale transport package: if the business case is developed on the viability of one 
part of a service alone the ridership for the whole service is eroded and the effectiveness 
diminished. 

20. Wiltshire Council need to maximise the value for money of a call centre located in the 
community. 

21. Readily available performance data, good quality household information are essential.    

22. The cost issues for the call centre provide an opportunity to provide county-wide strategies 
for public transport information. 

23. Community transport could provide an alternative operation with the overriding benefits of 
local identity, local knowledge and responsiveness to local needs.    

 

Next Steps   

 

24. The next step advocated by Kennet Passengers is a consultation exercise once two or three 
packages of options have been illustrated and their costs estimated.   

25. To overcome commercially controlled data, the community needs to carry out a survey to 
find out who uses the Devizes Town Bus and the serviceôs potential benefits to town housing 
developments and traffic growth. 
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1.0 OBJECTIVES 

1.1 The primary objectives of the review were set out in the final version of the project Proposal 
in August 2009 (Appendix 1), and were to: 

 

 Investigate performance and relevance of Connect2 Wiltshire (C2W) Devizes area bus 
services  
 

 Generate options which  
- are relevant, acceptable and do not exceed financial constraints (2009/10)  

- inform Wiltshireôs emerging Local Transport Plan 2011 (LTP3)  

- support strategic parameters concerning: sustainable transport, carbon reduction,  
  social inclusion, rural accessibility and well-being  
 

 Inform and influence transport decisions in other areas of Wiltshire  
 

The project tasks were set out in the proposal, in terms of reviewing performance trends 
over the past years including: the final period of Wigglybus operation, identifying gaps in 
service, scope for service improvements within current and future budgets, and the role of 
C2W in wider transport policy for Wiltshire. 
 

1.2 The programme of work evolved into the following tasks: 
 

 Collation of existing information, based on service data provided by Wiltshire Council and 
marketing surveys largely conducted in 2006/07 
 

 Assessment of current services in terms of trends in use, financial performance, match 
with local community needs, user/ non-user attitudes 
 

 Additional survey work established at the interim reporting stage in November 2009, to 
find out more about attitudes of non-users in the villages and attitudes of users of rail 
services at Pewsey to the C2W Rail Link service from Devizes  
 

 Recommendations for service changes that could match identified needs more 
accurately and/ or assist in the financial viability of the service 
 

 Wider issues for policy and service development across Wiltshire  
 
1.3 The review focuses on the Line 1 bus catchment area (see Map 1 below) which provides the  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

= Extent of villages served by Line1  
= Extent of villages served by Line1  

Map 1: Connect2Wiltshire Line 1 

Line 1 Line 2 
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Demand Responsive Transport (DRT) bus service based on Devizes, and the various 
taxibus-type services including the Pewsey station rail link.   
 
The project proposal included an assessment of the Devizes town service, but since most of 
the operation is commercial there is a lack of available data for evaluation, and from 
discussions with Wiltshire Council it was apparent that without the commercial service there 
would be little prospect of anything more than a skeleton support funded service. 

 
1.4 At the inception meeting with Wiltshire Council (Alan Feist), the coming austerity in public 

transport funding was made clear, emphasising the need for service proposals to be 
financially grounded in a climate where budget cuts are more likely than not.  In this context, 
there is an interest in the potential for community transport to meet some of the rural public 
transport needs, as part of the wider issues to be addressed by the review.  This was not 
part of the review proposal, but the general principles of incorporation of community 
transport into rural public transport were covered in the óJoining in Public Transportô report of 
20022. 

 
 
2.0 COLLATION OF INFORMATION  
 
2.1 Figures for ridership and costs from 2002-03 onwards have been provided by Wiltshire 

Council, which has enabled detailed analysis of activity over the past seven years.  There 
was a change in presentation of data in October 2007, so some caution is needed in drawing 
conclusions on ridership and cost trends.  Line 1 services are recorded separately only from 
October 2007, so longer term trends look at the overall Pewsey Vale services, Lines 1-3.  
Information on the taxi/ taxibus services, including the Rail Link, varies in period of coverage 
as the services were introduced at different dates. 

 
2.2 There were three types of survey in 2006/07: 
 

 Kennet Passengers village survey: 25% of households in villages served by Line 1, 
random selection fairly representative of the communities as a whole, 179 returns. 
 

 Postal survey by Wiltshire CC: 869 responses but self-selecting returns, and there is 
evidence that the returns are not representative of the community (for example, 57% of 
respondents over 60 compared with 27% in population as a whole), and almost certainly 
overstate levels of usage of the buses possibly by a factor of 3-4.  

 

 On-bus survey: numbers too low to be meaningful, not considered further in this report. 
 
 
3.0 ASSESSMENT OF SERVICES3 
 

Ridership Lines 1 -3 
 
3.1 The general picture is of an increase from 2002-05 followed by a steady decrease until 

2007-08, since when ridership has levelled out.  Figure 1 shows the overall trend for the 
whole period from 2002, using annual total numbers of  for all Pewsey Vale services.  The 
figures are complicated by the extra Collingbourne coach introduced to Line 3 in March 

                                                           
2
 http://www.wayconsult.com/data/JIPT-SWTAR-report_2002.pdf 

3
Link to timetable booklet http://www.bookaride.net/ 
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2003.  The Collingbourne ridership figures have not been given from 2007-08 onwards: for 
consistency of comparison, Figure 1 uses totals for all services but without the Collingbourne 
coach for all years.    

           

 
Figure 1: Ridership Lines 1-3 2002-09 

 
3.2 The monthly totals for each year from 2005-06 to the present are shown in Figure 2, 

excluding the Collingbourne coach (annual passenger total around 8,000). 
 

 
 
Figure 2: Ridership by month 2005-09, Lines 1-3 

 
This chart shows annual decline between April 2005 and March 2008 (mid-blue, red, green 
lines), but 2008-09 (purple line) halts the downward trend.  Up to August 2009 there were 
signs of a decline in 2009-10 compared with 2008-09, but usage recovered in September. 

 
3.3 The monthly average ridership (Figure 3) shows more clearly the arrest in the decline in 

usage in 2008-09, and although the levels of use were lower over the summer of 2009 the 
overall average to September indicates that stability in usage is being maintained. 

 

 
Figure 3: Monthly average ridership, Lines 1-3 2005/06-2009/10 
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3.4 Since the advent of the C2W service in October 2007, ridership for Devizes Line 1 has been 

presented separately from Pewsey Lines 2&3.  Figure 4 shows monthly totals from October 
2007 to August 2009: the moving average is 5 monthly, to even out the monthly peaks and 
troughs and indicate the trend. 

 

 
Figure 4: Monthly passenger totals Oct 2007 to Sep 2009, Line 1 

 
This confirms the flattening out, and even slight increase in ridership through 2008, and a 
slight decline in 2009, though still fairly stable.  Usage is very similar for Pewsey Lines 2&3 
(chart not shown), both in the overall passenger totals (Line 1 roughly the same as Lines 
2&3 combined) and the patterns and trend.  

 
Lines 1 -3 Support Funding  

 
3.5 It is very difficult to compare levels of support funding year on year, especially between the 

periods before and after April 2008.  There are widely varying education contributions across 
almost all years, but there are two major differences between the data pre and post April 
2008: 

 

 From that date, call centre costs are given separately and therefore are not reflected in 
the subsidy columns in the spreadsheet 
 

 There is no allowance for the capital costs of the vehicles in the spreadsheet, so these 
do not contribute to the headline subsidy figures 

 
There are reasons for these changes, and problems lie only in making like-for-like 
comparisons over time.  

 
3.6 The overall level of subsidy per single passenger journey up to October 2007 is shown in 

Figure 5. 
 

 
Figure 5: Headline levels of support funding Apr 2002- Sep 2007, Lines 1-3 
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This chart shows that subsidy per passenger trip decreased up to 2005/06, during the period 
of growth in usage, then increased as usage declined up to October 2007, as would be 
expected.   
 

3.7 The headline figures from October 2007 appear healthier.  The spreadsheet for 2008/09 
gives an annual ñwhole project subsidy per passenger (trip)ò of Ã1.83: if call centre costs and 
an allowance for capital costs of vehicles are added the subsidy amounts to an estimated 
£3.26 per passenger trip.  This is a reduction of £1.23 on the subsidy per trip from April to 
October 2007, and is even below the figure of £3.36 for the peak ridership year of 2005/06.   

 
3.8 Although as discussed comparison between figures before and after October 2007 is 

difficult, there appear to be two main reasons for the improved financial performance: 
 

i. Revenue from the education contribution appears to have increased significantly: it is 
currently running at £81,000 pa (including Calne?), compared with £51,500 
(excluding Calne) in 2006/07 and a rather anomalous £37,000 in 2007/08 
(anomalous because the monthly amount more than halved from October 2007 when 
C2W began operation) 

 
ii. Total costs appear to have reduced somewhat: the best like-for-like estimate is about 

7% reduction comparing 2006/07 and 2008/09.  Bus operating costs have reduced 
more considerably, but partly offset by increased call centre and software costs. 

 
3.9 Of these, the first has a significantly greater effect on the overall subsidy per passenger trip.  

The education contribution since April 2008 provides two-thirds of total revenue, compared 
with below 50% in the years before 2007/08, as shown in Figure 6 below..   

 

 
Figure 6: Proportion of revenues and journeys attributed to educational purposes

4
 

 
3.10 Figure 6 also shows that the proportion of entitled school journeys almost doubled when 

C2W operations began in October 2007, from 17% of all trips April-October to 33% of all 
trips October 07 ï March 08.  However, the gap between the two lines widens after April 
2008 (subject to confirmation of journeys data), because of the significant increase in 
educational funding contributions since that date.  Figure 7 shows the factor by which the 
proportional education contribution exceeded the proportion of educational usage. 

 

                                                           
4 Note: Journeys for 2008/09 and 2009/10 use the ratio quoted in 2007/08, as no educational journey data has 

been provided for  later years 
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Figure 7: Ratio of education payment to usage  

 
This chart expresses the ñgap between the linesò in Figure 6: for example, in 2006/07 the 
educational contribution to revenue was four times greater than the educational contribution 
to passenger trips.  This expresses the extent to which the education contribution cross-
subsidises the general public transport operation: if education did not pay many times more 
per journey than other users, the overall cost per passenger trip would be higher than it is, 
and the subsidy for general public transport trips would be much higher than the headline 
figure of £3.26 suggests. 
 

3.11 The increase in call centre costs is a matter of possible concern.  In 2007-08, the final 6 
months of Wigglybus operation followed by the first 6 months of C2W, call centre costs 
averaged £3,300/ month.  The cost by mid-2009 had just over doubled to £6,768/ month.  
The facility is currently costing over £81,000 a year to run, a higher cost than running one 
bus for a year.  There are possibly good reasons for the increase, not least the inclusion of 
Calne services in the latter figure: but ridership on the core services was static over the 
period, so activity levels would not have been higher.  

 
Geographical usage patterns  

 
3.12 Useful information has been provided on the drop-off points for journeys on Lines 1 to 3 

between January and April 2007.  Although somewhat out of date, it is assumed to be 
representative of geographical patterns of usage, which may be helpful when considering 
service changes to better match peopleôs needs. 

 
3.13 The two main town anchor points (Devizes and Pewsey) account for 35% of all drop-offs, 

and a further 10% occur at schools in Devizes and Pewsey.  Of village drop-off points, only 
the following 6 stops in the Line 1 area have more than 200 drop-offs in that 4 month period: 

 

 All Cannings school (891) 

 Urchfont Foxley Fields/ Crook Lane (528) 

 All Cannings village hall (347) 

 Bishops Cannings school (346) 

 Beechingstoke Limberstone (277) 

 Urchfont, the Croft (214) 
 

Of the remaining stops, about ¼ (9%) account for between 100-199 drop-offs, and ¾ (26%) 
below 100. 

 
3.14 This analysis indicates that a relatively small number of village locations accounts for a 

significant proportion of all trips (35%), and there is a long ótailô of locations with less than 1 
user a day.  This is not to say that these locations are unimportant ï they are likely to be 
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very important for the individual users; but it suggests that there may be more efficient ways 
of providing for those trips than a single catch-all DRT bus. 
 
Pattern of use by time of day : Line One  

 
3.15 There is comprehensive information on numbers of passengers and bookings on each circuit 

indicating variations in occupancy through the day.  Figure 8 shows the average number of 
passengers per Line 1 bus circuit from April 2008 ï March 2009. 

 

 
Figure 8: Average passengers per circular run Apr 2008-Mar 2009

5
 

 
3.16 The chart shows unsurprisingly that the highest loadings are at peak hours for school runs.  

More surprising is the very even passenger loading for other daytime runs, with all but one 
(13:00) having 8-10 passengers.  Although they are likely to be primarily bus positioning 
runs6, the viability of the 06:40 and 18:20/ 18:30 services for such low passenger loadings is 
questionable, especially the latter as it largely duplicates the 18:15 Night Taxi Buzz service. 

 
3.17 Although passenger loadings of 8-10 sound quite good for a daytime rural bus service, on 

any one circuit this includes both passengers travelling into and out of Devizes.  A 
conventional óthere and backô bus service would show separate loadings for each leg of the 
journey, so for comparison the averages in Figure 8 should be halved, at least for the inter-
peak journeys.  Even so, the fall-off in daytime usage is not so great as to call into question 
the need for or frequency of daytime services, other than perhaps the 1300 run which is only 
slowly narrowing the gap with the longer established timings.   

 
Other services  

 
3.18 The review also looked at the following services: 
 

                                                           
5 NOTES: 
-  Baseline data show number of passengers per run per annum for each day of the week. Totals for each 

day divided by 52 gives average numbers for each trip on a Monday/ Tuesday etc: Monday to Friday then 
averaged to give average weekday passenger loading, Saturday given separately.  Averages will be 
marginally inaccurate as buses do not run every day of the year. 

-  13:00 service only started 27 May 2008;, average is annual total divided by 44 
-  06:40 and 18:20/ 18:30 are Line 10 Devizes-Pewsey bus 

 
6
 Positioning runs are  services that take the bus from the bus depot to its starting point but are also timetabled.  

Passenger feedback suggests that if the bus could start from Devizes instead of Pewsey this would be more useful.   
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 Lines 10 and 11: direct bus services between Pewsey and Devizes.  In practice ódirectô 
now applies only to Line 10, as there is only one Line 11 service a day, early in the 
morning, and this involves a change to Line 1 at Alton Barnes for travel between Pewsey 
and Devizes.  There are now two daily Line 10 services each way (0640 and 1230 from 
Pewsey, 1300 and 1830 from Devizes) with an extra run on Thursdays (1000 from 
Pewsey, 1030 from Devizes).  Line 10 is a mix of fixed route and demand-responsive.  
There is also a direct Saturday nightbus from Pewsey to Devizes (depart 1920, return 
2250) 
 

 Devizes night Taxi Buzz: provides evening services Monday-Friday between Devizes 
and the villages, but also doubles as the evening rail Link to and from Pewsey station. 
 

 Marlborough/ Devizes Taxi Buzz: introduced in the May 2008 timetable, with 3 or 4 
services each way Monday-Friday but reduced to one service each way from March 
2009  (0930 from Marlborough, 1430 from Devizes). 
 

 Rail Link Devizes to and from Pewsey station: achieved by changing between bus 
services Lines 1 and 2 or a Taxibus service early mornings and evenings (Night Buzz 
Monday-Friday as above, rail Link taxibus Saturday).  The bus service is far from ideal:  
with long journey times, a bus interchange and variable train connection times at Pewsey 
station.  The Taxibus service was significantly better, but from March 2009 two of the 
three early morning services were cut, leaving the 07:30 from Devizes, which does not 
give an arrival in London before 09:00, and the Saturday evening services. 

 
3.19 Figure 9 below shows ridership on the last three of these (excluding rail link buses) from 

April 2008 to March 2009: Line 10 ridership is now included in the figures for Line 1, which 
cannot easily be identified separately.  

 
Figure 9: Passenger journeys comparing Devizes Taxibus services, Apr to Dec 2008 

 
The period covered by the chart was prior to the reductions on the morning rail link and 
Marlborough taxibus services.  The rail link figures are assumed to be solely for all the 
morning plus the Saturday evening taxibus services, as the weekday evening rail link is 
provided under the Night Buzz contract (somewhat anomalous as the rail link ridership is 
higher than the Night Buzz). 

 
3.20 Figure 9 shows some significant trends: 
 

 The Marlborough/ Devizes service, which is understood to have been newly introduced 
in 2008, saw a spectacular increase in usage within two months, levelling out at 
generally 250-300 passenger journeys per month: unfortunately this still only amounts to 
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an average occupancy of 1.5-2 passengers per run (subject to whether the taxibus ran if 
no bookings). 
 

 The rail link service already had two morning services prior to April 2008, but a third, 
earlier service was introduced in the May 2008 timetable, enabling arrival in London 
before 0900.  This appears to have contributed to a steep rise in usage, with seasonal 
dips coinciding with holiday periods, which suggests that much of the growth may have 
been attributable to commuters.  The peak monthly total of over 450 amounts to an 
average occupancy of about 6.5 per run. 
 

 The Devizes Night Buzz generally appeared to have a steady level of usage at 250-300 
passenger trips/ month, probably including some rail link passengers though they are not 
identifiable from existing data.  Figure 9 does suggest a gradual decline in usage, but this 
has been emphatically reversed since March 2009, with monthly ridership over 450 in 
June and over 400 in September 

 
3.21 From April 2009 onwards the reduced Marlborough-Devizes and Rail Link taxibus services 

have been merged into a single contract.  It is no longer possible to identify ridership for 
each service, but the combined total of passengers is shown in Figure 10 below. 

 

 
Figure 10: Combined Marlborough-Devizes and Rail Link passengers, Apr-Sept 2009 

 
The combined passenger total in March 2009 was 662, compared with 348 in April 2009, so 
passenger numbers more or less halved immediately after the reductions in service.  There 
has been the usual June/ July peak and the August trough (compare with Figs 2, 4, and 9); 
but the further decline into September is unusual, as numbers usually bounce back in 
September.  It may be that the level of service is now below the critical mass that sustains 
passenger interest, or it may be a monthly blip7. 

 
3.22 There is some cost information for both contracts. which suggests high levels of support 

funding, generally between £10-£15 per passenger trip on all services, but there are some 
anomalies in the figures, particularly in the recorded fare revenue compared with the number 
of fare-paying passengers.  Appraisal is also complicated by some education contribution to 
the rail link service (the vehicle does a school run after the 0730 station run), and by OAP 
passes that are not recorded as revenue contributions.  The high level of subsidy has been 
cited by Wiltshire Council as the main reason for cutting these services back in March 2009, 
when reductions in the overall budget for public transport funding support had to be found. 

 
 
 

                                                           
7
 Marlborough - Devizes links: There is unmet demand through the Tourist Information centre in Devizes for a direct 

service to Marlborough from Devizes both for locals and visitors.   
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4.0 USER SURVEYS 
 

Kennet Passengers doorstep survey 2006/07 
 
4.1 The Kennet Passengers 2006/07 survey of households in the villages served by Line 1 

provides a useful insight into the travel behaviour of residents.  It can be regarded as a 
reliable survey, having a 25% random sample size, which was verified as representative of 
the household types.  Although numerically relatively small (179 returns) this is because of 
the relatively low population in the villages. 

 
4.2 The key findings are that: 
 

 15 (8%) of the sample were regular users,  

 8 (4%) used it occasionally,  

 59 (33%) tried the service but did not become even occasional long-term users  

 The remaining 98 (55%) had never used it.   
  

It was also found that about one-third of those questioned did not think they would use buses 
at all; of the remaining two-thirds it is calculated that: 

 

 Just under 1 in 5 are already bus users 

 Around half are the people who tried the service but found it wanting in some way 

 The rest, about 1 in 3, are not hostile to bus use in principle but have never even tried 
the local service  

 
4.3 The reasons given for not using the service are given in order of priority in question 3a).  In 

summary (there were multiple answers, so the totals do not add up to 100%): 
 

 81% of respondents said they were habituated to car use, and this was a greater 
reason for not using buses than any specific barriers to usage 

 20% said the service was not early/ late enough in the day to meet needs, or did not 
fit with medical appointments  

 Other problems with the service, such as long journey times on the circular route, 
dislike of booking, or lack of information, were mentioned by only 6-8% of 
respondents. 

 
On the brighter side, there were 86 responses about some aspect of not meeting travel 
requirements, which is almost half the sample (48%).  Many of these respondents must also 
have been in the 'car habit' category - even if all the 19% not saying 'car habit' are amongst 
the 48% mentioning travel requirement issues, this still means that 29% of all respondents 
are habitual car users but identified barriers to bus use.  This does not necessarily mean that 
removing the barriers would overcome the car habit, but it might in some cases.  

 
4.4 Information from the 2001 census shows that in the rural wards between Devizes and 

Pewsey there are exceptionally high levels of car ownership.  Most rural wards have only 6-
8% of households without a car, around half the normal level even for affluent rural areas.  
Devizes and Pewsey have the biggest pools of no-car households in the area (around 18%), 
so are more likely to provide the main market for bus users.  Given that up to 8% of 
households in the villages are without cars, and about 8% of households are regular users,  
this suggests (although the question was not asked) that the service is capturing most of the 
non-car available population in the deeper rural wards, and the car-available population uses 
it very little. 

 
4.5 It is somewhat discouraging, given that modal shift was an objective of the Wigglybus from 

the outset, that such a high degree of resistance to use of the service by car-available 
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people has emerged.  It appears that the buses are largely used for educational transport or 
by people without ready access to a car.   

 
4.6 This rather implies that it would be difficult to increase levels of usage, which can largely only 

be achieved by penetrating the car-available market, and service refinements alone do not 
appear to be capable of significant impact on the car habit.  However, there are four 
arguments against accepting this position: 

 
i. It is still worth making service improvements, if available, for the benefit of existing 

users 
 

ii. At present, 12% of the population in the villages use the service, and 88% do not: it 
requires only a capture of just over one percentage point from the 88 to increase bus 
usage by 10% (10% increase in bus use raises modal share to 13.2%, non-users 
decrease from 88% to 86.8%) 

 
iii. The service will have to be financially justified in a growing climate of public funding 

austerity.  This will depend on meeting a range of social and environmental 
objectives, and weighing the cost of continued funding support against the benefits 
under those objectives.  The choice on costs will be between reducing levels of 
service to contain the costs of provision, or increasing levels of usage to bring down 
the unit cost.  The latter can only be achieved by capturing a proportion of the car-
available market, which is likely to involve both a series of measures to make the 
service more attractive to car users, and policies to constrain car use.  As shown 
above, the proportion of modal share capture from car use does not need to be large 
to make a significant difference to levels of bus use. 

 
iv. There is a national policy imperative to reduce emissions from transport, and modal 

shift will be an important tool in delivering that policy: the point to emphasise is that 
modal shift will not come about through service improvements alone, but by a range 
of actions in tandem.  

  
Wiltshire Council p ostal survey 200 6/07 

 
4.7 As discussed earlier, there is evidence that the postal survey carried out by Wiltshire County 

Council was unrepresentative of the population, so it is not proposed to review its findings in 
detail.  In summary, it painted a more optimistic picture of levels of use of the service, 
probably because bus users had a greater propensity to reply.  

 
 

5.0 ADDITIONAL SURVEY NOVEMBER 2009  
 

Information gaps  
 
5.1 The Kennet Passengersô village survey identified barriers to usage on the Line 1service, but 

did not give any indication of the extent to which residents might use the service if the 
barriers were overcome.  This is of particular interest in relation to people who are habitual 
car users but were not hostile in principle to using buses.  As discussed in 4.2 above, around 
half the respondents who used the service once, and one third of those who had never used 
it, fall into this category.  The postcodes of these respondents could still be identified from 
the original survey, so it was decided to approach them again with a postal survey to obtain 
more information on the reasons for not using the service and the likelihood of future use if 
their identified barriers to use were resolved. 

 
5.2 Given the long-standing hypothesis that the circular route with long round-trip journey times 

was likely to be a disincentive to car-available people, questions were added to gauge the 
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level of interest in direct services between Devizes and Pewsey, the reasons why these 
might be of interest, and potential levels of use.  In addition, questions were asked about 
user attitudes to the newly introduced taxibus services. 

 
5.3 The questionnaires targeted two groups of respondents: those who tried the service but did 

not carry on using it, and those who had never used the service (see Appendix 3). 
 
5.4 There is a particular concern that the rail link taxibus has been curtailed in spite of 

apparently healthy levels of usage in 2008, and the reduction in service may have led to a 
halving of usage.  Added to this there was parking congestion at the railway station and 
overflow parking nearby, in part a response to increased parking charges.    It was therefore 
decided to survey users of Pewsey station with a windscreen questionnaire on cars parked 
at or near the station to obtain information on whether it would be of interest to people 
currently accessing the station by car (see questionnaire in Appendix 3). 

 
5.5 The results of all three additional surveys are summarised in Appendix 2, and their 

significance is assessed in the following sections. 
 
 Village surveys revisited  
 
5.6 Response rates were low for people who had previously used the bus.  Only 3 out of the 30 

interviewed in 2006 returned the questionnaire (10%) and one of these turned out to be an 
occasional user of the Line 1 service.  Returns were better for those who had never used the 
bus: 23 out of 91, a 25% response rate.  Given the low number in the first category, the 
results were combined.  This gives 25 respondents not presently using the Line 1 service. 

 
5.7 The relatively low response rate suggests that results should be treated with caution.  It 

could reasonably be assumed that most of those who did not respond are likely to be hostile 
to bus use, notwithstanding their expressed position in the 2006/07 survey.  This is 
especially likely among the 27 respondents in 2006/07 who had used the bus once and 
found it wanting.   

 
5.8 On the other hand, some of the results send a strong message about which service changes 

would be most likely to attract existing car users: and experience in the field of demand 
management indicates that some car users are more able to respond to service changes 
once they are in place than to envisage the effect of proposed changes in abstract.    

 
5.9 Of the 53 responses to reasons for not using the existing service, three reasons accounted 

for 80% of responses: 
 

 Convenience of car (41%) 

 Long journey time (22%) 

 Car habit (17%) 
 
The prominence of the long round trip journey time affirms the hypothesis that this is the 
most significant aspect of the service acting as a barrier to usage by car-available people.  
Although constituting 22% of the responses, this issue was cited by almost half (12 out of 
25) of the respondents.  
 

5.10 Two-thirds of non-bus-user respondents (17 out of 25) said that something could encourage 
them to use the service, including 10 out of the 12 who identified long journey time as a 
problem. A total of 13 respondents cited service improvements as the thing that could 
encourage use, of whom 9 were also those who identified long journey times as a problem. 
However, the improvements cited as encouraging use (in an open question) were wide-
ranging with no single dominant issue.  Journey time, reliability, range of service, cost, and 
bus shelters were the only issues mentioned by more than one respondent.  Of the 10 
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respondents citing long journey time as a barrier to using the bus and who could be 
encouraged to use it, only 4 gave improved journey time as the improvement that could 
make the difference. 

 
5.11 Most respondents who could be encouraged to use the bus would do so either once or twice 

a week or two or three times a month (i.e. once most weeks).  The one respondent who 
would use it most days had several demands to make the service competitive with the car ï 
broadly the bus would have to be reliable, cheap, and clean.   

 
5.12 The most important group of respondents is the 9 people ï over one-third of all respondents 

ï who found the long journey time to be a barrier to use, and for whom some form of service 
improvement could encourage them to use the service, mostly regularly though not daily.  
This represents the ósoftô end of the car user spectrum, already potentially interested in using 
the service, comprising the initial target market for modal shift.  The figure does not mean 
much in isolation, but taken back to the 2006/07 survey it becomes more interesting; if these 
9 respondents from the original survey became regular or occasional users, the proportion of 
service users in the survey would rise from 12% to almost 18%. 

 
5.13 This finding implies a potential to increase bus usage through modal shift by up to 50% (on 

the basis of 1% modal shift = 10% increase in bus use in the Pewsey Vale as explained in 
4.6(ii) above and 9.1v below), if the whole of the target market were captured!  Even 
accepting that total capture is unlikely, the exercise puts into perspective the prospect of 
achieving higher levels of use.  For example, a 10% increase in service use requires only 
one in five of the target market to be persuaded.   

 
5.14 On the question of direct services between Devizes and Pewsey, 16 out of the 25 non-bus-

user respondents expressed interest, including 9 of the 12 who found long journey times a 
barrier and 7 of the remaining respondents.  Interestingly, 5 of the 7 gave rail links to London 
as a reason for being interested, suggesting an awareness of the potential for the bus as an 
alternative to the car for longer distance journeys.  These responses affirm support for direct 
services between the towns, mostly for links to bus and rail services elsewhere and for faster 
journeys to and from Devizes (there was relatively little interest in direct journeys from the 
Line 1 catchment area to Pewsey town). 

 
 Devizes -Pewsey Rail Link survey  
 
5.15 There was a somewhat disappointing 14% response rate (27 out of 193 forms put on 

windscreens, discounting invalid returns mostly involving postcodes well outside Pewsey 
Vale from where use of the rail link service would be very unlikely).  There was only one 
return from anyone who had previously used the rail link, who still uses it occasionally, so 
there is no information on whether the reduction in service affected user perceptions.  Of the 
27 valid returns, 5 were from postcodes east of Pewsey, from where the Devizes rail link 
service would not be used though the user attitude information remains of interest: and 3 
returns were from postcodes not within Pewsey Vale but included in the analysis because 
would be practicable to use the Devizes rail link from those places (Market Lavington, 
Easterton). 

 
5.16 Rail use is largely London oriented (74% of respondents), with 33% travelling every day and 

a further 26% travelling two or three days a week.  This indicates a regular demand day after 
day for access to Pewsey station.  It is estimated that during the week around 120 rail users 
park at or near Pewsey station. 

 
5.17 A remarkable 18 out of the 22 respondents West of Pewsey (82%) said that they would 

consider using the rail link service if it met their needs, even though only 3 said they would 
consider using the existing service.  As this was a self-selecting return, it should not be taken 
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to indicate the level of potential support for the rail link; but even as a proportion of the total 
number of questionnaires issued (18/193 = 9.3%) it is a meaningful figure. 

 
5.18 The following summarises the stated requirements for user needs to be met: 
 

 Connections with 06:25/ 06:35 trains (not served even by previous rail link) required by 7 
respondents 
 

 Connection with 07:22 (one of the timings axed in March 2009) - 7 respondents 
 

 Connection with 08:09 train (the one remaining taxibus timing) required only by 1 
respondent, as a second option: the low demand among current car users could be an 
indication that the taxibus is already siphoning off car use to connect with this train. 
 

 11 out of 18 respondents said the bus had to be cheaper than using the car, which is 
partly a matter of perception. 
 

 The supplementary question of what would be a reasonable return fare provoked a wide 
range of responses between £1.00 and £8.00: 8 out of the 10 respondents would pay 
£3.00 or more, 6 would pay £4.00 or more (it is not entirely clear what a return fare would 
currently be, but it would appear that Devizes to Pewsey return, using 10-journey tickets, 
would cost £3.60) 
 

 A fairly high 7 out of the 18 respondents stated that information could encourage them to 
use the rail link (since the postcodes of these respondents is known, this could be readily 
provided) 
 

 Frequency of use if needs are met is as indicated in 5.15 above, with a majority using the 
service at least two days a week and one-third using it every day   

 
 

6.0 DEVIZES TOWN SERVICE 
 
6.1 The town services fulfil an important social inclusion function in Devizes, which has quite low 

levels of car ownership (in the 2001 census, 25% of households had no car, and 47% one 
car). The service has been discussed in general terms with Wiltshire Council, but because it 
is operated commercially for most of the day no information on usage and costs is available.  

 
6.2 It is understood that the service was revised considerably in July 2009, because it was on 

the borderline of commercial viability and Wiltshire Council would be unable to support fund 
more than a skeleton service if it were to cease to run commercially.  Routes A, B, and H 
were merged to a single service.  This had an advantage in bringing more areas of town 
onto direct bus routes to the hospital (previously only on route H) and to Sainsburys 
supermarket, but disadvantages in increased journey lengths and times, and in some areas 
reduced service frequency (details not supplied to date).   

 
6.3 Anecdotally, the change has resulted in dissatisfaction in areas of the town with reduced 

service levels, and passenger numbers have declined, but usage has yet to settle down.  
Diminution of service is potentially a problem in terms of social policy, and reduction in 
passenger numbers almost certainly represents a deterioration in mobility for residents who 
largely have few alternatives in meeting their access needs.  

 
6.4 Wiltshire Council funds the town services from 1600, and route D on Saturdays.  If the town 

service were to cease to operate commercially, the Council would have problems support 
funding all daytime services and the service would run at no better than hourly frequency, if 
at all. 
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7.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS  
 

The main messages from the analysis and some questions posed by the analysis are 
summarised below. 
 

7.1 Line 1  
 

i. Usage declined quite sharply between 2005 and 2007, but has stabilised since the 
changed from Wigglybus to Connect2Services late in 2007 and currently stands at 
around 2,500 passenger trips per month 
 

ii. The best estimate of funding support per passenger trip is £3.26, at face value this is a 
reasonable level of local authority support for a demand responsive service since it 
includes call centre costs and an allowance for capital costs of buses, but it excludes 
concessionary fares from revenue, and counts education contributions as revenue rather 
than funding support.  
 

iii. The  education contribution, which has increased significantly over the past 3 years, now 
accounts for almost 70% of the revenue to the service while education trips account for 
only around 23% of all passenger trips.  Education revenue is subsidising other journeys 
to a very significant extent. 
 

iv. Call centre costs have increased sharply since C2W operations began: total cost of the 
call centre operation is currently running at just under £84,000 per annum. 

 
v. Almost 20% of activity at village bus stops occurs at just 6 stops: of the remaining stops, 

about ¼ serve on average 1 to 2 trips per day, and ¾ serve less than 1 trip per day.  This 
raises the question whether a relatively large bus is the best way of serving such low and 
dispersed levels of demand in all places other than for school runs. 
 

vi. Average loading per circuit of the Line 1 service is 14 to 16 for peak (school) runs, and 8 
to 10 for most off-peak runs: with the latter, in principle half the loading will be 
passengers on an inward run to Devizes and half outward. 
 

vii. The KP village survey indicates that most general users of the Line 1 service (excluding 
school trips) come from households without a car: there is a high level of both car 
ownership and habitual car use in the villages of Pewsey Vale, and the bus service is not 
penetrating this market to any extent. 
 

viii. Additional survey work on non-bus-user households interviewed in the 2006/07 survey, 
affirmed that the long round-trip journey times on the circular route are the greatest 
deterrent to use by people with the choice of travelling by car. 
 

ix. The survey showed a potential for bus users to increase from 12% to 18% of the 2006/07 
survey population if some aspect of the service was improved, of which shorter journey 
times was the most important: if achieved, passenger numbers could therefore  increase 
by around 50% 
 

x. The survey also showed majority support for direct Pewsey-Devizes services instead of 
the circular route, with improved links to Pewsey station a significant benefit. 

 
The current level of funding support for Line 1 is regarded as acceptable by Wiltshire 
Council, so at one level it may be argued that there is no need to make radical changes to 
the service.  The education contribution subsidises the general service to a significant 
extent.  Provided that the cost of education transport through the Line 1 service is a cost-




