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ANNEX 1

Principal Issues Raised by Consultees

A
Concern that Area Based Grant should continue to be used for public transport

As the existing Bus Strategy says, services funded by the former ring-fenced Rural Bus Subsidy Grant, received from Government since 1998, “are, for the most part, now acknowledged as part of the core network of subsidised bus services”. The removal of ring-fencing, and incorporating of the funding in Area Based Grant from 2008/09, is in principle welcome. In the current year an equivalent amount of Area Based Grant has been allocated for public transport support; since rural bus services contribute to achievement of many of the objectives of the Oxfordshire Partnership it is presently anticipated that this situation is likely to continue.

B
Strong support for new housing and other developments providing funding and 
facilities for necessary public transport 

Policies and practice are increasingly focussed on this objective, and stakeholder support for it is welcomed. Because of the time-lag between negotiation on planning applications and completion and occupation of the buildings concerned, the fruits of recent and continuing policy changes take time to become apparent on the ground.

C
Subsidy contracts should not be made longer

This is discussed in the officers’ report.

D
Concern that withdrawn services should be given “another try” quite quickly because circumstances can change

The present principle is that, if a service is withdrawn due to low usage, two complete cycles of contracts should elapse before it is explored again. If contracts get longer, that length of time will increase. Nevertheless, officers remain of the view that in normal circumstances, potential usage does not change greatly in only four or five years, and it would be a waste of staff time and of funding to reintroduce a service, previously shown to be underused, on a trial basis so soon. However, officers have strengthened and clarified the clause relating to exceptional circumstances justifying earlier reconsideration.

E
Concern about the proposed policy that passengers boarding a subsidised service within 400 metres of a stop on an alternative service of at least equal frequency, should not be counted as “needing” the subsidised service in addition

Several consultees commented that 400 metres is a long way for people with disabilities. However, it is inherent in the limited number of possible bus routes, that only a small minority of people can have a bus service past their doors; people live on average 200 metres or more from a bus stop and a significant number are necessarily 400 metres or more away. The principle of this policy is simply that the minority who are fortunate enough to have both a bus service near their door and another within 400 metres should not get priority for funding to enable them to retain this favoured position.

Concern was expressed that the quality of the intervening route for walking should be taken into account. This is a valid concern, but at present data does not exist which would allow this to be effectively taken into account. This should be kept under review, and the detail of this policy revisited should (as is likely) electronic data on quality of walking routes become available in future.

F
Some consultees – notably those from within Oxford – considered that demographic characteristics such as social deprivation should be a factor in decision-making 

This would be fundamentally different from present practice, which is based on looking at how many people actually use the service (and the strength of case put up locally for why the service is important to them). The alternative proposed would lead to services being provided because the local population ought theoretically to need them, whether they use them or not. Such a change is not recommended – though it would of course be open to consultees to cite local demographic characteristics in support of retention of a service for those shown to be using it.

G
Various consultees supported various weighting factors for cpj; length of journey was mentioned by several

It was concern that cpj, as a measure, is to some extent biased against longer journeys, which led to the consideration of weighting factors in the first stage of consultation. However, no single weighting factor came out as strongly supported in that first stage; for that reason the cpj thresholds proposed now are not firm, so that any bias there may be in the cpj measure adopted can be compensated by each case primarily being considered on its merits.
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