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This note addresses major two issues raised after OCC had sent back consultation comments.
Bus costs on which the public transport contribution is based
Discussions with the previous developers were based on the pre-2005 bus service in the area. This was a basic two hourly service between Bicester and Oxford. Two buses were required to operate this service pattern.
Negotiations were held with the previous developers, to provide an hourly service to Oxford and Banbury and half-hourly service to Bicester (Mon-Sat plus additional Sunday services). This level of service would have required 3 additional buses, compared to the pre-2005 bus service. It was eventually agreed to drop the Banbury requirement, but this service level was agreed and required 2 additional buses. The cost estimate was based on experience in letting contracts of this type and in particular understanding the remote nature of this location compared to most developments. The fi9gure of £200k was derived which includes some assumed revenue based income on previous patronage figures.
The actual operating cost of these buses, without any revenue, would be higher than this at around £150,000 per bus.
During 2005 a revised level of service was provided on the 25/25A routes, requiring an additional bus which provided additional journeys between Bicester and Kirtlington, to provide a broadly hourly level of service to/from Bicester and Oxford. It is not known exactly how the £30,000 annual contribution by the Upper Heyford consortium to the 25A service was agreed, but this doesn't represent the entire cost of the third bus. Originally the figure was £45k but also relied upon other third party contributions. This is because (at the time) this bus was also used for a school journey and for additional peak-hour services from Oxford. Confusion was caused as someone referred to the contribution from the development as equating to one half of a bus. This is not true and a proportion cannot be attributed because to the lack of information available.
For the current negotiations in 2010, two years of inflation due to the retail prices index was applied hence £214k. However the cost was checked against current contract prices and proved to be accurate.

The conclusion is that £214k per annum is required to be able to run a bus service which meets the required specification.
Provision of bus loop

A loop had been agreed through the southern half of the residential area to accommodate a bus route. This has two functions: ability to turn buses returning to Bicester and to provide a longest walk of 250-300mm from any dwelling to the nearest bus stop.
A suggestion was made to replace this with a ‘tear-drop’ turning facility on Camp Road. This would increase the longest walking distance to around 550m. The ideal maximum walking distance for the total population is 400m. This development and especially the area to the south of Camp Road will tend to house the less mobile and those without private transport. Hence having a longer distance to walk could be detrimental to encouraging public transport. The development is in a location which is less accessible to many other sites. Considerable effort will be needed to provide a reasonable public transport service and to get it to become sustainable.

The developer has offered some sort of dial up private taxi/shuttle service to get the less able to the nearest bus stop. This relies on the intent of others and in my opinion not as secured as a public transport system.

I conclude by deciding that a bus loop is the most appropriate and sustainable solution.
D Groves

9th March 2011

