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Home to School and College Transport: Savings Proposals, Consultation Responses 
 
 

1.0 Purpose of Report 
 

1.1 To consider the responses to consultation on proposals to remove two areas of 
discretionary provision from the home to school and college transport policy in order 
to meet the target saving in the 2020 programme. 
 

1.2 To seek the views of the Committee for inclusion in the report to the meeting of the    
Executive on 26 May 2015. 

 
 
2.0 Background  
 
2.1 Since 2010/11 savings of £3.928m have been made in the budget for home to school 

and college transport. The savings outlined in this report are a contribution to the 
savings to be made in the current £20.5m budget.  

 
2.2 The meeting of the Corporate Director and Executive Members for CYPS on 9 

December, 2014 agreed to public consultation on proposals to make further savings 
in areas of discretionary provision in the home to school and college transport 
service. A copy of the report which was considered at the meeting is attached at 
Appendix 1. The report was noted by Overview and Scrutiny Committee at the 
meeting of 21 January 2015. A request was made for the Committee to receive a 
report to consider the responses to the consultation exercise at its meeting on 15 
April 2015.  

 
3.0 Executive Summary 
 
3.1  The Council has a duty to provide free transport for children over the age of 8 who 

live more than three miles from their normal or catchment school. For younger 
children, the Council must provide free transport if they live more than two miles from 
their normal or catchment school. 

 
3.2 The Council’s current policy is to provide all primary age children with free transport if 

they live more than two miles from their normal or catchment school, regardless of 
their age.  

 
3.3 There are approximately 520 children aged between 8 and 11 who live between two 

and three miles from school and receive discretionary free transport. Most of these 
pupils travel to school on buses which are provided for entitled pupils but a small 
number (11 in 2014/15) are provided with taxis because there is no school bus 
available. 

 
3.4 The consultation proposed changing this aspect of the policy so that free transport 

would be provided for those pupils aged 8-11 who live over three miles from their 
normal or catchment school, (which is the statutory requirement) but not for those 
who live between two and three miles from that school. During the consultation 
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period it has become clear that where pupils aged 8-11 are entitled to free school 
meals or their parents are in receipt of maximum Working Tax Credit, the local 
authority has a statutory responsibility to continue to provide free transport if the 
nearest suitable school is beyond 2 miles.  

 
3.5 In cases where the route between home and school is deemed to be an unsafe 

walking route for a child, accompanies as necessary, the authority would continue to 
provide free transport. Requests for assistance with home to school transport are 
considered on a case by case basis.  

 
3.6 Implementation of the proposed revision to the policy was projected to save the 

Council approximately £193k per annum. The free school meals entitlement could 
reduce this to £165k.This is based upon the assumption that on average, 20 percent 
of children will be entitled to free school meals. It is considered likely that most 
parents would choose to purchase an annual bus pass, which currently costs £380. It 
is proposed that these changes would be applied to pupils starting primary school 
from September 2016 onwards, to ensure any change in policy can be part of 
parents’ decision when choosing a school for their child. 

 
3.7 If pupils in Years 10 and 11 move house and their parents want them to remain at the 

school at which they started their GCSE courses, the Council currently provides free 
transport to enable them to do so. Some pupils in Year 9 may also be eligible for this 
support if they have commenced GCSE courses which their new school does not 
offer.  In 2014/15, 191 pupils were provided with transport on these grounds. 

 
3.8 The consultation proposed removing this area of discretionary provision. This would 

mean that in these cases, parents would be responsible for making transport 
arrangements for their children and for meeting any associated costs. The current 
policy would continue to apply to children who are in the care of the local authority. 

 
3.9 It is estimated that this would achieve a saving of £135k per annum. The proposal 

would be phased in from September 2015 so that pupils already supported in this 
way would not have their current arrangements disturbed. 

 
3.10 The report is supported by a number of appendices, as listed below. 
 
 Appendix 1 -  Report to Corporate Director’s meeting with Executive Members 
    9 December 2014. 
  

Appendix 2 -  Consultation responses 
 
 Appendix 3 -  Draft Equalities Impact Assessment  
 
  
4.0      Consultation 
 
4.1 The consultation documents were made available online on the council’s website. An 

online questionnaire was designed to allow people to submit their response and any 
additional comments in a structured way.  

 
4.2 A twelve week public consultation on the proposals commenced on 17 December, 

2014 and ended on 11 March, 2015. As noted above a report will be made to the 
Executive on the outcomes of the consultation before a final decision is made. 

  
 



5.0 Analysis of Responses  
 
5.1 In total 110 online responses were received to the consultation. Five responses were 

made by letter or email. 
 
5.2 A numerical analysis of responses to the six specific questions in the consultation 

questionnaire shows that: 
 

1. 70% disagreed or strongly disagreed with the proposal to cease providing free 
home to school transport for children age 8-11 who live between two and three 
miles from their normal or catchment school. 

 
2. 47% disagreed or strongly disagreed with the proposal to cease to provide 

transport when pupils move home and parents wish them to stay at the school at 
which they commenced their GCSE’s. [38% agreed or strongly agreed, 15% 
neither agreed nor disagreed with this proposal]. 

 
3. 76% agreed or strongly agreed that if the proposed changes go ahead more 

parents will drive their children to school. 
 
4. 45% disagreed or strongly disagreed that if the proposed changes go ahead most 

parents are likely to purchase a bus pass. [34% agreed or strongly agreed, 21% 
neither agreed nor disagreed with this proposal].  

 
5. 74% disagreed or strongly disagreed that if the proposed changes go ahead 

more children are likely to walk to school. 
 
6. 75% agreed or strongly agreed that if these changes go ahead more families will 

face financial hardship. 
 

5.3 Appendix 2 provides a record of all responses to the request in the questionnaire for 
comments.  

 
  
6.0 Finance 
 
6.1 If the two proposals in section 4, above, are agreed by the Executive, the estimated 

savings, below, would be achieved. 
 
         £ 
 Free transport for 8-11 year olds    165k 
 Pupils at critical stage     135k 
 
 Total       300k 
 
7.0     Equalities 
 
7.1 A draft Equalities Impact Assessment was published with the proposals and was 

included on the council’s website during the consultation period. It has been 
amended to make clear the requirement to continue to provide free transport to pupils 
entitled to free school meals and to pupils whose parents are in receipt of maximum 
Working Tax Credit and the potential impact upon the estimated level of savings. See   
Appendix 3. 

 



8.0 Conclusion 
 
8.1 There was a relatively low rate of response to the consultation and, 
 unsurprisingly the majority of respondents disagree with the proposals. 
 
 
 
9.0 Recommendations 
 
9.1 That the report be noted. 
 
9.2 The Committee’s views on the proposals are invited for inclusion in the report to the  
 Executive at its meeting on 26 May 2015. 
 
 
 
 
Pete Dwyer – Corporate Director 
Children and Young People’s Service  
 
 
Report prepared by:  
Andrew Terry, Assistant Director, Access and Inclusion 
Chris McMackin, Lead for Admissions  
 
2 April 2015 
 
Background documents – none 
 
Annexes: 
Appendix 1 -  Report to Corporate Director’s meeting with Executive Members 9 December   

2014. 
Appendix 2 -  Consultation responses 
Appendix 3 -  Draft Equalities Impact Assessment 



ENCLOSURE 6 
NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL 

 
CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE’S SERVICE 

 
CORPORATE DIRECTOR’S MEETING WITH EXECUTIVE MEMBERS 

 
9 December 2014 

 
HOME TO SCHOOL AND COLLEGE TRANSPORT: SAVINGS PROPOSALS 

 
1.0 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 To seek approval to options for consultation on proposals to achieve the 2020NY 

target saving of £1.1 million relating to home to school transport, and the remaining 
£200k MTFS 2 target relating to post-16 transport. The savings required through this 
would see the vast majority of the Post-16 subsidy reduction eliminated, with only 
£100k remaining for young people with SEN and those whose families are on low 
income. 
 

2.0 SAVINGS ACHIEVED AND REMAINING TO BE MADE 
 

2.1 A saving of £1.1m must be made in the home to school and college transport budget 
as part of the 2020NY programme. 

 
2.2 The MTFS 2 saving of £400k relating to post-16 transport will be 50% achieved by 

increasing the annual change to £480 from September 2014 (with remissions for low 
income families and those with SEN). This leaves £200k to be saved. 

 
2.3 In total, therefore, a saving of £1.3m is required. This is profiled over the next three 

years as shown, below. 
 
Targets 

      
 

2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 Total 
MTFS 2 (Post 16) 120 200 80 0 0 400 
Achieved through increase 
to £480 -120 -80 0 0 0 -200 
2020 - Procurement 0 450 0 0 0 450 
2020 - Post 16 0 0 100 150 200 450 
2020 - Other 0 150 50 0 0 200 

 
0 720 230 150 200 1,300 

 
2.4 Some progress towards the achievement of this target has been made. In the case of 

the procurement savings, new contracts in Scarborough and elsewhere have come 
into effect from April 2014 and therefore the  majority of the £450k identified will be 
achieved a year early. 

 
2.5 In addition, there appears to be a significant reduction in costs on post 16 travel, due 

to a reduction in uptake (see 3.2 below). 
 
2.6 Current estimates – which are very much based on early indications – suggest that in 

financial terms this Post 16 reduction would equate to a full year saving of around 
£450k, leaving £200k still to be found. Adding the remaining £200k 2020NY 
discretionary saving means that £400k remains overall to be found. The  options in 
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Section 4, show how this can be achieved from the remaining discretionary items in 
the policy. 

 
Savings Summary - current position 

  MTFS 2 (Post 16) 400 
2020 NY Post 16 450 
Achieved through £480 -200 
Achieved through reduced use -450 
2020NY Other savings 200 
Procurement Target 450 
Contract Savings achieved -450 

 
400 

   
3.0 DISCRETIONARY PROVISION. 
  
3.1      There are 3 types of discretionary transport provision to school and college. That is to 

say, areas of provision over and above that which the Council has a duty to provide. 
These are: 

      
• Post-16 transport 
• 8-11 year old provision between 2 and 3 miles 
• Provision for pupils at a ‘critical stage’ of their education. 

 
3.2      Subsidised post-16 transport 
 
 The local authority currently provides transport assistance to approximately 1400 

students in post-16 education to enable them to access further education courses at 
their nearest or appropriate school or college. The current cost of a travel pass is 
£480 per annum, with remissions for those on low income, those with SEN, and other 
vulnerable groups.  

 
 The 33% increase in price of a travel pass in 2014, and an increase in the provision 

of transport made by colleges of further education and schools,  has contributed to a 
significant reduction in the number of students applying to the Council for a travel 
pass since September 2014. This means that the subsidy to post-16 transport has 
reduced beyond what was anticipated and now stands at £300k per annum, of which 
£200k would be taken as a saving. As stated above, these figures are very early 
estimates and will be confirmed, or otherwise, through the normal Cost Centre 
Monitoring process over the next few months. For the moment however, the 
recommendations in this paper are based on the assumption that only £200k 
potential Post 16 savings remain. 
 

3.3 Free transport for children aged 8-11 to attend their normal school 
 
 The local authority has a duty to provide free transport for children over the age of 8 

who live more than 3 miles from their normal school. For younger children the local 
authority must provide free transport if they live more than 2 miles from their normal 
school. North Yorkshire’s policy is to provide all Primary age children with free 
transport if they live more than 2 miles from their normal school which means that 
there are approximately 520 children who live between 2 and 3 miles from school 
who receive discretionary free transport. Most of these pupils travel on school buses 
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which are provided for entitled pupils but a small number (11in 2014/15) are provided 
with taxis because there is no school bus available. 
 

 Assuming  that 75%of parents of children living between 2 and 3 miles from their 
normal school would purchase a bus pass at the current cost of £380, the local 
authority is currently foregoing potential income of approximately £145k. The 
additional cost of dedicated transport for this group (taxis) is £48k per annum. 
Therefore the current cost of this subsidy to NYCC is £193k. 
 

3.4      Free transport for children at a ‘critical stage’ of their education 
 
        Where pupils in years 10 and 11 move house and their parents want them to remain 

at the school at which they started their GCSE courses, free transport is provided to 
enable them to do so. Some pupils in year 9 may be eligible for this support if they 
have commenced GCSE courses which their new school does not offer. 

 
 In 2014/15 191 pupils were provided with free transport on these grounds at a cost to 

the local authority of £180k. 
 

4.0 OPTIONS 
 

4.1 Subsidised post-16 transport: 
 
The 2013 consultation document for the proposal to achieve the first £200k MTFS 2 
saving by increasing the post-16 charge to £480 per annum, explained that it may be 
necessary to further increase the charge from September 2015 to achieve the 
remaining £200k saving. This would mean an increase in the price of a post-16 travel 
pass to £600 per annum. The local authority undertook to work with schools and 
colleges on a proposal delegate additional funds to them for three years to help them 
to develop their own transport arrangements, taking account of the 16-19 bursary 
funds which are provided to schools and colleges by the Government. This was seen 
as providing a more acceptable option than a further steep price or earlier withdrawal  
of post-16 transport. 

 
Options were developed to utilise the anticipated  remaining subsidy (expected to be 
in the region of £450k) to enable this. The options which were considered were: 

 
(i) delegation of the funding to colleges to further develop their own 

arrangements and for them to fix the charge to students 
(ii) payment by the local authority of a grant of approximately £ 350 per annum to 

eligible students for them to make their own transport arrangements, which 
could include using college provided transport 

(iii) a combination of (i) and (ii),above 
 

The earlier than anticipated reduction in the remaining post-16 subsidy to only £200k 
means that the option of delegating funds to schools and colleges for them to 
develop their own arrangements realistically  is no longer feasible. The issue mainly 
concerns colleges, as transport to schools, (on which post-16 pupils can purchase a 
travel pass) will continue to be available. No doubt colleges which already make their 
own travel arrangements would welcome some temporary additional funding from the 
Council, but the sums involved would be small, and where a college does not 
commission its own transport, this would be unlikely to tempt them to do so. Colleges 
would also be under no obligation to provide transport for those students living in 
deeply rural areas. 
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 The increase in the price of a post-16 travel pass to £480 has led to a significant 
number of parents and students making other arrangements to get to school or 
college. Experience shows that this is likely to be a temporary effect, and that in the 
next two or three years if the price remains the same, and the policy continues to be 
in place, then demand will increase, the subsidy to post-16 transport will grow, and 
the savings target will not be achieved. 

 A better option now, mindful of the changed circumstances, would be to consult on 
removing post-16 travel assistance and to pay a mileage allowance to students to 
make their own arrangements where there is no school transport or local bus service 
available. It is estimated that this would apply to no more than 100 students. Where 
transport is available, they would be expected to pay their own way, and to meet the 
full cost. The existing remissions for students with SEN and other low income and 
vulnerable groups would continue to apply. The timescale for consultation and 
decision making on such a proposal means that it could not be implemented before 
September 2016. 

 
Alternatively, Members might wish to leave the post-16 transport policy intact and 
monitor take-up over the next two years when the position could be reviewed. 
Because of the accelerated savings on post-16 transport this year, this would not 
affect the overall profile for achieving the £1.3M saving. 

 
Whichever option is adopted, It is suggested that from September 2015, an increase 
in price of a post-16 travel pass to £550 would most likely mean that increasing 
numbers of parents and students would make alternative arrangements at no cost to 
the Council. The cost would also compare favourably with that charged by some 
colleges but would not be so significant as to require public consultation. 

 
4.2 Free Transport for children aged 8-11 to attend their normal school 

 
It is proposed that the home to school and college transport policy be amended for 
this group of pupils so that it meets statutory requirements, and no more. That is to 
say that free transport would be provided for those who live over 3 miles from their 
normal school, but not to those who live between 2 and 3 miles from their normal 
school. 
 
This proposed amendment to the transport policy would have to be phased in to 
apply to new primary school admissions from September 2016. This is because 
some parents may have chosen a school for their children based upon the existing 
policy and to change the eligibility for free transport for them would be considered to 
be unreasonable and not in line with good practice. 
 

4.3     Pupils at a Critical Stage of their education 
 

It is proposed that this element of the current policy be removed and that parents be 
responsible for making transport arrangements in such cases, and for any costs 
arising. 
 

5.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 

5.1 If the options in section 4, above, are adopted following consultation then the 
estimated savings, below, would be achieved. 
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 Area of discretionary provision                     £ 
 

       Post-16 travel                                          200k 
 Free transport for 8-11 year olds             193k 
 Pupils at a ‘critical stage’ 180k 
 
           Total                  573k 
   
5.2 A saving of £573k, added to the £900k savings  already made, as set out in 

paragraph 2.4, above, would mean that the combined MTFS and 2020NY total 
saving of £1.473M would be achieved, which would be £173k over target. The 
current profiling of the savings over financial years would need to be adjusted to take 
account of the earlier than anticipated Post 16 saving and the phasing in of the 
savings attributable to the changes in policy relating to free transport for 8-11 year 
olds. 

 
6.0 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

 
6.1  The Local Authority has a statutory duty under Section 508A of the Education Act 

1996 (1996 Act) to promote the use of sustainable travel and transport. 
 
6.2 The Local Authority has a statutory duty under Section 508B of the 1996 Act to 

provide, free of charge, suitable home to school travel arrangements to secure the 
attendance at school or other relevant educational establishment of eligible children. 

 
6.3 The Education and Inspections Act 2006 inserted into the 1996 Act the definition of 

“eligibility” which is summarised as follows: 
 

• A child with SEN and/or a disability or with mobility problems who cannot 
reasonably be expected to walk to school 

• A child who does not live within walking distance of their nearest school (i.e. 
for children under the age of 8 more than 2 miles and children aged 8-11 
more than 3 miles) 

• A child  who, having regard to the nature of the route which he/she could 
reasonably be expected to take, accompanied as necessary (taking account 
of any disability of the parent), cannot reasonably be expected to walk 

• A child who is entitled to free school meals or their parents are in receipt of 
maximum Working tax credit 
 

6.4 Statutory Guidance: Home to School travel and transport guidance, DfE July 
2014.  The Local Authority must have regard to this guidance.   

• Where charges are imposed under the Local Authority’s discretionary powers 
it is good practice from low income groups (those not eligible for extended 
rights either due to being just outside the financial limits or live just outside the 
distance criteria and therefore not  in receipt of free travel) should be exempt.   

• However the guidance recognises that the Local Authority is best placed to 
determine local needs and circumstances and balance the demands for a 
broad range of discretionary travel against their budget priorities.  But there is 
an expectation that the Local Authority will engage with parents and clearly 
communicate what support can be expected from the Local Authority. 
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6.5 Statutory Guidance Post 16 Transport Guidance (DfE, June 2010) 
 

Local authorities have a duty to prepare and publish an annual transport policy 
statement specifying the arrangements for the provision of transport, or 
otherwise, that the local authority considers it necessary to make to facilitate the 
attendance of all persons of sixth form age receiving education or training. A failure to 
make arrangements would amount to a failure to meet the duty. 
 

6.6 Local authorities are expected to work with local partners, e.g. schools, further 
education colleges and other local authorities that may be appropriate in preparing 
their transport policies. Working with partners will help identify the transport needs of 
students and identify how best to support these students to ensure that transport is 
not a barrier to them accessing education and training. 

 
6.7 Because of the recognition that the local response to transport arrangements is 

important in enabling young people’s participation in education and training, the 
legislation gives local authorities the discretion to determine what transport and 
financial support is necessary to facilitate young people’s attendance. It is important 
that the local authority does not differentiate between providers or institutions in its 
arrangements. The local authority must exercise its power to provide transport and 
financial support ‘reasonably’, taking into account all ‘relevant matters’. 

 
6.8 The local authority must have regard to the needs of those who could not access 

education or training provision if no arrangements were made. Local authorities 
should consider the needs of: 

 
• the most vulnerable or socially excluded learners. 
• Learners with Special Educational Needs (SEN) (who should be specifically 

considered and the arrangements in place for each group must be 
documented in the transport policy statement). 

• those who are vulnerable to becoming NEET, 
• young parents and 
• those who live in particularly rural areas where transport infrastructure can be 

more limited. 
 
6.9 Statutory Guidance on the Participation of Young People in Education, 

Employment or Training for Local Authorities 
 

This guidance issued in accordance with the Education and Skills Act 2008 provides 
information on the duties of local authorities to promote effective participation. It 
includes the following relevant statements: 

 
• local authorities should ensure young people are not prevented from 

participating because of the cost or availability of transport to their education 
and training. 

• local authorities, schools and colleges will need to set out what services they 
provide for young people with SEN in the area – the ‘Local Offer’ – up the age 
of 25.  

 
7.0 EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS 
 
7.1 A draft qualities Impact assessment is attached at Appendix 1. This will be published 

with the consultation document. It will be reported, as amended, in the report to the 
Executive on the outcome of the public consultation. 
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8.0 CONSULTATION 

 
8.1 There will be a twelve week public consultation on the proposals with a report to the 

Executive on the outcomes.  

9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
9.1 That, in order to achieve the target saving in the 2020NY savings programme, public 

consultation be commenced on proposals to: 
 

i) cease providing free transport for pupils aged 8-11who live between two and 
three miles from their normal school 

ii) cease providing free transport for pupils at a ‘critical stage’ if they move home 
and wish to remain at the school currently attended 
 

9.2 That public consultation to cease to provide subsidised post-16 transport from 
September 2016 be commenced during the autumn term 2015, with the exception of 
provision for those with SEN and other vulnerable groups, including those on low 
income, and those where there is no local transport available.  

 
9.3 That the price of a post-16 travel pass be increased to £550 per annum from 

September 2015. 
 

 
PETER DWYER 
CORPORATE DIRECTOR – CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE’S SERVICE 
 
Report prepared by Andrew Terry, Assistant Director, Access and Inclusion 
  
Action Agreed  ……………………………………………..Executive Member 
 
Date:   9 December 2014 
 
Action Requested ……………………………………………..Corporate Director 
 
Date:   9 December 2014 
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Record of responses to consultation   Appendix 2 

Are there any other comments you would like to make about... 

1 My children's school is a village school that serves several villages. All lie within 2 miles, but are not suitable to walk to the school from, and are really not safe to 
cycle either. My children travel on the bus mainly as I feel that the parking situation in the village at school drop off time is unsafe and road users are at risk due to the 
volume of cars. Parking near the school is very limited and it causes a terrible problem in Alne for the residents. 

2 Clearly these savings have been forced on the local council by national government cuts. Given that we managed to print £400 billion and pump it into the banking 
system these cuts are an ideological choice not a necessity. The current government thinks cuts to public services are morally good. The impact of simple cuts like 
these on ordinary people's lives can be very significant. 

3 Encourage more parents and carers to walk the/there children to school. Within primary schools do different challenges like "Walk to School Month!" - In that way 
children are getting daily exercise and encouraging then all to be active, because there walking to school everyday for the whole month. Children can learn and 
especially younger children can learn so much in the environment around them from just walking to school with there parents, guardian or carer.   If all students and 
pupils "actually", use the school buses instead of the public transport, many people don't see the point in the school buses anymore, if the students and the pupils are 
using the public transport buses instead. Because the council could be saving a lot of money.  What happening at minute, members of the public end up not been 
able to travel on the public transport-the buses, because its full of school students and pupils.   Or less school buses for older students 14-18 yrs so not got option: 
they walk home from school or parents/guardian picks them up. 

4 I don't believe the removal of the 8-11 year old transport will have a huge impact on parents and it will bring us in line with other authorities.  Will this be removed 
from the end of the academic year in which a child is 7 years old? or in the term in which their 8th birthday falls? Will transport be honoured for pupils who are already 
attending the school and are currently in receipt of transport?  Critical stage removal will save the Authority a huge amount of money. Most other neighbouring 
authorities do not have this in their policy and North Yorkshire have been too generous.  Internal systems should be looked at. I believe that Integrated Passenger 
Transport should move forward with Technology and incorporate the new Synergy system to co-ordinate their transport instead of using PARIS. The module for 
Transport has already been purchased by NYCC so it should be used.  Other forms of Discretionary transport should also be looked at - ie. Medical on parents side 
and childs side - broken legs, mental health issues, sudden house moves, etc. I wouldn't agree with removing this as some cases are very deserving but NYCC could 
look at charging for this service instead of providing short term transport free.  Should the Authority not look at just providing free transport to the nearest school to 
the home address instead of looking at Catchment areas? This would fall in line with other Authorities. 

5 By enabling children to go to schools near where they live. 
6 The Council proposals have to be implemented. The Council have been far too laxed in the past. 
7 In many instances, removing the free entitlement could lead to buses running at under capacity - this would not save any money.  I would expect well over half the 

parents impacted would not buy passes - this would lead to increased congestion at school (already a major issue at our school).  It is inconsistent with carbon 
reduction targets to encourage parents to drive to school. No children would walk 2-3 miles each way to school on rural roads often in semi-darkness. Implementing 
this from 2016 would mean that siblings at the same school would be treated differently. I am appalled by these proposals. 

8 Children have to go to school and not all live within walking distance. 
9 NYCC could save money by not providing free transport to school for families who do not need it and are not entitled to it but who cause a fuss in order to gain this. 

10 There is no safe route to walk or bike the 2 miles from Crathorne to Hutton Rudby so unless a safe  



 route is put in this seems an incredibly unfair and unsafe decision.  We live 1.5 miles from Crathorne village and receive a joining point allowance to take my children 
into the village for them to get the school transport to school (and in reverse for afternoons for after school). Crathorne is approx. 2 miles from Hutton Rudby Primary 
School. As the total of miles I live from the primary school is 3.5 miles would my children still receive free transport? Your consultation doesn't seem to answer this 
question.  If the school transport was managed and administered more efficiently I do believe there would be no need for such action. Previously the primary school 
children shared the morning transport with those going to Stokesley Secondary School (this transport will remain I assume as it is over 5 miles to Stokesley). The 
primary school children were given separate provision of transport as the large coach (Atkinsons) said that they could not get close enough to the school to drop the 
primary school children off safely - this is despite it doing so for 10 years + (my eldest child, now 17 always got dropped off at the school gate). If the coach truly 
couldn't get to the school gate then why not liaise with the school and drop children off at the point where the school run a walking bus??? No communication with 
school at all - both school and the transport companies seem happy to pass the buck of responsibility.  Further money could be saved on the afternoon routes as 
there are several taxis/mini buses which pick up from Hutton Rudby Primary and take only a handful of pupils to three different villages - why not have one 
minibus??????? Yes the children may be home a little later but as each village is only a couple of miles from the school it would only be a few minutes.    Seems like 
common sense to me!!!!! 

11 Many parents of younger children - living in the two-three mile band will be driving in nay case - and although it has been a nice to have benefit - the case for 
stopping this now can clearly be seen.  If parents make a decision to move home - they cannot expect the Council to pay for transport but should weigh this up in the 
decision to move home.  However - if there is a child with a disability of some kind - this could be looked at on an exceptions basis.  Most parents - will be grateful 
that they can continue to choose to continue the education of their child at the school -- and can organise how to get there from their hone - or expect the child to get 
a bus etc to the school. 

12 These proposals seem reasonable in the current climate. The loophole in which families who preference a school nearer than their catchment school receive either 
free transport or a mileage payment could possibly also be addressed.  It seems odd to pay some families to drive their children to a preferred school when there are 
places on the bus to another school from their home. 

13 In order for all children to have equality of opportunity to attend the school that best meets their needs the current provision which has worked well should be 
maintained. 
 

14 I don’t believe no longer providing free transport to pupils aged 8-11 who live between 2 and 3 miles from their normal or catchment school will make the projected 
savings to the transport budget for the following reasons: • I don’t think the figures published in the consultation are correct. There may be around 520 pupils aged 8-
11that currently live between 2 to 3 miles from school, however, a large proportion of these will still be eligible for free home to school transport. This is because the 
route from home to school has been deemed as an unsafe walked route for a primary school aged child accompanied as necessary, there are school closure notices 
in place, they get transport on medical/discretionary grounds or they are in receipt of Free School Meals or parents receive the maximum level of Working Tax 
Credits.  In the academic year 2014/15, 345 reception pupils were eligible to free home to school transport on allocation day. Of those, 142 live between 2 and 3 
miles from the school. If transport was withdrawn as proposed, over 2/3 (94 pupils) would still be eligible because the route to school has been deemed an unsafe 
walked route for a primary school aged child accompanied as necessary or there is a school closure in place. That would leave a potential 45 reception pupils in the 
whole county no longer eligible for free transport, however, 2 of them are currently get Free School Meals, therefore (assuming none of the others parents receive the 
maximum level of Working Tax Credits), 43 pupils would not be eligible for free home to school transport from the start of year 4 (14 in Scarborough & Ryedale area, 
9 in Hambleton & Richmondshire, 11 in Harrogate, 2 in Craven and 7 in Selby).Taking the 43 pupils starting reception this year who would not be eligible for free 
transport from year 4 as an average, the total number of pupils not eligible for free home to school transport throughout the county would be 129 (43 pupils x 3 school 
years), not 520 as published. 

15 Due to the current restrictions on budgets that NYCC face following central government policy this seems a fair approach. Many parents bus their children to other 
areas to attend 'better' schools, perhaps they should be responsible for paying to get them there. 

16 Many families in our area are extremely rural. Many are farmers and financially cannot afford to buy a bus pass or the time it takes to drive to and from school twice a 
day, which in adverse weather conditions, on untreated roads (they rarely grit here) is considerable. It is also not necessarily safe for children to walk or bike this far 
to and from school on dark roads by themselves. The bus is vital to these families, and it is disgraceful that the county council are considering removing the service. 
The government is constantly telling us more people should be walking to school, for health and environmental reasons, but in the event it is too far (2 miles is a long 
walk for an 9 year old, they would need to leave home in the dark in winter and approximately 8am, and would return in the dark at approximately 4.30) a bus service 
is essential. 



17 If parents are required to buy a bus pass, what guarantee is there that NYCC will provide adequate seats? If these extra pupils mean that another bus is needed to 
run on that route, will NYCC provide it? This could mean that parents chose a school, intending to buy a bus pass, and then find that there is no bus for that route 
and need to reconsider the school or are forced to make alternative arrangements. 
 

18 Access to schools is one of the main considerations for families when moving into an area. Without this subsidy, families will simply not move into these rural 
communities and will seriously threaten the viability of schools. 
 

19 The council currently runs two taxis from  this area for 8 children when a minibus would surely be cheaper, a minibus would have capacity to spare if required also 
reduce congestion at school which is a real problem at the minute and would be exasperated if the proposed plans go ahead, Currently there are children from 6 
families which could be transported to school in one vehicle but if the plans go ahead people would be forced to drive to school as there is no public transport 
available on this route this would increase the school traffic from a current possible of 1 to a probable of 6 The increased traffic in my mind would adversely affect the 
already poor level of road safety around the school which the staff at the school have raised concerns about in parent newsletters. I am also aware of parents living in 
the village who do not drive, what will the provisions be in these circumstances?  This will add to the current decline in young family's being able to live in rural areas 
which I have witnessed over the years. I see these plans as a step too far when pensioners are issued with free bus passes regardless of financial status or distance 
to local amenities. 

20 Children living in rural areas are not able to walk along the country roads as there are no pavements and no lighting. This will also cause splits in families where older 
children cannot use school transport whereas their younger siblings can - what are parents supposed to do? More families will have to travel by car. This is a serious 
disadvatage once again to those of us living in rural North Yorkshire. 
 

21 We are based in the coastal, rural area of Whitby, we are the only 11 - 19 College, therefore if anyone moves out of the area, we would assume that parents include 
and take into account transport issues within their conditions of moving and where their son/daughter is to do their GCSE's.    With regard to the Primary age children 
and transport, again, because of our coastal and rural location, children between the ages of 8 - 11 who live in our catchment area desperately need transport to their 
primary school.  A lot of parents cannot afford bus passes and a lot of parents do not drive.  The primary schools are mostly country based, the roads are not fit for 
children to be walking 2 and 3 miles.  We have a lot of farms, sometimes it is a mile to the end of their driveway!  The situation with transport needs to be looked at 
on an individual area basis, it cannot be "an across the board" arrangement.  Once you get out of our villages you are straight onto busy main roads with no footpaths 
or lighting. 

22 How much would the bus passes be?  How is distance to school determined?  Is it by each house or by village - some in a village may be entitled and others not by 
virtue of the long single street villages in N Yorks which could come across as odd/petty although I imagine most are sympathetic to the cost cuts to be imposed.  
What is the rationale behind the 2 mile / 3 mile differential for KS1 and KS2 pupils?  Why not universalise at 3 miles? 

23 I think this needs to be looked at very carfefully and on a case by case basis especially in rural areas. Our primary school is small and is experiencing a decline in 
pupil numbers with over 60% of our pupils travelling to school by school transport. If this transport was taken away it could well affect parents decisions as to which 
school to send their children to and have a serious detrimental affect on our intake in coming years. If pupils that currently get school transport were to lose it this 
could cause hardship for already struggling rural families and due to the age range you will have the ridiculous scenario where some families will have some children 
elgible for transport whilst others in the household are not. There would be no alternative but for parents in our areas to drive their children to school (so you are 
therefore assuming that all families have access to a car) as there are no forms of public transport and outside of the village boundaries, where all these children live; 
their routes to school are unsuitable for walking with no footpaths, street lighting and especially in our cases very dangerous roads for pedestrians. In our local area 
we have significantly less families with young children compared to other neighbouring areas and this is mainly due to the lack of affordable housing, lack of 
employment opportunities and higher costs of living; therefore if these proposals go ahead it would only be adding to these barriers. I would hope that the council 
would use some common sense with these proposals as I am sure there are some areas where cuts can be made in school transport budgets but this is not a case 
where 'one policy fits all'! Please do not disadvantage the already poorer relations of the County out in the rural areas by cutting more of our serivces; as many are 
already asking, what do we get out here for our council tax compared to more urban areas? 

24 This will radically affect school choices in small rural communities. It may lead to families moving away from villages, a drop in pupil numbers and threaten the 
continued existence of small rural schools who already are being squeezed in other budget areas.  It is yet another attack on rurality and sustainability. 

25 In rural areas such as upper Wharfedale public transport is often not an option 



26 Our nearest (and catchment) primary school is Kettlewell Primary School.  Currently children in Starbotton (2 miles away from Kettlewell) receive free transport to 
school on the school bus which comes through the village from further outlying villages.  It would not be safe for those children to walk to school as the road between 
Starbotton and Kettlewell (B6265) is narrow, has no footpaths, and would not be safe.  The families living in Starbotton, as an example, would have considerable 
financial hardship if they had to purchase bus passes for their children and therefore it would result in additional cars taking those children to school.  I think the policy 
that you are proposing would only work in areas where there was a provision for a path for children to safely walk on. 

27 Children who live in rural areas already face sometimes long and sometimes difficult journeys to school.  Nothing should be done to make these journeys even 
harder.  We do want to keep villages alive by encouraging young families to stay.  Don't we? 

28 Many will work or have children at other schools making it impossible to transport them to be in numerous places at once or have younger children they can't also get 
out with to transport the disabled child. Often it is only 1 parent at home in the mornings as the other may be working and depending on parents may find it difficult 
and exhausting to get them in the car and then drive them there in the first place even if they haven't got other children to consider Many special schools do not have 
space for dropping and collecting children making it impossible.  Walking is most often not an possible because these kids will have physical and or behavior needs 
which could cause them to have a melt down on the way and in bad weather get cold wet and may make them ill.  Even older young people of college age may not 
have the capability of using buses just because they are older. It is good for there independence if they can manage but some may never get to that stage. Each 
case has to be looked at on its merit  Parents have not asked to have a disabled child and any benefits will not cover the full cost of parents using their own money to 
arrange transport. I think this would be diabolical to put parents through this as it is the hardest thing to have a disabled child and go anywhere with them let alone 
the trouble this would cause every day.  What if people had to pay something towards the cost of transport depending on means but keep the current transport in 
place. 

29 Our primary school has a long thin catchment area, on winding country roads. I have had more than one accident on the road between Kirklington and Burneston 
school, no school bus for Kirklington and Carthorpe would only cause more accidents, making it more dangerous for all road users.  It is a busy road with many blind 
corners and high hedges which is used by a wide variety of traffic from farm machinery, to lorries (especially horse boxes), and cars. I won't allow my teenagers to 
cycle along it, never mind younger children, nor would I feel safe doing so myself. Leaving parents of children in Key Stage 2 at primary school a choice between 
driving their children to school or paying for the priviledge to travel on the school bus that will be coming to pick up the younger children.   Paid for transport to Ripon 
Secondary schools has proved to be highly unreliable, with a high cost, putting it out of reach of some parents, especially those with more than one child, but also a 
worry for those parents of children aged 8-11 whether transport will even turn up at the appointed time and place.   As Burneston is our catchment school, we are not 
going there from choice, but because for parents who do not drive or have access to a car during the day it is our only option.   It is coming to the point where the 
only people left in villages will be the rich, those of us who are less well off will be forced to move into more urban areas as more and more services are removed 
from us, or brought to us at a far higher cost. This feels like discrimination for wanting to bring our families up in a rural setting. 

30 County Council provision for those living and working in a deeply rural area ensures basic service provision only.  Transport to the ONLY local school option, which 
for the majority is not in walking distance, nor a safe cycle route for children of school age, is essential; not just for the farming families who are guardians of the 
(internationally renowned) landscape, but also for those families who are the lifeblood of their communities. Cutting school transport in the Dales risks the 
sustainability and affordability of living here for those in the family formation years and ultimately the sustainability of entire communities. 

31 In terms of young children the effect of these proposals will be that some children would have to walk to school on single track country roads with no pavements. It 
would only be a matter of time before there is a serious accident.  Parents will not take this risk and consequently once again pupils will be driven away from country 
schools and people with young families will not move to rural areas, putting more pressure on the viability of rural schools and the sustainability of rural communities.  
The council needs to take a holistic view the economics of the Dales - or they will turn them into a theme/retirement park.  To save money the council should consider 
reducing expenses paid to councillors 
 

32 It is a ridiculous proposal and will have detrimental effects on the sustainability and community, as well as having negative impacts on any young families wishing to 
move to the area.   One way to save money without damaging communities and small schools would be for councillors to reduce their expenses claims. That alone 
would save enough money to allow free transport to continue. 

33 It is often that those living in rural areas have to suffer financially. Often they live in the area due to parent(s) work. They should not be penalised for this and if 
implemented then there will be more cars parking near schools and the danger of accidents. It is also a way of becoming more independent by travelling on a school 
bus at primary school age. 
 

34 My comments relate specifically to the impact of these proposals on families living in and around Starbotton, Upper Wharfedale, whose children attend the local 
primary school at Kettlewell - although I recognise that my arguments might easily apply to others living in remote rural locations.  There is no other alternative 



primary school within six-seven miles; if the Kettlewell school were to be closed due to a loss in numbers, all pupils would have to be bussed to Grassington - at a 
greatly-increased cost to the Authorities, along with added pressures on the pupils and their parents.  The Kettlewell school has an excellent educational record; no 
doubt the residents of Starbotton are well aware of the value of the education on offer there.  However, there is just one, narrow, twisting and very hazardous country 
road linking Starbotton with Kettlewell - a road totally unsuitable for any pedestrians, let alone primary school children and their parents facing such a return journey 
twice a day, in darkness in the winter months.  These raise genuine fears locally; they are practical problems requiring practical solutions.  How can one justify 
running a bus from higher up the dale, having to pass through Starbotton to reach Kettlewell and yet not collect the Starbotton children on the same'free' basis.  Is 
there any Councillor who would be prepared to walk that route with a child or children?  Are these Councillors, who are aware of the safety issues, prepared to 
charge some families 'protection money'? - remember, the bus is running along the route anyway, on which others travel for free (within the Law).    As a parent of 
Buckden children who attended Kettlewell - and now a grandparent of two more Buckden children attending the same school - I am worried that the children of 
Starbotton be so disadvantaged.  Parents joining the school run that only adds cars to a busy road. One-size solutions are not always the best.  Please, safety 1st.  
Mr D. Lusted, Buckden, N. Y. 
 

35 My pressing concern relates to children aged 8-11 already suffering real rural poverty who live in areas between 2 and three miles from the nearest local school.  The 
parents may not have cars and may not have an income which would allow them to purchase a bus pass.  The decision which NYCC will take (I do not believe that 
they are really taking any notice of consultations) will make it even more difficult for these families, who are already under tremendous financial pressure, to send 
their young children to school.  The argument that their great-great grandparents may have had to walk two miles to school when they were eight years old does not 
impress me.  NYCC has closed many of its rural village school rendering it necessary for some eight year olds to travel two miles to school.  The savings that would 
be made by removing the discretionary concession are miniscule by comparison.  I would therefore hope that NYCC will prove me wrong and, at least, make special 
provision for those who live in rural areas and will suffer increased financial hardship because of the removal of this discretionary help. 

36 Please consider those small rural schools for which many children attend who live between 2-3 miles however the routes are most unsafe for them to walk and no 
alternative public transport is available.  Many famailies are members of our poorer rural community and purchase of bus passes would be an additional financial 
burden.  Many of our children would have to negociate 1 in 3 hills that have sharp bends on them and no pavement facility.  This would be particulalry perilous in 
winter conditions as we are not always gritted before 9am. 

37 If the school bus service was taken away from my daughter's school it would be increasingly difficult to take my daughter to school every day.  There is no other 
public transport that runs through our village which would result in several parents having to run cars twice, sometimes three times a day to drop children off at 
school. 
 

38 The effect of children not been entitled to free bus to Burneston C of E primary could be that move parents would have to drive along country lanes. from Carthorp 
village there is no suitable footpath to walk along. As any bus would still be calling at Melmerby, Wath and Sutton Howgrave it seems stupid not to stop at Kirklington 
and Carthorpe as it passes through these villages on the way to the school. As the age of children effected is 8-11 it is likely that parents could have 1 child entitled to 
the bus whilst another is not. The safety of children could be put at risk as there could be confusion as to who is been collected and who is on the bus. 

39 Whilst I understand the pressures that Councils face I believe that a significant increase in the cost of a bus pass will lead many people to get lifts to school and think 
that this will have a significant impact on the environmental and safety issues at schools.  If the total cost of a bus ticket is not too high people may buy / continue to 
buy tickets but if the increase in cost as a result of removing the subsidy is significant I believe more people will drive and therefore it could prove a cost to the council 
for other reasons not considered. 

40 The existing transport already passes the doors of the children this will effect, it will be very dependent on the costs of continuing with the school bus. As a parent I 
would not want to alter my childs routine he will have been going on the school bus 4 years before this affects him however if this policy is to then claw back 
additional funds from the unfortunate few parents it is ill thought out. I do not object to contributing where I can to assist in savings however as the route/driver/bus 
etc are all already provided and scheduled for those under 8 I would object to paying the full pupil fare for this service. 

41 Remember families are trying to save money on many things too. 
42 The school bus that I take to Tadcaster Grammar School (001S) is falling to pieces. The council give us the most unsafe and grotty buses to travel to and from 

school. Some of these aren't even equipped with seatbelts and have barely any legroom to put your bag and of course your legs. I feel unsafe and uncomfortable 
when travelling to school and this must change as if one of these buses was involved in a crash, it is more likely for the passengers to be injured as some of the 
seats only come up to chest height. This situation is truly ridiculous in a society like ours. 

42 Please see Appendix 1 word document 
43 Please see Appendix 2 word document 
44 Please see Appendix 3 word document 



45 Please see Appendix 4 word document 
46 As a school that serves a large and diverse area - with a predominately rural catchment a commitment to safe and secure bus travel is vital.  We would be extremely 

concerned if there was a change made to critical age transport was made.  This will adversely effect students whose parents may be forced to move during critical 
school years and where a move to another school could be very detrimental. 

47 I have been waiting for school bus permit since november as there is no space on the bus , more buses required to meet the needs of the children at school rather 
than having meeting to consider how to save money, parents would be willing to pay for permits if buses where available 

48 • There is no public transport for Sawdon, we cannot rely on a bus service to take the children to school. • Not everyone has access to a car or can drive. Some of 
those with cars have siblings at other educational settings making car sharing impossible. The financial impact on driving numerous miles each day will make it 
impossible for low income families to live in rural communities. • Serious congestion issues at school, no parking or drop off point at school. • Safety issues, there is 
no footpath or cycle path to Brompton, it is a fast and busy road used by heavy agricultural vehicles and local traffic. • The road to Brompton has no street lighting 
and has limited speed notifications.  • Once in Brompton there is a busy main road to cross (A170) with pedestrian crossing facilities available. • Families who want to 
support their local village school would be penalised should our taxi service be cut. In supporting our local Brompton and Sawdon School, it makes it difficult for 
Sawdon pupils to get to school whereas the Brompton pupils are able to walk. • We have more primary aged children attending Brompton and Sawdon school than in 
recent years. At present NYCC is paying for the running of two taxis which are full. • Environmentally it does not make sense to run so many vehicles. 

49 I think if parents choose to send a child to a school that is further away than their local catchment school then it should be their full responsibility to get them there. In 
fact, it should always be the parents responsibility to get their child to school. The only exceptions should be help for disabled parents and/or children.  As for parents 
who move during such an important time as their child's GCSES, they should have to sort that out themselves too!!   The council should work with local bus 
companies to ensure that bus routes etc are available to cover schools but parents should pay for these buses in full (even those on tax credits etc). In remote/ 
difficult areas, parents should be encouraged to work together to get local kids to their schools. 

50 I can only foresee a huge increase in the number of children being transported to school by cars, with the effect of increasing the traffic on local roads, congesting the 
areas immediately around schools and making it less safe for pedestrian students. 

51 I have always had to pay for my kids to go on the bus as we elected to go out of catchment. As they have gone to sixth form it is cheaper to let them drive to school 
than go on the bus. 

52 If parent move away they should not have access to free transport as it's their decision to move. 
53 - This consultation has been based on current numbers of school children but demographics change over time so your costings cannot be relied upon to achieve 

savings. - In rural areas where parents do not have access to transport the journey to and from sc 

54 The proposed changes to school transport provision for pupils aged 8-11 years are ill thought through and frankly ridiculous as:  (1) SAFETY ISSUES. For example 
there is no footpath or PROW that children can use to get from Yedingham to their catchment school at West Heslerton. Though if council staff would like to 
accompany my children along the frankly treacherous Station Road they would be more than welcome to (2) SHORT-SIGHTEDNESS as you aware many families 
have more 

 than 1 child at school, as a result you may be in a position where one child has school transport provision and another has none. So by default families will have to 
drive to school. In the long-term this will enable NYCC to justify the withdrawal of all school transport provision due to apparent 'poor uptake'. 

55 I have a younger son who will still be eligible.  I cannot understand how my elder son will not be able to travel on the bus with his brother when 1. The bus will be 
travelling through the village anyway to collect the younger children  2. There is plenty of space on the bus for all of the children  I work away a lot and the bus 
enables me to do this. If my eldest son is not allowed on the bus, I may have to give up work.  There is no pavement between Kirklington and Burneston and it would 
be extremely dangerous for a child aged 8 to "walk" to school....  There should be a sibling priority and if you have a younger sibling still eligible then the older child 
should also be on the bus.   It seems madness that I would have to drive my elder son when my younger son is allowed on the bus..... 
 

56 By changing this I will likely have two children who do not qualify for bus transport and one who does. This puts me in the position of not being able to wait for the bus 
with the youngest or the other two will be late for school, and our financial situation will not allow me to pay for the bus passes. Then there is the parking congestion 
problem at the school - more parents will be forced to drive their children to school which will mean a problem with congestion at Sand Hutton School and there will 
be a safety issue with children getting in and out of cars on the roadside as there is not a dedicated parking lot or drop off area for parents to use.  As it is now, the 
buses pull up right in front of the school gates and the children get off/on safely and there is little disruption to the residents of the village. 



57 While i totally understand the need for efficient use of resources and the need to make cut-backs is a top priority for the council i cannot support this proposal as it is 
hugely unfair on the rural communities such as the one in which we live. The children in this village have only 2 options to get to school and these are the school bus 
or driven by car. This is because there is no safe walking or cycling route from the village to the school. I feel that the council are acting in a discriminatory way and 
that we are being penalised for living in a small village. The £380 cost of a bus-pass is totally ridiculous for a 2.2 mile journey to the school and i would not pay it. 
Instead i would drive my child to and from school, which would impact upon me and the local community and environment hugely. It will add to the already busy and 
sometimes congested road where the school is situated. It will add to fuel emissions. It will also impact upon our working lives, because it will mean that I will be late 
for work. In summary, whilst i understand the need to reduce costs i think this proposal discriminates against those families who live in rural places and that the 
ridiculously high cost of the bus pass will put many families off buying it. This will lead to increased traffic in Sand Hutton, increased pollution from increased traffic 
and will negatively impact upon many families. Maybe this proposal could work for families who have alternatives to getting the child to school (ie safe walking or 
cycling routes) or if the bus pass was priced more appropriately. My calculations were that at current costings it would equate to £10 per week per child over the 
school year. Many families i have discussed this with have agreed that they would not pay this and would instead drive their children to school. This would then mean 
the council will be paying for buses to be run from villages 3+ miles away that are only half full and not being utilised efficiently at all. This is CRAZY 

58 Our village may be within the 2 - 3 mile distance - however the route is unsafe for children to walk to school as there is NO footpath. Parents who work will be forced 
to allow their children to walk or face financial hardship by being expected to pay for a pass - unnaceptable. The people who will lose out most are the children 
through health and safety issues or families who are already under financial pressure choosing between important purchases within the household i.e eat or heat…… 

59 Sand Hutton is a small school which accommodates all of its surrounding villages. There is only the village that it is situated in, in which it is possible for children to 
SAFLEY walk. I can not afford to pay for bus passes for both my children so I would have to drive them. There is little parking in such a small village and is going to 
cause congestion and make it unsafe for everyone involved. 

60 I think it is the moral duty of the council to provide transport for statutory education so that families living in rural areas can be assured that their children are safe 
when travelling to and from school without prejudice against the more remote villages, keeping our countryside populated and vibrant.  I think it is imperative that 
families have a choice of good (and better) schools from which to choose and transport plays a key part in that choice.  Withdrawal of transport for some families will 
limit choice and impact on children's life chances. 

61 I believe that in for our school bus route you would not be making a saving whatsoever. Children get the school bus from villages up to 6 miles away from the school, 
this school bus would still be contracted for the route regardless of how many children get on it, the bus already runs at below capacity so it the number of children on 
it will not correlate to its running cost. By making us pay for a bus pass we would be more likely to drive our children to school on principle thus you are not saving 
any money. I feel it is a disgrace that families from 2 of the 5-6 villages our village serves would be made to pay. It is not like we can walk to school, I feel strongly 
that it is just another way that nycc is disadvantaging rural communities. Children from the village of Melmerby are entitled to attend Baldersby or Burneston school. A 
bus passes through their village for both schools so children in that village would be entitled to a free bus service to either school yet we in Kirklington would not get 
any free transport to our one school. What a disgrace that you think you can do this to us! Why chose children from villages 2-3 miles away? On a rural bus route the 
distance has no correlation to the impact it has on a family, it is an unfair split either make children from every village on the route pay or none at all.  We have just 
spent 2.5 weeks with no car due to a breakdown and can say how isolating it is not to have any transport or daily public bus services due to other cuts by nycc. I 
understand you need to make cuts but why not look at your top staff salaries rather than cutting our services and school transport?   One factor you could consider to 
make savings is that of transport for SEN. The number of private taxis sent out to pick up individual children is fairly high, why not look at a more feasible way for 
SEN transport? 
 

62 I am writing about my circumstances, I have 2 children aged between 8 -11 and we live approx. 2 miles from school.  Currently a school bus provides transport and is 
not at full capacity by any means, should the change come into action I assume the bus will continue to pass through the village each day.  I can only assume these 
changes are a money making scheme as I can’t see the sense that the bus would continue to pass through the village and not pick up children.  I will not be buying a 
bus pass and my children will have to go to school by bike on a road that has high speed traffic and not considered safe for children.....is this the way forward??? 

63 Ingleby Arncliffe Parish Council are against these proposals which we feel could have a negative impact on our small village school. The school could lose pupils and 
become unviable which obviously we do not wish to happen. It is a faith school and these cuts could cause financial problems for parents.  These proposals target 
rural communities unfairly when facilities such as schools are important to our community. It is unfair to single us out in this way when urban communities would be 
left alone. 



64 I find the whole idea undermining for rural communities, for the primary schools in the county and indicative of the cuts mentality which will fundamentally 
disadvantage rural communities. Do  you seriously believe that having 8-10 year old children walk along the A64 or worse have to cross it, where there has already 
been a death of a young child crossing the road, is acceptable.   Will NYCC take future responsibility for any deaths arising from the reduction in school transport; this 
seems unlikely.    The move seems cynically and deliberately designed to create an environment where support for bussing children to school disappears completely, 
although it could of course provide a basis for closing small schools. The environmental impact and danger to children at school forecourts by forcing almost all 
children to be delivered to school in domestic vehicles or have them walk along main roads or unlit narrow country lanes defies intelligence.   

65 Sand Hutton school, York, is a rural school where transport is essential, it's a small village and its natural charm, peacefulness would be ruined by constant traffic. I 
have two children one aged 7 and one aged 4, starting in September. Meaning I will have to pay for one and not the other. It's crucial these children have this service 
as it will mean more cars dropping/picking up around the school causing parking congestion and risk to the children's safety around school. I've always thought the 
school transport system was an excellant idea as it reduces the carbon footprint, the children have independance getting on the bus and keeps them all safe getting 
to school. It's such an important part of rural life and would be a great shame in losing it. If I was forced to pay then I would have to drive them to and back from 
school myself. 
 

66 Often the size of the coach or bus is bigger than required [idea] keep a closer track of how many children require the transport and link school routes together with 
buses of appropriate sizes. It would be unsafe to have  higher volume of traffic (parents taking children) on the small country lanes, and no other method is safe 
(mine would like to go by bike, but it is too dangerous, due to narrow bendy roads, fast cars, lorries and wet, icy and dark mornings and evenings). Surly it is 
important to get children to school in a safe manner, as important as the free school meals that has recently be given out to children 5-7 years (they seem to do ok 
out of the system). Families who live in rural villages should not be expected to pay for transport to school, they should be supported. 

67 Please see Appendix 5 word document. 
 

68 The proposed changes seem a ludicrous way of saving money, for this area the proposed changes mean a bus actually driving past pupils of a certain age to collect 
other pupils that are under the age limit. The rural areas struggle to fight sustainability, these proposed changes place a significant threat to the closure of our school 
and will be fought against whole heartedly 

69 You will have situations where buses drive past parents homes yet their children can not get on without paying extra.  You will have situations where one sibling has 
to pay and the other one doesn't which seems like madness.   You will encourage more parents to drive to school, this will increase congestion en route and outside 
schools.  I would be interested to find out how the proposed change in policy fulfills any 'green' requirements that NYCC have as I understand one bus is more 
environmentally friendly than numerous extra cars dropping off children. NYCC covers a vast rural area and should provide the means for children in these rural 
areas to get to school without discriminating between them on age. A change in this policy would inevitably cost those parents of children who don't qualify for free 
places more money depending on where they live which does not seem fair. I think cycling to school would be great for fitness and this policy may encourage this, 
unfortunately the roads are not safe anymore for young cyclists and certainly in our case this would involve crossing the A64! Regarding alternative cost saving. Are 
we getting the best deals from bus companies?  Is this regularly reviewed/ negotiated? Are suitable/ cost effective buses being used?  Ours is regularly a 40+ seater 
coach for 20 or so children. Ask the parents of children who need taxi's to drop their children at the nearest bus stop. 

70 There used to be a school in Kirklington which my child could have walked to. This was closed and the local (and nearest) primary became Burneston. It is therefore 
only right that the government provides free transport for all children who can no longer walk to a village school. Given that the bus will continue to drive through our 
village, it will not cost the council extra for it to stop and collect children. So this is NOT an opportunity to make savings, as suggested above, but seems more like an 
opportunity to boost revenue by forcing parents to pay for a bus pass!  I find it extraordinary that a village such as Melmerby will still benefit from free bus travel to a 
school which is not nearest to them, while those of us who are supporting our local school will in effect be penalised. 

71 I live in Boroughbridge and I am the parent of a 16+ student who goes to sixth form in Harrogate. At the time of choosing St. Aidan's for his A level courses my son 
felt that Boroughbridge High School was not a viable option as it had failed in teaching him well in some subjects. Since then it has had a tremendous period of 
upheaval and recently a new headteacher has been appointed. At the time of choosing he could travel to Harrogate independently on the PUBLIC BUS. Since then 
North Yorkshire County Council has cut the public bus service to and from our town and so now there is NO public transport to Knaresborough or Harrogate before 9 
a m. It is now impossible for people to travel to these other towns to school or work unless it is in a car. I realise that this has no relevance for younger pupils, but it 
does for older ones. It totally lets people down who cannot drive or afford a car and forces more cars onto the roads; detrimental to the immediate and wider 
environment. Parents may have to cut down working hours or leave their jobs in order to drive their children to school as there are not enough places on school 
buses. With this public transport policy - cutting important bus services from towns as big as Boroughbridge - the council needs to provide MORE SCHOOL BUSES 
and not fewer. 



72 My children attend a rural primary school and the school buses collect children from a few local villages. The distance from our village to school is short but the 
walking route is not safe due to the lack of footpath / difficult bends. The majority of children travel on the bus at present. If parents have to pay for passes, I believe 
that more families will start using the car to travel to school - even though the bus will travel the same route with children from further afield. So the pollution and 
petrol use from the bus will continue but be added to by additional cars - does this appear sustainable or does it further damage the environment? The morning drop 
off and evening collection already causes congestion close to the school which will only be increased by more families using cars as transport. Surely Councils 
should be leading the way in reducing carbon footprint - this policy can only lead to increased traffic and car usage. It has been observed that the buses used are 
large - could smaller buses be used? Presumably this would only impact the costs of the bus service provider though. 

73 The impact will hit those families who are struggling to make ends meets but who are no eligible for child related benefits.  Parents where possible to transport 
children to school causing distruption and mayhem outside the school which could result in child relating incidents, such as running over.  The council could save 
money by looking at their internal operations, as from past experience of working in an organisation similar to NYCC, money is constantly wasted in departments 
from bad management and poor systems of work.  Hitting childrens services is just an easy option  and if the Council wants to maintain young people and families in 
the rural areas, they should think of other ways of saving money.  Town schools wont be affected as they are not usually in the bus catchment areas anyway but rural 
schools are struggling with numbers and this is just another thorn in their side which could result in school closures in rural areas.  Think of something else and stop 
punishing rural families! 

74 1) I anticipate increased number of cars in Sand Hutton and other affected schools. Increased volume of cars has safely tissues for children and other road users.  
Villages will become contested take Welburn primary school as an example. Welburn is hideous at school start/finish times and they have the option of using the 
local pub car park. Increased traffic makes using country/ village roads very difficult  as passing long streams of stationary traffic is difficult/dangerous. This could 
also lead to increased tensions between schools and local residents.  Increased volumes of cars also results in more unnecessary fuel miles and has an 
environmental impact.  2) What occurs when 2 siblings are at the same school and one is entitled to free transport the other not? Ultimately parents will have to 
collect both, as one can't be collecting one child whilst at home waiting for the school bus for the other child?  3) Use of a school bus is a good life skill for children to 
learn. 4) I anticipate for some families this will result in financial hardship. 

75 We would like to put forward our concerns regarding transport to school for young children. We understand that from September 2015 North Yorkshire County 
Council are proposing to cut the school transport for primary school children. We are deeply worried about the effect this will have on families in rural communities, 
especially ours in Sawdon. 
 
We would like to put our views across, 
 
• There is no public transport for Sawdon, we cannot rely on a bus service to take the children to school. 
• Not everyone has access to a car or can drive. Some of those with cars have siblings at other educational settings making car sharing impossible. The 
financial impact on driving numerous miles each day will make it Impossible for low income families to live in rural communities. 
• Serious congestion issues at school, no parking or drop off point at school. 
• Safety issues, there is no footpath or cycle path to Brompton, it is a fast and busy road used by heavy agricultural vehicles and local traffic. 
• The road to Brompton has no street lighting and has limited speed notifications. 
• Once in Brompton there is a busy main road to cross (A170) with pedestrian crossing facilities available. 
• Families who want to support their local village school would be penalised should our taxi service be cut. In supporting our local Brompton and Sawdon 
School, it makes it difficult for Sawdon pupils to get to school whereas the Brompton pupils are able to walk. 
• We have more primary aged children attending Brompton and Sawdon school than in recent years. At present NYCC is paying for the running of two taxis 
which are full. 
• Environmentally it does not make sense to run so many vehicles would a mini bus be more economical. 
• Another village service being cut. 
 
We would really appreciate if you could consider our concerns with the matter 



76 I don't believe no longer providing free transport to pupils aged 8-11 who live between 2 and 3 miles from their normal or catchment school will make the projected 
savings to the transport budget for the following reasons: 
 
• I don't think the figures published in the consultation are correct. There may be around 520 pupils aged 8-11that currently live between 2 to 3 miles from 
school, however, a large proportion of these will still be eligible for free home to school transport. This is because the route from home to school has been deemed as 
an unsafe walked route for a primary school aged child accompanied as necessary, there are school closure notices in place, they get transport on 
medical/discretionary grounds or they are in receipt of free school meals or parents receive the maximum level of working tax credits. 
 
In the academic year 2014/15, 345 reception pupils were eligible to free home to school transport on allocation day. Of those, 142 live between 2 and 3 miles from 
the school. If transport was withdrawn as proposed, over 2/3 (94 pupils) would still be eligible because the route to school has been deemed an unsafe walked route 
for a primary school aged child accompanied as necessary or there is a school closure in place. That would leave a potential 45 reception pupils in the whole county 
no longer eligible for free transport, however, 2 of them are currently in receipt of Free School Meals, therefore (assuming none of the others parents receive the 
maximum level of Working Tax Credits), 43 pupils would not be eligible for free home to school transport from the start of year 4 (14 in Scarborough & Ryedale area, 
9 in Hambleton & Richmondshire, 11 in Harrogate, 2 in Craven and 7 in Selby). 
 
Taking the 43 pupils starting reception this year who would not be eligible for free transport from year 4 as an average, that would mean that the total number of 
pupils not eligible for free home to school transport throughout the county would be 129 (43 pupils x 3 school years), not 520 as published. 
 
• No longer providing free transport to pupils aged 8-11 who live between 2 and 
3 miles from their normal or catchment school will result in parents' requests for the assessment of walked routes for safety to increase. 
 
This will not only incur the cost of the assessment itself (Assessor's fees and admin costs), but if the route is identified as an unsafe walking route for a primary 
school age pupil, accompanied if necessary, free home to school transport will have to be provided to all pupils living further away than the unsafe section. For 
example, a route could be assessed as unsafe at 0.5 miles from the school; therefore any pupil Jiving over 0.5 miles using that route will get free transport (this could 
also affect secondary school aged pupils, or entitled pupils walking routes to buses' pick-up points) 
 
• No longer providing free transport to pupils aged 8-11 who live between 2 and 
3 miles from their normal or catchment school will also substantially increase the work load to the School Transport Team. 
 
Every year, the Team assesses the eligibility for free home to school transport of all pupils starting any of the County's 310 primary schools, 34 Secondary School 
and any allocated out of county schools. This is a time consuming exercise that needs to be accurately completed between March and June.By changing the 
qualifying distance, the team will have to re-assess pupils again before the age of eight (or when they start year 4), therefore increasing their workload considerably 
at that time of the year. 
 
The day to day workload will also increase by having to assess all pupils aged 8 and over who become eligible for free school meals, rather than just secondary 
school aged pupils and those attending a denominational school as is current practice. Likewise, appeals, discretionary transport requests and, as previously 
mentioned, requests of assessment for safety of routes to school will naturally increase as less pupils will get free home to school transport, all which are time 
consuming and have additional costs attached. 
•  Finally, assuming 75% of parents will purchase a bus pass on our services is, in my opinion, an over-optimistic figure. While working parents may 
choose to buy passes for their children, families with a stay-home parent may find taking their child to school themselves, or car sharing with other pupils' parents, a 
more economical way, particularly when they have more than one non-eligible child. 
 
I believe not providing free transport to pupils aged 8-11 who live between 2 and 3 miles from their normal or catchment school could make considerable savings in 
authorities with population living in large urbanised areas. However, the vast majority of North Yorkshire's primary school aged pupils who get free transport, will 
travel to their village school from either outlying farms/properties or other villages nearby through poorly unlit country roads without pavements, therefore presenting 
completely different challenges than in other parts of the country. 
  
I think a sensible way of making savings from the home to school transport budget would be to remove free transport to the nearer schools (not nearest). Currently 
the council provides free home to school transport to the "normal and appropriate" (catchment) school, the nearest (as statutory guidance issued by the DfE) and any 
school in between. In some cases this means that pupils living in a particular area may get free transport to a choice of up 5 or 6 schools, therefore increasing the 
number of services the authority have to run. 
 
I have not researched in depth the number pupils affected, however, a couple of examples are: 
 
•  Primary school aged pupils residing just outside Harrogate, opposite the Army Foundation College (Burley Bank HG3 2RX) will get free home to 



school transport to: 
o   New Park CP (normal and appropriate)- 2.52 miles (23 pupils) 
o   Saltergates Infant & Junior (nearest) 2.12 miles (36 pupils) 
o   Hampsthwaite CE- 2.13 miles (currently no pupils) 
o   Beckwithshaw CP- 2.16 miles (5 pupils) 
o   Killinghall CE - 2.23 miles (2 pupils) 
 
•  Secondary school aged pupils residing at Dishforth Village (Y07 3JU) will get free home to school transport to: 
 
o   Thirsk School (normal and appropriate} - 6.74 miles (3 pupils) o   Boroughbridge High School (nearest) - 4.79 miles (15 pupils) o   Ripon Grammar - 5.61 miles (11 
Pupils) 
o   Outwood Academy Ripon - 5.78 miles (3 pupils) 
 
As I said, I have only looked at these two locations, but by only offering free transport to the "normal and appropriate" and the nearest schools, 21 pupils that 
currently are eligible for free home to school transport would no longer be. 
 

77 May I firstly thank you for your letter which I received by hand on Wednesday 4th February. Which I found very annoyed about considering we have only got 4 more 
weeks to make an appeal to this business when the consultation started on the 17th December 2014. I suppose you thought the less time we give these people the 
less they will respond!! Well more fool you. 
 
My son goes to Brompton cp school. We live in the lovely village of Sawdon which is 2.2 miles away. From this letter that I have received I understand that you are 
wanting to stop school transport for the children over the age of 8?? Well you obviously don't know this village and possibly live in a town,  
 
Would you let your 8 year old sibling walk 2.2 miles on an unlit road in the dark clothes and no footpath?? Could you live with yourself if a child got hit by a car tractor 
hgv wagon going to school harmed or even KILLED!! 
 
What I would suggest you come up to the village and have a look at the route and it yourself at 7.30am and see how dark to see the problem yourself. 
 
This village at the present time has 8 pupils that use the service and it has TWO taxis twice a day to bring them to school. Surely you could save money by having a 
mini bus to collect them like they did 4 years ago. That would save money as we have a villager who used to transport the children to school but because it went 
under a bid she lost that. I feel that the children would be safer going with this villager as they would know her instead of these taxis drivers they have not always the 
same person. I know they have been crb to do the job but there are too many strange people about. 
 
We feel that the town people always discriminate the country people as we do things differently to those who live in town. My neighbour who doesn't drive how would 
she get her son to school , We work full time leaving at 8.00am and my husband at 4am.   
 
We know that its our choice to live were we do we don't even have a service bus know either.  Please stop cutting out services and help the younger generation get 
to school safely instead of worrying about them getting to and from school.   
 

78 I write on behalf  of Burneston C. of E. Aided Primary School Governors in response to the 
School Transport Consultation currently being undertaken. 
 
The proposal to end free home to school transport for children aged 8 and over who live between 2 and 3 miles from school will affect some of the pupils attending 
Burneston School. The Governors would like to make the following points: 
 
1.  The  proposed  arrangements  would  mean  that  some  families  can  use  the free  bus service for children  aged under  8 whilst  not being  able  to use the bus 
transport  for children aged 8 and over. 
2.  If parents  have to transport  their own children  to school there will be an increase  in traffic  movements  on  the  C45  Kirklington  to  Burneston  road. This road 
is in poor condition and, in places, dangerous.  There would be a concern over road safety for parents using this road. 
3.  Those pupils living 3 miles or more from Bumeston C of E School will continue to be provided with free school transport. The LEA already have a contract to 
provide  this transport so there would be no savings to be made by stopping other children aged 8 and  over  from  using  the bus.  Likewise,  there  would  be  no  
extra  cost  to  allow  all children to still use the bus. 
4.  The pupils attending Burneston School have been provided with free school transport for more than 40 years. The village primary schools at Kirklington and Wath 
closed and a new school was built at Burneston on the agreement that the children would be provided with free school transport by the Local Authority. 
We hope that these points will be taken into account when the matter is discussed by the Local Authority. 
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Name of Directorate and Service Area Children and Young People’s Service. 
Access and Inclusion 

Lead Officer and contact details Andrew Terry, Assistant Director, Access 
and Inclusion, e-
mail andrew.terry@northyorks.gov.uk 

Names and roles of other people 
involved in carrying out the EIA 

Anton Hodge Assistant Director Assistant 
Director – Strategic Resources CYPS,   
Richard Owens, Assistant Director 
Integrated Passenger Transport BES, 
Catherine Price Passenger Transport 
Integration Manager BES 

How will you pay due regard? e.g. 
working group, individual officer 

A small group of council officers has 
developed this draft EIA.  It will be 
published on the Council’s consultation 
website and will be amended in light of 
the consultation on proposed revisions to 
the existing policy.  It will be included as 
a completed document in the report to 
the Council’s Executive on the outcomes 
of the consultation. 

When did the due regard process start? First draft of EIA started on  11th 
November, 2014 

Sign off by Assistant Director (or 
equivalent) and date 

 

 
Section 1.  Please describe briefly what this EIA is about.  (e.g. are you starting 
a new service, changing how you do something, stopping doing something?) 
 
This EIA is about proposals to remove 2 areas of discretionary provision from the 
home to school and college transport policy. These are: 
 

i) to no longer provide free transport to pupils aged 8-11 who live between 2 
and 3 miles from their normal or catchment school. This would be phased 
in to apply to pupils admitted to primary school from September 2016. 
 

ii) to no longer provide free transport to pupils in Years 10 and 11 where they 
have moved house and their parents wish them to remain at the school at 
which they commenced their GCSE courses of study. This would also 
apply to some pupils in Year 9 if they have commenced GCSE courses 
which their new school does not offer. This would be phased in from 
September 2015. 

 
 
Section 2.  Why is this being proposed? (e.g. to save money, meet increased 
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demand, do things in a better way.) 
 
The Council is committed to savings of £92m by the end of March 2015. Following 
recent announcements by the government over future funding it now needs to find a 
further estimated £77m between 2015 and 2019. The council proposes to make a 
£299k saving in the home to school and college transport budget as part of this 
savings target. 

 
Section 3.  What will change?  What will be different for customers and/or 
staff? 
 
It is estimated that 520 families of children aged 8-11 and who live between 2 and 3 
miles from their normal or catchment school would be responsible for making their 
own transport arrangements because they would no longer be provided with free 
transport by the Council. 
 
It is estimated that 190 families would be responsible for making their own transport 
arrangements for pupils in Years 9,10 and 11if they moved house and wanted their 
children to remain at the school at which they commenced their GCSE courses. 
 
Section 4.  What impact will this proposal have on council resources 
(budgets)? 
 
Assuming that 75% of parents of children [not entitled to Free School Meals] aged 8-
11 living between 2 and 3 miles from their normal or catchment school purchase a 
bus pass at the current rate of £380, then the Council would gain income of £119k 
per annum.  
 
The additional cost of dedicated transport for this group where there is no bus 
available is £45k per annum, which would also be saved. 
 
The proposal to cease providing free transport where pupils in Years 9,10 and 11 
move house would potentially save the Council £135K per annum. 
 
The total reduction in the home to school and transport budget is therefore estimated 
at £299k, per annum. 
 
Section 5.  Will 
this proposal 
affect people 
with protected 
characteristics? 

No 
impact 

Make 
things 
better 

Make  
things  
worse 

Why will it have this effect?  
State any evidence you have for 
your thinking. 
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Age 
 

  X Pupils aged 8-11who live between 2 
and 3 miles from their normal or 
catchment school would no longer 
be entitled to free transport 

Disability  
 

X   Pupils with a Statement of special 
educational needs (or Education, 
Health and Care Plan) would be 
provided with free transport where 
this was required. Pupils with 
medical needs would be considered 
for free transport on a case by case 
basis. Cases where a parent with 
disabilities was unable to 
accompany their child walking to 
school would be considered for free 
transport on a case by case basis 

Sex (Gender) 
 

X    

Religion or belief 
 

X    

There would be no additional impact for those with Protected Characteristics under 
the headings of Race, Gender Reassignment, Sexual Orientation, Pregnancy or 
Maternity, Marriage or Civil Partnership 
Section 6.  
Would this 
proposal affect 
people for the 
following 
reasons? 

No 
impact 

Make 
things 
better 

Make 
things 
worse 

Why will it have this effect?  Give 
any evidence you have. 

Live in a rural 
area 
 

  X A very small number of pupils aged 
8-11 ( currently 11 in number), have 
no school bus on which they would 
be able to purchase a pass. 



 

 

 5 

Have a low 
income 
 

  X There is currently no reduction in 
the cost of a bus pass for those on 
low income, other than those post-
16. It is difficult to estimate the 
number of families per annum that 
would be affected by the proposal 
as we do not have any record of 
numbers of people in receipt of 
certain benefits. Where pupils aged 
8-11 are entitled to free school 
meals or their parents are in receipt 
of maximum working tax credit, the 
local authority has a statutory  
responsibility to continue to provide 
free home to school transport if the 
nearest suitable school is beyond 2 
miles.  

 
 
Section 7.  Will the proposal affect anyone more because of a combination of 
protected characteristics?  (e.g. older women or young gay men?)  State where 
this is likely to happen and explain what you think the effect will be and why 
giving any evidence you have. 
 
No, it will not. 
 
Section 8.  Only complete this section if the proposal will make things worse 
for some people.  Remember that we have an anticipatory duty to make 
reasonable adjustments so that disabled people can access services and work 
for us. 
 
Can we change our proposal to reduce or remove these adverse impacts?   
 
The council will meet its statutory obligations if these proposals are agreed following 
consultation. 
Families who purchase a bus pass will be able to pay in instalments, as currently is 
the case.  
 
The schools affected will be asked to review their school travel plans. 
 
If parents believe that a walked route to school is unsafe for a child, accompanied as 
necessary, then the council will make an assessment and may provide free travel. 
 
Can we achieve our aim in another way which will not make things worse for 
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people? 
 
The Council is already in the process of saving approximately £2million from the 
home to school transport budget for those of statutory school age, following full 
public consultations in 2010 and 2013. This is mainly the removal of other 
discretionary elements of the policy (primarily the withdrawal of free or assisted 
transport to denominational schools and a 33% increase in the charge for post-16 
transport). 
All Directorates within the Council are required to make reductions to help achieve 
overall efficiency savings, and as outlined in Section 2 above, this proposal is 
thought to be fair and proportionate in contributing towards this. 
 
If we need to achieve our aim and can’t remove or reduce the adverse impacts 
get advice from legal services.  Summarise the advice here.  Make sure the 
advice is passed on to decision makers if the proposal proceeds. 
 
The proposal illustrates that some measures may have an adverse effect, i.e. the 
removal of free transport between 2-3 miles for 8-11 year olds. As this is 
discretionary and not statutory provision, it is possible to introduce such changes 
even though it can have a negative impact on those receiving this provision.  It is 
important that it should be a proportionate action having regard to the available 
budget and the need for change. 
  
 
Section 9.  If the proposal is implemented how will you find out how it is really 
affecting people?  (How will you monitor and review the changes?) 
 
We will monitor the take up of bus passes for those aged 8-11 who live between 2 
and 3 miles from their catchment or normal school. 
 
Section 10.  List any actions you need to take which have been  identified in 
this EIA 
Action Lead By when Progress 
Consultation  Andrew Terry, 

Assistant Director, 
Access and 
Inclusion 

Closing X  

Monitor take up of bus passes  
 

Richard Owens, 
Assistant Director, 
IPT 

Ongoing  
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