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Response by Bus Users to the Department for Transport’s call for 
evidence: Future of transport regulatory review July 2020 
 
Please note that Bus Users is submitting evidence only on those issues where we have particular 
interest or expertise. We have retained the original numbering system used in the consultation 
document. 
 

Micromobility 
 
Q 2.1   Do you think micromobility vehicles should be permitted on the road?      
 
Micromobility vehicles are already part of the landscape and therefore need to be regulated. 
Common sense and experience suggest they need to be on the road rather than on pavements 
where many currently are ridden, which is not safe for either riders or pedestrians. There will need 
to be arrangements in place, however, to ensure that any delays to buses owing to the lack of safe 
overtaking space should not result in penalties to bus operators.   
 
Q2.2 If you can, please provide evidence to demonstrate the potential benefits and risks 

of micromobility use.    
 
The trials should show what rules are required and what modifications are allowed/not. Clearly they 
cannot be allowed on pavements but should be part of a sustainable mix of mobility modes. 
Whatever the final Regulations and Guidance, enforcement will be extremely difficult, especially if 
no clear identifying number is required. 
 
Q2.3 If micromobility vehicles are allowed to be used on the road, do you expect them 

to be used instead of other vehicles?   
 
The evidence on micromobility generally would suggest that e-scooters are mostly attracting young 
bus users, which could impact on bus service viability in less populated areas. However, they could 
be promoted as a first/last mile solution for commuters and form part of an integrated travel plan.   
 
Q2.4  Which micromobility vehicles should be allowed to use the roads or cycle lanes? 
 
Micromobility vehicles should, for the safety of all, be excluded from cycle lanes, bus lanes, 
motorways and dual carriageways. They should be permitted on other roads as it is too complex to 
select differing road types for use. If used as an assistance vehicle by mobility-impaired people, it 
should carry an identifier such as a blue badge and be limited to 10mph on pavements.   
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Q2.5 Should micromobility vehicles be permitted to use the pavement and other 
pedestrian areas?   If so, which type of devices should be permitted and in what 
circumstances?    

 
If used as an assistance vehicle by mobility-impaired people, it should carry an identifier such as a 
blue badge and be limited to 10mph on pavements. Otherwise, such vehicles should not be 
permitted to use pavements under any circumstances other than the rider picking it up and walking: 
the potential hazard to walkers is too great.  
 

Flexible Buses 
 
Q3.1 Should an updated regulatory framework for flexible bus services allow for each 

category of service to be regulated differently? If so, how do you think it should be 
regulated differently? 

 
No. The different categories are so similar that a single, straightforward regulatory framework 
should be devised.  
 
On a more general point, we would urge that a single, simple regulatory structure should apply not 
only to all categories of service, but also to all providers. Any difference in the weight of regulation, 
beyond a core safety level suited to the vehicle type and driver licence class, should be related to the 
ability of the specific area to generate enough income to fund it. One size will never fit all areas so 
any attempt to fix area definitions will cause unhelpful complications.  
 
See our answer to question 3.2 below for more detail on removing the artificial distinction between 
service types.    
 
Q3.2 How do you think we should define the area of operation for a flexible bus 

service? 
 
The area to be covered by a flexible service should be defined and made known to the general 
public. This helps them judge whether the bus will meet their needs. There is no need to be more 
prescriptive if a commercial operator is prepared to trial across a wider area.  
 
Where there is insufficient demand for a commercial service to run but no other provider meets the 
need, this will enable local authorities to meet their Section 63 requirement and consider subsidy 
options.  
 
We also believe that part-fixed and part-variable routes would be beneficial – not necessarily only by 
geographical areas but by different criteria such as time of day (for example in the evenings) or days 
of the week (for example Sunday), or direction of travel (for example, fixed route towards but 
flexible homebound from a central point). This would allow for maximum flexibility to align supply 
with demand, in order to better mirror and replicate the benefits of car travel. As a result, the 
distinction between different areas and types of operation for flexible buses would be superfluous 
and unnecessary. The key aim should be to meet the needs of the communities involved.  
 
One size will never fit all areas so any attempt to fix area definitions will always fail or cause 
unhelpful complications.  
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Time windows 
 
Q3.3 In your opinion, does the 20 minute time window to arrive at each passenger pick-

up remain appropriate? If not, how should the time window be altered?  
 
Bus users need a level of certainty. While 20 minutes would not seem unreasonable on a warm 
evening, it would be a long time to wait on a cold winter’s night. For passengers who don’t have easy 
access to mobile internet, and at stops which do not have RTI (which is the majority), a 15 minute 
window is more likely to be deemed reasonable. However, the flexibility needs to allow for services 
such as those running as a feeder service to await the arrival of late running trains or buses at key 
locations, or events beyond the direct control of the operator.  
 
Q3.4 Do you think operators of flexible bus services should be required to give real time 

updates?  
 
Real-time progress updates would be useful for passengers. These are already available for tracking 
fixed-route services in many areas, and for some flexible services. Such services are primarily 
designed for passengers who have booked in advance. While they can respond swiftly to customers 
who have not, they cannot usually alter the route to suit their needs. As flexible services may 
become the primary form of transport in future, there are benefits in reducing barriers to ad-hoc 
users. Such facilities are generally mostly available in urban areas because of the availability of 
internet service but there is potential for people in rural areas to benefit most from responsive 
services. The lack of widely accessible internet access across the country, especially in rural areas, 
means that this facility cannot be mandated on operators and therefore should not be a regulatory 
requirement. 
 
Q3.5 How could the carriage of more ad-hoc passengers be encouraged without 

impacting negatively on the service received by passengers who have booked in 
advance? 

 
In urban areas flexible services have mostly only attracted existing customers from conventional bus 
services. It should be a key objective to encourage new, more ad-hoc customers who currently do 
not use conventional bus services or other sustainable means of travel. Measures have to be taken 
to directly attract car drivers and users. 
  
In rural areas the market is very different. For example, some Call Connect routes in Lincolnshire 
were a mix of flexible and fixed route services, which maximised the market potential. Buses would 
run along a fixed route into a town centre but, on the return leg, variations to the route could be 
booked with the driver. This allowed anyone with time-sensitive appointments in the town to be 
confident of their arrival time but allow flexibility on the return journey so they could get closer to 
home if they had heavy shopping. This approach is generally more appealing than a strict pre-
booking service.  
 
In this specific example, it was decided to replace the flexible service with a fully demand-responsive 
pre-booking approach, but that resulted in the number of passengers reducing, while the miles 
undertaken to collect them increased.    
  
Having a broadly fixed route and timing element is also easier to promote as the public 
demonstrably finds the alternative hard to understand. Complexity and confusion lead to people 
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with choices giving up and taking their private car or using a taxi service, adding to the congestion 
and air quality problems we are all trying to reduce. 
  
If a well-publicised and reasonably-priced service meets the needs of the community it intends to 
serve, it will be used. In order to design such services, there will need to be an increased emphasis 
on consultation and market research.  
 
There is no one-size-fits-all approach which will meet the needs of very different areas. Any new 
service will need to be tailored to the needs of the local population, and keep flexing to meet 
changing needs. Regulations must reflect this need for flexibility of approach to solving the problem. 
 

Fares 
 
Q3.6 What sort of fare structure should apply to flexible bus services? 
 
There is evidence that, for many people, the price charged is the key factor in whether or not they 
travel by bus, especially for younger people1. Of most concern is that, if they cannot afford to take a 
bus, there is the prospect of mobility poverty leading to social isolation, loneliness and mental health 
deterioration.   
 
It is therefore essential that fares should be published and discounts clearly stated to encourage 
travel at quieter times. Nonetheless, we still believe there should be universal application of reduced 
fares for under 18s, those in full-time education and apprenticeship and ENCTS passes.  
 
The current legal status of demand-responsive transport provided by community transport 
operators is that there is no requirement for these features to be available, and many do not offer 
any discounts nor accept any passes, which creates a postcode lottery of discrimination. For 
example, the first TfL demand-responsive minibus pilot scheme in Sutton and Ealing which started in 
May 2019, carried older and disabled concessionary users, but did not accept the child 
concessionary ticket. Furthermore, the minimum age to make a booking was 13 and travel with the 
accompanying older person was required. 
 
The opportunity must now be taken to eradicate this inherent unfairness from the system. Lowering 
the hurdles faced by operators will not only discourage regulatory shopping (see page 4), but will 
bring certainty and fairness to users and greater understanding to potential users. 
 

Registering flexible bus services 
 
Q3.7 (a) Do you think there should be less rigid registration requirements around notice 

periods for flexible bus services? 
 
We strongly support greater flexibility around notice periods for all bus service registrations. From a 
customer perspective, the only criterion for determining the notice period should be the ability to 
inform the public in an accessible way for the maximum number of users (and possibly a good track 
record of doing so). 
 
Originally the process time for a registration or change was set at 42 days. As ever faster technology 
has been introduced, the time period has perversely been increased, first to 56 and now 70 days, 

                                                             
1 https://bettertransport.org.uk/sites/default/files/research-
files/Young_People_and_Buses_FINAL_forweb_0.pdf 
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which is unhelpful in enabling operators to respond to community need or other changes in 
demand. 
 
The concept of registration was introduced in the 1985 Act before the availability of the internet. 
While we do not propose digital-only methods of communication with customers, there has been a 
revolution in how we access news and information, and the speed at which we do so.   
  
The purpose behind registration is historical and was designed specifically to provide a mechanism 
for bus operators to establish what routes and timetables competitors were providing, as per the 
1985 Act. This rationale no longer holds good and needs to cease. There is no public benefit in the 
current system and this would be a useful time to replace it with a system which is both fit-for-
purpose now and future-proofed, using technology to allow for swift adaptation and innovation to 
meet community needs. The Covid-19 crisis demonstrated how quickly the industry can adapt to 
circumstances and the systems should support, rather than hinder, that ability.  
 
Q3.7 (b) Which elements of the registration process do you think can be improved to 

enable flexible bus services? 
 
A new system needs to be designed for all registered bus services, not just flexible ones, which is 
quick and straightforward to use, requiring only essential information. Simplification of charges and 
costs to allow easier entry to the industry would also make sense, eradicating false divisions.  
 
There also needs to be some thought given to reducing the differences between the cost of 
operating a delivery van, for example, and the cost of a passenger-carrying vehicle. Clearly the 
requirements need to be more onerous for those carrying people but there is currently a regulatory 
cost chasm between the two requirements.  
 
In addition, operating costs fall far more heavily on the minibus operator than on an operator of 
double-deckers, which seems illogical. Given that urban routes are far more likely to be 
commercially viable whilst rural communities are heavily reliant on smaller vehicles to get around, 
the direct operating and regulatory costs per passenger vary wildly and impact disproportionately on 
the operators of smaller vehicles.   
 
Modelling has shown the variations: 
 
Costs 

Double- decker cost for urban work        87.4p per passenger 
Single-decker cost for inter-urban work   101p    per passenger 
Minibus cost for rural work     260p    per passenger 
 
These costs could be dramatically reduced if the regime were to be simplified and take into account 
the capacity of the vehicle, along with the density of population in the area. While safety is rightly 
paramount for all passenger-carrying vehicles, the current regime also makes no allowance for the 
different scale of operations which could be safely addressed.  
 

Bus Service Operators Grant (BSOG) 
 
Q3.8 Do you think the Bus Service Operators Grant (BSOG) should be adjusted to 

accommodate the development of flexible bus services? If so, how? 
 



6 | P a g e  
 

As sustainable transport options become a more critical part of the travelling landscape, the 
financing of services will need to flex with it. The artificial distinctions between the funding of 
various modes will need to be replaced with a regime which promotes shared modes. This would 
logically be matched by restrictions which dissuade private car use in all urban centres and ensures 
that all communities have an appropriate, sustainable transport hub where un-shared vehicles will 
be able to park in order to transfer to a sustainable option.  
 
Bus Users is part of a new Sustainable Transport Group of 7 non-profits formed to break down 
barriers between the various modes and offer support to local authorities and others wanting to find 
new ways to promote sustainable travel in the wake of the pandemic. 
 
The current system favours urban areas over rural, despite the fact that the value added in rural 
areas is far more significant to the users and the local community. If BSOG were to shift to funding 
per person carried, this would benefit urban areas and severely damage services in rural areas, 
where they are most needed. A more detailed understanding of the impact of a service will need to 
be used in order to devise a future replacement for BSOG. While BSOG continues to be the system in 
use, we feel that flexible bus services should be part of the BSOG regime, as long as concessions and 
child fares are offered.  
 

Record keeping  
 
Q3.9 Do you think the record keeping requirements for flexible bus services are still 

appropriate? If not, what changes do you think should be made? 
 
It has been our position for some years that regulatory requirements should be based on the needs 
and safety requirements of the consumer. Smart technology should be perfectly capable of tracking 
the use of vehicles and numbers of passengers on flexible services, along with random physical 
checks on a proportion of services, as Bus Users does on a percentage of all bus services in Wales 
and Scotland. 
 
The retention of customer names beyond the provision of the service and, with consent for future 
potential use of that service, is not only an unnecessary burden on service providers, it also appears 
to be a clear breach of GDPR and possibly contrary to the 2018 Data Protection Act 2018. It offers a 
new barrier for potential users on rural services who would not wish to have their data kept in this 
way in order to catch a bus.  
 

Flexible services in urban and rural areas 
 
Q3.10 Do you think we could use flexible bus services to improve transport in rural 

areas?  
 
As you might expect, commercially successful services pay the cost of regulation. Where services are 
necessary but not commercially viable, a public subsidy is paid which means that the public bears 
the cost. While they understand the need for safety regulation, the cost of regulation has risen well 
beyond this over the years. This means the cost of operating buses has risen when the fuel duty 
freeze has reduced the cost of driving a private car to its lowest level in a decade. This is clearly not 
the stated direction of travel for this Government 2 so the balance needs to be reversed.  
 

                                                             
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/creating-the-transport-decarbonisation-plan 
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The consequence in rural areas has been that more of the network has become the responsibility of 
the local authority, so regulatory costs then become funded by society. This only adds to the growing 
inability of rural local authorities to fund lifeline bus services, which leads inevitably to more 
spending on health and social services in order to deal with the impact of the resultant social 
exclusion.  
 
The original expectation that regulations must apply equally to all providers was based on a false 
premise. As shown in the answer to Q3.7 (b), there are significant differences in the earning ability of 
bus routes in rural areas compared with central urban areas. In addition, the mileage operated is 
wholly different, with far fewer miles per vehicle operated in rural areas. So any new system needs 
to ensure that these cost disadvantages in rural areas are levelled out by reference to the operating 
cost per passenger. It means that the one-size-fits-all approach to regulation must cease. The House 
of Lords’ Rural Economy report calls for greater rural-proofing, and this is an area to which this 
measure should be applied.  
 
The current experience is that flexible bus services tend to be deployed by rural local authorities 
where conventional routes cannot be made viable, but these still require public subsidy. Passenger 
numbers tend to fall when a regular route is changed to demand-responsive so it is not an answer to 
all problems, by any means. The societal cost of providing mobility will always be most challenging in 
rural areas, therefore any changes which will reduce the cost and encourage new entrants will be 
welcomed.   
 

Safeguarding 
 
Q3.11 What do you think would be the correct requirement for Disclosure and Barring 

Service (DBS) checks on flexible bus services? 
 
Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) checks must be standardised across all forms of flexible bus 
service, and to taxi and PHV vehicles as well. There can be no justification for customers to have 
different standards of safeguarding simply because the regulatory framework for each type of 
vehicle is different. Aligning the DBS check with the driver licence regime, where it rationally 
belongs, rather than having separate systems, is an added safeguard against a barred driver slipping 
through the DBS net. Enhanced DBS checks should be used where very small numbers of vulnerable 
passengers are likely, such as in schools transport. Much-needed passenger confidence will be 
promoted by such actions.  
 

Next steps 
 
Q3.12 (a)   What areas of the bus, taxi and private hire vehicle (PHV) framework should we 

consider in future stages of the Future of Transport Regulatory Review?  
 
We believe that the regulatory regime needs a complete overhaul in order to appropriately serve 
the customer of any transport service. This is because it: 

 is a one-size-fits-all regime 

 does not put the consumer at the heart of regulation, unlike other regulatory bodies, and does 
not meet the requirements of the Regulators’ Code3 

 is imposed from above rather than being a form of policing by consent 

 permeates widely beyond safety standards 

                                                             
3 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/regulators-code 
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 artificially distinguishes between buses, taxis and PHVs, despite the general move towards 
Mobility as a Service. 

 
Bus Users believes that, until these are addressed as one and brought together in a single regulatory 
regime, the regime will continue to hold back public mobility which is urgently needed to address 
the growing social isolation and increasing mental health problems exacerbated by the pandemic. 
We urge immediate action.    
 
Q3.12 (b)   How else, in your view, can the Government support innovation in the bus, taxi 

and PHV sectors? 
 
If new and innovative entrants to the market are to be attracted, regulatory barriers to entry must 
be lowered. This is particularly apposite in rural areas as the real impact of isolation is more 
prevalent and yet, as shown, the cost of regulation is disproportionately higher.   
    
Bus Users presented a paper to the Department 4 in 2019 which suggested trial areas should be set 
up to examine a range of innovative and sustainable options. It appears to us that this would be the 
only way to make a real difference and increase the experience base on which to frame future 
legislative structures, maybe even leading to the replacement of the 1985 Act.   
 

Consumer Protection 
 
Q4.5 In your opinion, does the current framework for consumer protection need to be 

expanded to include liability for multi-modal journeys?  
 
There is a clear need for parity between users of all modes of travel so that a train passenger and a 
bus passenger do not have to fight different battles, especially where a journey changes modes part-
way through. Our experiences of handling the European Passenger Rights Regulation 2013 (now the 
Passenger Rights in Bus and Coach 2019) show how disconcerting and worrying it is for passengers 
with a problem to resolve in having to contact different operators, Alternative Dispute Resolution 
bodies and ombudsmen to make progress. One set of Passenger Rights should prevail in all forms of 
public transport where the passenger is not in control of the vehicle, and an adaptation should be in 
place for shared vehicles/rented micro-mobility options where the consumer operates the mode 
personally. Some provisions, such as the requirement to display updated estimated arrival times 
during the journey, will not apply, but it should not be difficult to converge the regulations so that all 
benefit from widely understood protections.  
 
Handling the disputes which arise should be conducted by the ADR service for the initial or main 
mode of transport, if multi-modal. Clearly it would be useful if a single, specialised ADR were to be 
appointed UK-wide for each mode, or one given the rights to negotiate across all modes. Bus Users 
currently offers ADR in bus, coach and tram (in Scotland), while London TravelWatch handles all-
modes disputes within London and rail complaints for the whole of the UK which do not fall within 
the Rail Ombudsman’s remit. We already work together on combined complaints so this would not 
be difficult to formalise. We would need to have a partnership agreement for maritime and air 
passenger issues but, again, this ought to be achievable.  
 
It is crucial that passengers are not excluded from resolution or compensation because of the 
perceived complexity of the task.  
 

                                                             
4 https://bususers.org/england/reversing-rural-bus-decline/ 
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Accessible, inclusive and safe mobility 
 
Q4.6 Could Mobility as a Service present any particular accessibility and/or inclusivity 

concerns which might be difficult to address through existing regulations?  
 
Excellent projects which combine all available modes, from a single journey to an annual, all-modes 
pass, allowing consumers to choose, could be an option for people in large conurbations. The Finnish 
“Whim app”5 , a project being trialled in the West Midlands, is one such example, with a voucher 
version available for non-web users. Such projects offer in-depth information about accessibility 
options for each mode (including 3-wheel cycles for people with balance or confidence issues) to 
ensure maximum accessibility to all active travel modes.  
 
Successful flexible services such as Call Connect in Lincolnshire only operate during the daytime 
(7am – 7pm/6.30pm Saturdays) and not on Sundays, so people can use it to get to conventional jobs 
or courses. However, most entry level jobs do not start and finish between those hours and many 
colleges have evening activities and revision classes which are not accessible to people without 
alternative transport options. This tends to be a common problem with subsidised services and leads 
to additional social exclusion.  
 
Community transport can fill in some of the gaps and is a crucial part of the transport jigsaw, but it is 
hobbled by poor funding, a reliance on volunteers and a range of legislative constraints.  
 
Digital access is also a problem. DfT’s attitudes tracker shows considerable differences between 
older and younger people, and between urban and rural areas.   
 
 
Q4.7 (a) What actions could help to ensure all sectors of the population can access Mobility 

as a Service applications? 
 
As many of the more innovative travel options require access to smartphones in order to be fully 
functional, this will continue to be a financial inclusion issue for at least another 10-15 years. In 
addition, rural areas still suffer from poor internet coverage. Until a major shift is delivered in 
internet accessibility, this will continue to be a problem for anyone outside major cities and larger 
towns.   
 
Q4.7 (b) Who do you think should be responsible for delivering these actions (e.g. central 

government, local government, industry, or other)? 
 
Only the UK Government would be able to find the funds for a major infrastructure project such as 
connecting all households in the UK to a reasonable level of broadband, which is what’s needed in 
order to address this. There have been interesting ideas using rural church steeples and tall buildings 
to carry masts/satellite dishes etc but these have been too piecemeal to have any true impact on the 
exclusion of such communities. The risk of postcode lottery is too great for this to be a responsibility 
of local authorities and risks an even greater gap between rich and poor, and rural and urban 
communities.  
 
If sustainable transport hubs were to be centrally funded across areas of low broadband, these could 
be used as a source of broadband signal for those with mobile tech, in the same way public libraries 
are (where they still exist). Rather than sitting outside at a bus stop, this kind of multi-functional 

                                                             
5 https://whimapp.com/  

https://whimapp.com/
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space can be developed (with sponsorship usually) to provide rentable office space by the hour. 
Some Swedish transport hubs, for example, have modular single office spaces for hire to allow local 
people to work from these when an important project is due. These also have RTI screens for all 
public modes as well as automatic hire screens for car-share, e-bikes, cycles and walking maps.  
 
Q4.7 (c) What do you think government could do to encourage, incentivise or enforce the 

delivery of these actions? 
 
It is not feasible to encourage or incentivise options that don’t exist. The best action government 
could take would be to set out a plan to make the whole country digital in a short space of time, say 
5 years.  
 
As a third of UK households have no internet access, and 61% of those do not feel it would be useful, 
another possibility would be to give all pupils a basic smartphone with a free contract throughout 
their school years, along with unlimited data. This would ensure that all young people were digitally 
aware when they left school and would be able to access all the services they need. This may be 
something that telecoms providers would be happy to work with government on, as long as privacy 
guarantees were watertight.  
 
Q4.8 In your opinion, what further action is necessary, if any, to ensure that Mobility as 

a Service platforms provide: 
(a)  Safe and appropriate use of data?  
(b)  Protection of an individual’s information? 
 

All MaaS providers are already working within data protection provisions. Clearly this information 
would be appealing to those who would like to use it for marketing (and other less savoury) 
purposes but MaaS providers are no more or less likely than other operators to misuse data or have 
lax security than others. 
  
There needs to be additional protection for younger people when signing up for such services, 
parental consent etc, but this is easy to bypass by any savvy younger person. Additional steps such 
as asking for a National Insurance number have been used by other service providers to establish 
that a customer is over 16.  
 
People with severe intellectual disabilities may wish to nominate someone to look after their 
interests in this regard as they do in every other aspect of life, but this is the same for every 
business. Transport providers naturally have their reputations to protect so, assuming this 
requirement remains in some form, we see no specific problem with this aspect. The transport 
industry has far higher training standards than other businesses such as taxis so perhaps there is an 
argument to say that anyone carrying passengers where there is a potential for them to be one-on-
one, should receive training in the pertinent laws and good practice. 
 

Impacts on the wider transport system 
 
Q4.9 (a) Can you provide any evidence on the impact of MaaS on active travel or 

sustainable travel choices? 
 
Please refer to the Helsinki example on page 9. Otherwise, so few systems have yet been set up in a 
comprehensive manner that it is not feasible to assess.  
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Q4.9 (b) Can you provide evidence of measures that could be incorporated into MaaS 
platforms to encourage active travel and/or sustainable travel modes? 

 
Sustainable travel must include active travel modes in order to be of any practical benefit. Those we 
have seen and discussed at the Sustainable Transport Group rely on cooperation between fixed 
transport such as train/bus interchanges, working with private parking, shared and hire-car and bike 
schemes, free WiFi at hubs and possible rentable working spaces, refreshment outlets, safe 
children’s facilities to act as drop-off between parents and guardians, RTI across the piece, auto-hire 
facilities, mobile library access and drop-off, shuttles to other hubs and so on. Space and planning 
consent are the only limiting factors, once the political will is engaged.  
 
Q4.10 Do you think that guidance of a Code of Practice for MaaS would be useful?  If so, 

what information do you think would be useful in a Code of Practice? 
 
There are a range of good practice guidance documents in existence across the modes, including 
new draft guidance for e-scooters. It would be useful to collate the guidance and draw out the 
requirements which will give users confidence in using a MaaS scheme. This is work that the 
Sustainable Transport Group would be happy to help draft.  
 
Q5 (d) 1 Are there any specific, urgent, areas of the regulatory framework that are not 

being addressed through the eight currently announced workstreams?  
 

 Update the role of Traffic Commissioners to have regard for the interests of bus users 
In our Paper ‘Rural Buses: Reversing the decline’ published in June 2019, our first recommendation 
was that the system of Traffic Commissioners should be reformed. Regulation of vehicles and drivers 
is overseen by Traffic Commissioners (TCs), subject to the Regulators Code (2014). Under the Code, 
the Government expects regulators to take a broader approach to their sectors and customers: 
“Regulators should have mechanisms in place to engage those they regulate, citizens and others to 
offer views and contribute to the development of their policies and service standards”. Despite this, 
there is no requirement for TCs to consider the impact of their decisions on passengers. This did not 
relate simply to rural services but these are most at risk of becoming “Transport Deserts”6. 
 

 Change Section 63 of the 1985 Transport Act  
Altering the word “power” to “duty” would give Local Transport Authorities (LTAs) a duty to examine 
and provide socially necessary bus services to the communities they serve, as the Act originally 
intended, but did not stipulate. This would reverse decades of decline in necessary services and 
would certainly incentivise LTAs to look at new forms of provision, look harder at potential mobility 
hubs and consult with their communities about what would be needed. Were the Government to 
say this was coming at the same time as announcing a new wave of funding for MaaS projects, we 
feel the response would be encouraging.  
 

About Bus Users  
 
Bus Users is a registered charity that campaigns for accessible, inclusive transport. 
  
We are an approved Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) Body for bus and coach passengers and 
the body which deals with complaints under the European Passenger Rights Regulation (outside 
London). 
  

                                                             
6 CPRE report 2019 
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Bus Users UK is a registered charity (1178677 and SC049144), and a Company Limited by Guarantee 
(04635458). 
 
Bus Users UK 
Victoria Charity Centre 
11 Belgrave Road 
London SW1V 1RB 
 
Tel: 03000 111 0001 
enquiries@bususers.org 
www.bususers.org  
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