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Introduction 
 
On 21 August 2013, the Senior Traffic Commissioner for Great Britain issued a 12 
week public consultation seeking views on the introduction of a Statutory Document 
on Local Bus Services. The document will replace the current Practice Direction on 
Local Bus Services. 
 
The draft document set out what traffic commissioners should expect from 
operators who run registered bus routes and proposed revisions to the standards 
for reliable and punctual services. The Senior Traffic Commissioner also made 
reference to the responsibilities on local authorities, local bus partnerships and the 
expectations on the Driver and Vehicle Standards Agency (incorporating VOSA 
and the DSA). In addition, the consultation proposed revisions to financial penalty 
levels where operators fail, without a reasonable excuse, to operate a local bus 
service, or do not run a registered service according to the timetable. 
 
Following the first consultation, the Senior Traffic Commissioner made amendments 
to the proposed Statutory Document and opened a further consultation on the 
revised version on 07 April 2014. 
 
Both consultations can be viewed via the following links: 
 
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/local-bus-services-revised-statutory-
guidance 
 
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/revised-statutory-guidance-on-local-
bus-services 
 
This document provides a summary of the responses received following the second 
and most recent consultation. The summary does not go into detail on every specific 
comment raised, but it does highlight the areas that attracted the highest number of 
views. It also provides an insight into the final considerations that will be made by the 
Senior Traffic Commissioner prior to the publication of the revised Statutory 
Document.

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/local-bus-services-revised-statutory-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/local-bus-services-revised-statutory-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/revised-statutory-guidance-on-local-bus-services
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/revised-statutory-guidance-on-local-bus-services
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Responses received 

 
The Senior Traffic Commissioner received responses to the second consultation 
from: 
 

1. Association of Local Bus Company Managers 
2. Arriva Plc 
3. Bus Users UK (inc Bus Users Scotland) 
4. Bus Users Wales 
5. Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport 
6. Confederation of Passenger Transport 
7. Devon County Council 
8. Essex County Council 
9. EYMS Group Ltd 
10. First Group Plc - UK Bus Division 
11. Mike Galloway 
12. Gloucestershire County Council 
13. Go Ahead 
14. Nadia Ijaz 
15. Jim Hulme 
16. Joint Authorities Group 
17. Thomas Knowles 
18. National Joint Utilities Group 
19. Northamptonshire County Council 
20. Nottinghamshire County Council 
21. Oxfordshire County Council 
22. Passenger Focus 
23. Passenger Transport Executive Group 
24. Paul Newman 
25. Plymouth City Council 
26. Real Time Information Group 
27. Severn Trent Water 
28. Society of Chief Officers for Transportation for Scotland 
29. Scottish Road Works Commissioner 
30. South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive 
31. Staffordshire County Council 
32. Stagecoach Plc 
33. Thurrock Council 
34. Traffic Managers Tyne and Wear 
35. Transport for Greater Manchester 
36. Transport for London 
37. TravelWatch North West 
38. West of England Local Transport Authorities 
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Summary 
 
A total of 38 responses were received on the consultation that was released on 7 
April 2014, including from passengers and their representatives, operators, trade 
associations and local authorities. 
 
As well as identifying areas where the text could be clarified, improved or was 
potentially misleading or inaccurate, a significant number of comments were made 
on the following: 
 

- Parameters: including Window of Tolerance and timing points; 
- Data Collection, Monitoring & Sharing; and 
- Use of regulatory powers: including level and clarity of penalties. 

 
Parameters 
For the Window of Tolerance, most passengers and passenger representatives 
supported either the retention or reduction of the existing 1 minute / 5 minute 
tolerances. In particular, many supported the deletion of the 1 minute early running 
tolerance. Operators mainly supported the retention or an increase in the existing 
tolerances, whilst the views of Local Authorities were mixed. Some suggested that 
the tolerances should vary according to the nature, characteristic or location of the 
service, and others suggested that different parameters should be set for start, 
intermediary and end stopping points. 
 
For timing points a similar split of views were expressed, with some wanting to see 
more flexibility to take into account the different characteristics of services, whilst 
others expressing concern that such flexibility could encourage practices that could 
work against passengers. Others expressed the need to specify ‘major’ stopping 
points (e.g. key interchanges and places with a certain number of residents).  
 
Clearly an appropriate balance needs to be found in setting the Window of Tolerance 
parameters. Benefits associated with having more detailed and flexible parameters 
to take into account the different nature of services need to be weighed against the 
benefits of having an easy to understand and easy to use set of guidelines. The 
benefits of not excessively complicating the guidance need to be considered, as 
does the view expressed from many across the Industry that the current parameters 
are well understood and accepted. 
 
The issue of increasing burdens for operators (and recognising the operational 
realities and challenges of running services) need to weigh up against the need to 
protect the interests of passengers. The Senior Traffic Commissioner recognises 
that the final parameters will be a compromise between the different interest groups, 
although it should not be forgotten that Traffic Commissioners will continue to use 
discretion when considering whether regulatory action is merited. 
 
Data Collection, Monitoring & Sharing 
Industry expressed concerns with the potential additional costs of data collection 
(including monitoring) and management, whilst passengers and passenger 
representatives were more focussed on improved data collection in order to hold 
operators to account. Local Authorities highlighted both the importance of 
accountability but also the concern of increasing costs (for both operators and Local 
Authorities) that could impact on the profitability and therefore provision of services. 
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Similar views were raised on other parts of the draft revised guidance. Many 
expressed the wish to see increased transparency and release / sharing of data 
where this is collected, although there was some concern held by Industry of the cost 
of doing this and the possibility that this data could then be used to take regulatory 
action. Many highlighted that the increasingly widespread use of real time 
information and automatic vehicle location technology should be utilised more fully 
for the benefit of passengers. 
 
Some respondents to the consultation raised concerns about the cost and 
usefulness of data collection and monitoring given limited resources (including for 
the Traffic commissioners) against the potential benefits of increased accountability.  
 
Use of Regulatory Powers 
On the guiding principles on the use of regulatory powers, a number of local 
authorities raised concerns that the proposed level of penalty provides little incentive 
to some operators to improve performance and may even result in some operators 
deregistering services. Some local authorities also suggested that Traffic 
Commissioners could be given the option to refuse new registrations until action has 
been taken to run existing services in accordance with registrations. 
 
Concern was also raised regarding the potential size of fines for operators with large 
fleets, with many stating that the size of any fine should be proportionate to the size 
of the failure and not the size of the operator. Others commented that increased 
clarity was needed on the level of fines and whether these referred to the total 
number of registered vehicles or whether it related to the number of vehicles on a 
particular route or day. 
 

Senior Traffic Commissioner’s Summary 
 
The Senior Traffic Commissioner would like to thank respondents for taking the time 
to suggest both detailed textual changes, in order to make the guidance clearer, 
more accurate (e.g. on the application of the text to Scotland) and easier (less 
legalistic) to read, and detailed positions on specific provisions in the draft Statutory 
Guidance. Changes will be made to the final text of the Statutory Document as a 
result. 
 
A number of respondents suggested introducing specific requirements that are 
beyond the current powers of the Traffic Commissioner, for instance mandating the 
sharing of data or the creation of Partnerships. However, Traffic Commissioners can 
still provide guidance outlining expectations or best practice. 
 
The final text of the Statutory Document will seek to strike a balance between 
improving standards for local bus services, providing additional clarity and certainty 
(without being overly prescriptive or trying to achieve the impossible task of covering 
every possible circumstance / incident) and minimising additional burdens on 
operators. The provisions within the document also need to be of value to the Traffic 
Commissioner in undertaking enforcement activity. For instance, there is little value 
in suggesting the collection of data or information if it cannot be relied upon, 
including at preliminary hearings or public inquiries. 
 
If an appropriate balance is not found, then standards may suffer or existing or new 
services may be put at risk or withdrawn. It may also become difficult for new 
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entrants or SMEs to join the sector as a result of additional administrative costs. The 
final Statutory Guidance will therefore seek to find an appropriate balance that will 
enable Traffic Commissioners to improve the process of taking regulatory action 
against operators who do not operate their services in accordance with the 
registered particulars. 
 
Due to a lack of resources, there has been a delay in the production of this summary 
of responses. However, the Senior Traffic Commissioner now intends to finalise the 
text of the Statutory Document, taking into account the responses received from both 
consultations, for release in early 2015. Although no further formal consultation is 
planned prior to the release of the new Statutory Guidance, the guidance will 
continue to be reviewed on a periodic basis or as and when a pressing need is 
identified.
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Annex A: Statistical analysis of responses 

 
The largest amount of responses came from local authorities, accounting for 26% of 
respondents.  
 
Two other groups registered over 10% of responses – trade associations and 
individuals (both 13%). 
 
Respondents using the consultation form 
 
61% of respondents used the consultation form to submit their responses, answering 
some or all of the questions listed on the document.  
 
In response to individual questions, some respondents either did not answer a 
question or did not mark the question with a ‘yes’ or ‘no’ response. For the purposes 
of this summary, the latter has been categorised as “not marked”.  
 
Responses to consultation questions 
 
The following analysis reports on the 23 respondents who used the consultation 
form. 
 
Question 1: Does the guidance and directions provide sufficient clear details 
to inform industry and other stakeholders? If not, what changes would you 
make and why? 
 
14 respondents (61%) said that the guidance and directions provided sufficient clear 
details to inform industry and other stakeholders. 9 (39%) respondents noted the 
document did not achieve that clarity. 
 

 
Question 2: Do any parts of the guidance and/or directions require 
clarification? If so, please explain why. 
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15 (65%) respondents felt the document did require clarification. 8 (35%) answered 
no to this question.  
 

 
 
Question 3: Are there any aspects of the guidance and directions which, as 
drafted, should not be included? If so, please explain why. 
 
11 (48%) respondents felt that aspects of the guidance and directions, as drafted, 
should not be included. 10 (43%) answered no to this question. Two respondents did 
not mark either box. 
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Question 4: Are there any other provisions not included in the guidance and 
directions that should be? If so, please explain what they are. 
 
14 (61%), said other provisions should be included in the guidance. Nine (39%) 
answered no to this question.  
 

 
 
Question 5: Are there aspects of the guidance and directions which seem 
likely to increase your financial or administrative burdens? If so, please 
explain what they are and, if relevant, what changes would reduce the 
increase. 
 
12 (52%) respondents felt aspects of the guidance and directions seemed likely to 
increase financial and administrative burdens. 9 (39%) said it would not. Neither box 
was marked in the case of two (8%) respondents.  
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Responses by section 
 
The following analysis illustrates which sections of the document generated the most 
commentary. The results are based on a collective analysis of respondents’ 
comments about specific paragraphs of the document.  
 
The table below shows how many comments each section of the document 
attracted. 
 

TITLE COMMENTS 

Punctuality and Reliability Standards Review 0 

Legislation and Local Services 8 

Powers and sanctions available to a traffic commissioner 2 

Case Law 2 

Partnerships to deliver reliable and punctual services 6 

What traffic commissioners should expect of operators 8 

Window of tolerance 19 

Systems 0 

Start Up 1 

Timetables 5 

Services contracted from the Local Authority 9 

Public Information 9 

Established services 31 

What traffic commissioners should expect of local traffic authorities 8 

What traffic commissioners should expect from partnerships 7 

What traffic commissioners should expect of DVSA, Bus Users 
Cymru and Bus Users Scotland 

7 

Standards expected of Local Bus Services 0 

Circumstances under which a Public Inquiry is likely to be called 5 

Guiding principles on use of regulatory powers 12 

Annex 1 Sample Road Works Protocol and Partnership agreement 11 

 
 
 


