
Automated passenger services: 
permitting scheme 

Introduction 

Thank you for responding to this consultation which seeks views on the proposed 
automated passenger services statutory instrument (SI) to support the deployment 
of commercial self-driving pilots. 

Closing date is 28 September 2025. 

Accessibility statement 

Read our accessibility statement for SmartSurvey forms [opens in a new window]. 

Data protection regulations 

The Department for Transport (DfT) is carrying out this consultation which seeks 
views on the proposed automated passenger services SI to support the deployment 
of commercial self-driving pilots. 

View our DfT online form and survey privacy notice [opens in a new window] for 
more information on how your personal data is processed in relation to this survey. 

Do not include personal information in your responses unless specifically requested. 

 
  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/dft-accessible-online-form-and-survey-statement/accessibility-statement-smartsurvey-forms
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/dft-online-form-and-survey-privacy-notice/dft-online-form-and-survey-privacy-notice


Your information 

1. What is your name? 

Jamie Morphet  
 

2. What is your email address? 

Jamie.morphet@pacts.org.uk 

 

3. Are you responding on behalf of an organisation? 

  X   Yes 

     No (Go to ‘Proposal’) 

 
  

mailto:Jamie.morphet@pacts.org.uk


Organisation details 

4. What is your organisation's name? 

The Parliamentary Advisory Council for Transport 
Safety (PACTS) 

 

5. What describes your organisation best? 

     District authority  

     Borough authority 

     County council  

     London Borough unitary authority 

     Metropolitan district unitary authority 

     Combined authority  

     Combined county authority 

     Greater London authority 

     Sub-national transport body 

     Taxi operator (Go to ‘Proposal’) 

     Private hire vehicle (PHV) operator (Go to ‘Proposal’) 

     Taxi and PHV operator (Go to ‘Proposal’) 

     Bus operator (Go to ‘Proposal’) 

     Technology developer (Go to ‘Proposal’) 

     Accessibility organisation (Go to ‘Proposal’) 

  X   Road safety organisation (Go to ‘Proposal’) 

     Emergency service (Go to ‘Proposal’) 

     Other type of organisation: (Go to ‘Proposal’) 

  
 

 
  



Bus 

6. In your view what information are bus franchising authorities likely 
to view as useful in deciding whether to: 

grant consent  
 

refuse 
consent 

 
 

 
  



Taxi 

7. In your view what information are taxi licensing authorities likely to 
view as useful in deciding whether to:  

grant consent  
 

 

refuse consent  
 

 
  



PHV 

8. In your view what information are PHV licensing authorities likely to 
view as useful in deciding whether to:  

grant consent  
 

refuse consent  
 

 
  



Authority 

As a consenting authority we are proposing to supply you with guidance about the 
scheme. We are now asking what you would like that guidance to contain in order it 
as useful as possible. 

9. In your view should we support any: 

 Support Not support Don't know 

co-ordination 
between 
authorities 

               

information 
between 
authorities 

               

best practice 
sharing between 
authorities 

               

 
If 'support' state how? 

 

10. What would you expect to see included to make the proposed 
guidance as useful as possible for your authority? 

 

 

 
  



Proposal 

The Automated Passenger Services (APS) permitting scheme will provide a clear 
legal route to deploying commercial passenger services with no human driver, 
providing certainty for operators to enter the GB market.   

For services that have been granted an APS permit, taxi, private hire vehicles 
(PHV) and public service vehicles (PSV) legislation will be disapplied. The APS 
permitting scheme does not replace these existing licensing routes for passenger 
carrying vehicles, instead sitting alongside them as an additional route targeted 
specifically at self-driving vehicles. 

This consultation seeks views on: 

• information on accessibility and safeguarding of passengers 
• guidance 
• permits including:  

o application and renewal process 
o permit renewal and validity period 
o application fees 
o varying, suspending and withdrawing 

• decision review process 
• information sharing 

Full details are given in the call for evidence information [opens in a new window]. 

11. What guidance, if any, do you think we should provide to enable 
preliminary discussions between those wishing to apply for an APS 
permit and authorities? 

 

Clear guidance from the outset will be important to ensure that safety 
considerations are built into the APS permit process. PACTS believes the 
guidance provided to enable preliminary discussions between those wishing to 
apply for a permit and authorities should include: 

• Clear explanation of central Government’s role and responsibilities and 
those for the APS permit applicant and local authority. In particular 
clarification of the authority’s role in relation to safety assessments. This 
would help avoid duplication but also ensure that relevant safety 
questions (which can be included in set list of pre-engagement 
questions) are addressed. 

• A set list of pre-engagement questions, like those outlined in the ‘Initial 
Discussions’ section of the consultation page, to help frame early 
conversations (number and type of vehicle, operating area and hours 
etc.). 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/automated-passenger-services-permitting-scheme


Clear guidance on roles and responsibilities will be central to ensuring that APS 
services are introduced in a safe manner and build public confidence in the 
safety of automated vehicles.  

 

 

 

 

 

12. What information would you expect to see published by permit 
holders on the safeguarding of passengers? 

Publishing clear and accessible information on passenger safeguarding is 
another fundamental requirement for building trust in APS services. 
Safeguarding must not be limited to the measures undertaken to protect 
passengers but should extend to ensuring the reduction of risks where the 
APS interacts with other road users. We would expect permit holders to 
publish comprehensive information on passenger safeguarding to cover the 
pre-deployment, in use and post collision stages of APS including: 

• Staff; training, background checks and supervision for safeguarding 
and road safety incidents. 

• Risk assessments; inspection and maintenance records / logs. 

• Preventative measures designed to minimise injury risk, from a 
collision or assault. 

• Emergency response procedures. 

• Monitoring of vehicle safety in various environments. 

• Accessibility, emergency procedures, and complaint mechanisms, 
supporting compliance with law and equality duties. 

• Safety protocols including those to be implemented following a 
collision.  

• Data on incidents and near misses.   

• Incidents of assaults on passengers while travelling in a vehicle and 
how these incidents were handled. 

• Complaints by passengers on (lack of) safeguarding and how 
complaints were handled. 

We would also expect there would be mandatary disclosure to injured 
parties, their legal representatives, insurers and regulators following a 
collision. Such reporting should cover every collision, near-miss, or system 
failure and requests should not be obstructed / frustrated as this can be a 



barrier to justice for an injured party. As such, we would expect there to be 
clear time limits in which that disclosure must be provided upon request. 
Such time limits could follow the time limits set out in the General Data 
Protection Regulation i.e. requests must be actioned within one calendar 
month of receipt and extended by a further two months where the request is 
complex. 
 
  

 

 

There is a statutory condition attached to all APS permits as set out in the 
Automated Vehicles Act 2024 that permit holders must report information on how 
their service is meeting the needs of older and disabled people. 

13. What reported information would you expect to publish on how 
the service was meeting the needs of: 

older people  We would expect to see: 
 

• Detailed descriptions of how vehicles are specifically 
designed to function for older, disabled and vulnerable 
users. This would include, but not be limited to, step-
free access or low floor boarding, audio-visual 
announcements and tactile surfaces. 

• Service design: routes, pick-up/drop-off points, and 
booking systems accommodating diverse disabilities. 

• Evidence and details of adequate support including 
information provided to remote operators and 
emergency procedures tailored for passengers with 
mobility or cognitive impairment.  

• Evidence of training provided to support staff in how to 
support older and disabled people. 

• Provision of remote monitoring of passenger safety. 

• Data on performance with outcomes being monitored 
including usage by older and disabled users, reported 
incidents, near misses or injuries and complaint 
response times. 

• Evidence of user engagement and feedback through 
consultation with disabled groups, information on how 
feedback has been incorporated into service upgrades 
and any changes as a result of incidents / complaints 
etc. 

• How boarding and un-boarding is handled including 
but not limited to wheelchair users 

• Digital inclusion options and emphasis on learning 
from past public transport failures to embed 
accessibility and road safety. 



 
 

disabled people  As above 
 

 

It is our view that the application and renewal processes are intended to be flexible 
rather than being fixed by legislation. This approach intends to enable government 
to revise and develop the process and any supporting guidance over time. For 
example, as experience is gained or in response to applicant feedback. 

At this stage the process and renewal only requires that the applicant specify the: 
 
1. Area where a service will be provided. 
2. Number and description of vehicles intended to be deployed 
3. Times of operation 

We will subsequently require applicants to confirm in what sense the service is 
automated. 

We are asking you to provide views on the information, if any, APS applicants may 
be asked to provide during the application and renewal process. 

Greater information is provided in the consultation documentation [opens in a new 
window]. 

14. What information do you think should be requested in the APS: 

application The APS (Automated Passenger Services) permitting 
scheme should request detailed information to ensure 
that services are safe, reliable, and fit for public use. 
PACTS agrees with the principle of applicants 
specifying service areas, number and descriptions of 
vehicles and times of operation, as well as confirmation 
of how a service is automated. The consultation 
document also sets out further information that will be 
requested on operational competence, operational 
plans, safety management, data management, 
insurance, financial stability, engagement with 
consenting authorities and stakeholders, and 
accessibility considerations. Providing all of the 
information detailed above is key to ensuring services 
are introduced safely and provide confidence for public 
trust.  
 
In previous responses to CCAV consultations, PACTS 
has emphasised the importance of public trust in 
automated vehicles and that they must deliver a level of 

http://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/automated-passenger-services-permitting-scheme/automated-passenger-services-aps-permitting-scheme-consultation#application-process-and-renewals
http://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/automated-passenger-services-permitting-scheme/automated-passenger-services-aps-permitting-scheme-consultation#application-process-and-renewals


safety above that of a careful and competent and 
human driver, the same logic applies in this context.  
 
Community engagement is essential, and the 
government should expect to support local authorities 
in provision of materials to run a wide reaching 
engagement campaign before any APS is available on 
public roads.  
 

 

renewal process The same information detailed above must be 
considered in the renewal process, as well as 
information confirming that the automated passenger 
service has continually met rigorous safety standards.  
 
The key consideration here is that the APS 
demonstrates its performance against the original 
metrics outlined in its application, with a focus on road 
safety, passenger safeguarding and accessibility.  
 

 

 
  



Discussions 

15. What information, if any, do you think would be useful to include 
in any guidance to support discussions between APS permit 
applicants and: 

emergency services The types of information included in any guidance to 
support discussions with emergency services should 
include (but not be limited to): 
 

• Data sharing protocols. 

• Details of deployment areas. 

• A clear route for communication between the 
service provider and emergency services i.e. 
clear procedures for notifying operators in an 
emergency and vice versa. 

• Vehicle and technology details, including 
guidance on vehicle identification i.e. how 
emergency services can recognise automated 
services. 

• Details of vehicle interaction i.e. how APS 
services will recognise and respond to 
interactions with emergency vehicles.  

• Operator incidence response plans i.e. how 
services will respond to collisions and other 
emergencies. 

• Details of how emergency services can engage 
with or remotely intervene with APS services.  

• Training / collaboration opportunities, to allow for 
emergency services to familiarise themselves 
with autonomous services. 

• Confirmation that in an emergency situation, the 
automated service will not jeopardise existing 
response practices.  
 

 

traffic authorities See answer to question 14. 
  

 

 
  



Criminal record checks 

As part of the process to consider the granting of an APS permit, government would 
require evidence that vehicles are appropriately insured and maintained, and it is 
proposed that relevant staff undergo safeguarding checks, including appropriate 
passenger safeguarding. 

16. Do you agree or disagree that:  

 criminal record checks as taxis 
and PHV drivers 

medical standards as taxis and 
PHV drivers 

safety drivers 
should be subject 
to the same: 

Agree 
 

Agree 
 

passenger 
assistants should 
be subject to the 
same: 

Agree 
 

Agree  
 

 
Provide information about your answers. 

Despite the nature of an automated passenger service being different to that of a 
non-automated one, safety is still a fundamentally important consideration. 
Therefore, any staff should be subject to existing safeguarding checks to limit the 
chance of external risks being introduced into the system. Whilst safeguarding 
checks are not able to fully rule out bad actors, they are a first line of defence to 
allowing those with malicious intent to access a service.    
 
Ensuring those interacting with passengers are appropriately vetted and medically 
sound is key to ensuring passenger safety, particularly for the most vulnerable 
users. Applying standards consistently supports public confidence in APS services 
and ensures that vehicles operating without a standard driver can do so safely. 

 
  



Permit validity period 

Our proposed regulation 3 specifies that a permit may not be valid for a period 
exceeding 5 years. This is based on the same period as operator licences for PHVs. 

  

17. Do you agree or disagree that APS regulations should set the 
maximum permit validity period at 5 years? 

     Agree (Go to ‘Permit validity period reasoning’) 

     Disagree 

  X   Don't know (Go to ‘Initial granting of permit’) 

 
  



Disagree with period of time 

18. What time period do you think prefer? 

     Less than 1 year 

     1 year 

     Between 1 and 2 years 

     2 years 

     Between 2 and 3 years 

     3 years 

     Between 3 and 4 years 

     4 years 

     Between 4 and 5 years 

     Above 5 years: 

  
 

 
  



Permit validity period reasoning 

19. Provide information on your answer. 

 
 
  

 

 
  



Initial granting of permit 

It is expected that the first permits issued will likely be part of the pilot process in 
advance of the act, and as such we think that these permits should be for long 
enough for the holder to gather data about the scheme and make an application to 
renew, but no longer. 

We anticipate that, subject to discussions with the applicant, pilot APS permits 
should be granted for a period of around 12 to 18 months and allow for an 
appropriate period to allow deployments to renew after full implementation of the 
act. 

20. Do you agree or disagree with our proposed approach to initially 
grant APS permits for a short validity period? 

     Agree 

     Disagree 

  X   Don't know (Go to ‘Length of the proposed renewal window’) 

 
  



Initial granting of permit reasoning 

21. Provide information on your answer. 

Whilst PACTS has not offered a view on this question, 
we would agree that the logic outlined in the statement 
above seems sound. A shorter permit period for pilot 
schemes would allow for data to be gathered, ensuring 
vehicle deployment has taken place in a safe manner, 
before taking a final decision as to whether a permit 
should be renewed.  

 

What is essential is that those pilots are rigorously 
assessed and comprehensive outcomes are made 
available soon after their completion. This will mean 
that safety learnings can be properly understood and 
disseminated. 
 
 

 

 
  



Length of the proposed renewal window 

We are proposing that a permit holder applies for a renewal within the 2 to 6 month 
“window”. 

22. Do you agree or disagree with the length of the proposed renewal 
window? 

     Agree 

     Disagree 

  X   Don't know (Go to ‘Existing permit validity’) 

 
  



Length of the proposed renewal window reasoning 

23. Provide information on your answer. 

 
 
  

 

 
  



Existing permit validity 

24. Do you agree or disagree with our proposal for an existing permit 
to remain valid, subject to the maximum 5-year period, where the 
renewal process is delayed? 

     Agree 

     Disagree 

  X   Don't know (Go to ‘Fee charging’) 

 
  



Existing permit validity reasoning 

25. Provide information on your answer. 

 
 
  

 

 
  



Fee charging 

Section 89(3) of the act sets out that the Secretary of State may make regulations 
about fees payable for:  

1. Making an application for, or applying to renew, a permit 
2. The grant, retention or renewal of a permit. 

Any fee set may be determined by reference to costs incurred, or likely to be 
incurred, by the Secretary of State in connection with managing the APS permitting 
scheme. 

We are currently not proposing a fee at this stage in order to enable government to 
gain a greater future understanding of the cost likely to be incurred by the DVSA in 
managing the APS permit scheme. However we intend to charge a fee in the future. 

Several fee charging schemes were examined in considering what an appropriate 
fee structure would be; however, these vary considerably. 

26. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to not immediately 
charge an APS permit application fee? 

     Agree 

  X   Disagree 

     Don't know (Go to ‘Intention to introduce a fee’) 

 
  



Fee charging reasoning 

27. Provide information on your answer. 

Even in the initial stages, additional resource will need 
to be made available at the DVSA to ensure it can cope 
with the increased workload the testing of new 
technology will produce. No representation of this 
intended fee in the testing period removes the 
indication of priority of the DVSA’s role in the longer 
term.  
 
  

 

 
  



Intention to introduce a fee 

28. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to introduce an APS 
application fee in the future, following the implementation of the full 
act? 

     Agree 

     Disagree 

  X   Don't know (Go to ‘Varying, suspending and withdrawing’) 

 
  



Intention to introduce a fee reasoning 

29. Provide information on your answer. 

 
 
  

 

 
  



Varying, suspending and withdrawing 

We have provided details of the circumstances in which permits made be varied, 
suspended or withdrawn in consultation material [opens in a new window]. 

30. Do you agree or disagree with the proposed approach to: 

 Agree Disagree Don't know 

vary an APS 
permit 

  X             

suspend an APS 
permit  

  X             

withdraw an APS 
permit 

  X             

 
Provide information on your answers. 

We support the proposed regulatory framework for varying, suspending, or 
withdrawing permits. The outlined approach balances innovation with ensuring 
public safety by setting clear, proportionate grounds for action, such as permit 
breaches, serious traffic violations, safety risks, or misrepresentation.  

An area for improvement however would be providing clarity on what would be 
classified as a “serious” traffic infraction. 
  

31. Do you agree or disagree that in ordinary cases the Secretary of 
State should give the APS permit holder and consenting authority 
notice of an intention to: 

 Agree Disagree Don't know 

vary a permit   X             

invite 
representations   

  X             

 
Provide information on your answers. 

PACTS agrees with this approach as it would ensure transparency and 
accountability in the regulatory process, allowing relevant stakeholders to be 
informed and provide input before final decisions are made. However, there must be 
a clear distinction between an ordinary case and an urgent case, with no room for 
ambiguity. In safety-critical situations where there is a clear risk to passenger 
safety, there should be no delay to vary, suspend or withdraw permits.   
 
  

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/automated-passenger-services-permitting-scheme/automated-passenger-services-aps-permitting-scheme-consultation#varying-suspending-or-withdrawing-a-permit
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/automated-passenger-services-permitting-scheme/automated-passenger-services-aps-permitting-scheme-consultation#varying-suspending-or-withdrawing-a-permit


32. Do you agree or disagree that in urgent cases, the Secretary of 
State for Transport may: 

 Agree Disagree Don't know 

suspend an APS 
permit first and 
then invite 
representations 

  X             

make a temporary 
variation for an 
APS permit first 
and then invite 
representations 

  X             

 
Provide information on your answers. 

PACTS agrees with this approach as it allows the Secretary of State to take 
immediate action in urgent cases. This strikes the necessary balance between swift 
safety interventions and procedural fairness. 
 
  

 

The act sets out a power for regulations to make provision about “reviews of, or 
appeals against, decisions”. This is with the potential for APS to enable new and 
novel services to come forward and understand their operation without a human 
driver. 

At this stage, we are not proposing to establish a formal appeals system in which a 
court or tribunal examines whether the rules have been followed. However, it is 
important that there is a route to ensure that decisions are fully scrutinised.  
 
Our proposed regulation 9 therefore provides for the opportunity to request DVSA to 
review a decision they have made on behalf of the Secretary of State.  The right to 
a review applies to the full range of DVSA decisions, including:  

• refusing to grant a permit 
• refusing to renew a permit 
• imposing a permit condition 
• refusing a request to vary or remove a permit 
• varying, suspending or withdrawing a permit under regulation 5(2) 
• specifications made under section 82(4) about the areas and vehicles in 

which services may be provided and the period for which the permit is valid 



33. Do you agree or disagree with our proposed approach to reviews 
of decisions made by DVSA? 

  X   Agree (Go to ‘Information sharing’) 

     Disagree 

     Don't know (Go to ‘Information sharing’) 

 
  



Disagree with review process  

34. What is the reason for your disagreement? 

Whilst PACTS agrees with this approach, an important 
consideration here is the additional resource that will 
need to be made available at the DVSA to ensure it 
can cope with the increased workload these new 
regulations will likely produce.  
 
  

 

 
  



Information sharing 

The intention of the proposed regulation is to enable this information to be shared 
for: 

• bus open data 
• incidents raising safety concerns 
• complaints logs 
• information required to be published under a permit condition 
• information to investigate a safety incident 

35. Do you agree or disagree with the proposed approach to 
information sharing? 

  X   Agree 

     Disagree 

     Don't know (Go to ‘Final comments’) 

 
  



Information sharing reasoning 

36. Provide information on your answers. 

There is a clear tension between the need to protect commercial interests and 
road safety. However, the Government ought to adopt the principle that safety 
should always trump commercial interests, and this should be used to inform 
answers to questions relating to the disclosure of safety-related information.  

The current wording outlines that the Secretary of State could be permitted to 
disclose information to appropriate agencies and bodies to investigate potential 
criminal offences. PACTS believes that there should be an obligation on the 
Secretary of State to do so, so would suggest this wording is strengthened.  

Considering specific cases, there is a need not to discourage whistle-blowing. So, 
it may be necessary for whistle-blowers to disclose confidential information to the 
authorities without the consent of the information source. 

 
 
  

 

 
  



Final comments 

37. Any other comments? 

Questions 6 to 8 are directed at permitting authorities. As PACTS is not such an 
organisation, this section of the response has been left blank. However, we believe 
that when deciding whether or not to grant consent, due consideration should 
always be given to the balance of commercial interests and safety outcomes. It is 
fundamentally important that any decision to grant consent to an APS prioritises 
safe operation over any commercial benefits.  
 
PACTS was provided with the following views from Local Authority partners which 
we include here on their behalf: 

Questions 6 to 8:  

In the case of consent decisions, a vehicle safety standard / specification would be 
useful and allow authorities to easily review / ensure operators are meeting the 
benchmarks required. It is important to clarify that this represents the views of a 
single Local Authority and cannot be used as representative view. 

Question 9: 

Support. Coordination and knowledge sharing would be actively supported. 
Specifically, there should be a requirement to share safety-related information and 
lessons learned, particularly from pilot schemes and innovative deployments. 

Question 10: 

The following information to be provided: 

• The establishment of a clear vehicle safety standard for autonomous 
vehicles (based on testing as local authorities will realistically not have 
capacity/finances to undertake this themselves). 
 

• Templates and checklists to support decision-making and ensure 
consistency across authorities. 

• Details of a standardised framework for responding to incidents and 
collisions, including escalation procedures and communication protocols 
which can be expected. 

• Linking to this, it would be expected that there are clearly defined 
responsibilities for operators. 

 
 

 

 
 


