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          ABSTRACT 

	Background: Infrastructure and accessibility barriers in public bus transportation limit the mobility, independence, and safety of people with disabilities. Reliable and inclusive transit is essential for their social, economic, and civic participation. Bus terminals are vital for connectivity, yet many remain poorly designed despite policies and international conventions.
Aims: This review aims to bring together existing research on the barriers people with disabilities face when using public bus transport, especially at bus terminals. It looks at studies from around the world to understand common problems and highlight practical solutions that can make travel safer, easier, and more inclusive for everyone.
Study design:  Systematic Review.
Place and Duration of Study: The review was conducted at the Department of Prosthetics and Orthotics, Dr. Shakuntala Misra National Rehabilitation University, Lucknow, from July 2025 to October 2025.
	
Methodology: A systematic review was conducted through searches on Google Scholar, PubMed, and Scopus to identify 25 relevant studies published in English between January 2000 and March 2025. Data were collected on structural, social, and operational barriers affecting people with disabilities (PwDs).
Results: Persistent barriers in public bus transport for people with disabilities include lack of ramps, tactile paths, accessible toilets, signage, safe pedestrian routes, and trained staff, mainly affecting elderly and wheelchair users. Among the reviewed studies, around 68% identified physical and structural barriers as the most critical, followed by informational barriers in 20% and policy – or service-related challenges in about 12%. The review adheres to PRISMA guidelines to ensure systematic and transparent reporting. A review of 25 studies shows high-income countries emphasize design and technology, while developing countries like India struggle with basic standards. In Uttar Pradesh, key priorities are infrastructure upgrades, staff training, communication improvement, and policy enforcement through participatory audits, universal design, and assistive technologies for safer mobility.
Conclusion: Implementing these strategies can improve social inclusion, confidence, and satisfaction among people with disabilities and promote equitable urban transport. Including their perspectives in planning is essential, and phased interventions addressing infrastructure, social, and operational challenges offer practical guidance for policymakers and planners.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Access to public transportation is essential for persons with disabilities (PwDs) to fully participate in social, economic, and civic life. Inclusive transport not only facilitates access to education, employment, healthcare, and social engagement but also promotes independence, dignity, and self-efficacy. Bus terminals and stops are critical links in the travel chain. However, poor design- such as missing ramps, inaccessible toilets, inadequate seating, and unclear signage-limits mobility and safety. These structural barriers are compounded by attitudinal and service – related issues, such as untrained staff and negative behavior, which particularly affect elderly people and service and wheelchair users. Evidence from high-income countries — including the United States and Australia — shows that even where infrastructure is in place, persons with disabilities still face operational and attitudinal barriers such as insufficiently accessible stations, noncompliance with standards, and poor service behaviours. (1)
Globally, accessibility is recognized as a basic human right under instruments such as the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD) (2)(3). In India, the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (RPwD) Act, 2016, emphasizes inclusive access to public spaces and transport. Despite these frameworks, significant gaps persist between legislative intent and the lived experiences of PwDs (4). Australia misses 20-year public transport accessibility target (2023). In contrast, studies from low- and middle-income countries like India show more fundamental deficiencies: for example, in Uttar Pradesh, about 90% of bus stops lack ramps, tactile flooring, or adequate signage; many lack proper footpaths, seating, shelters, or accessible toilets. (5)(6) Existing research often examines isolated segments of the journey, such as the built environment, vehicles, or boarding and alighting procedures, while relatively few studies adopt a holistic perspective covering the entire travel chain (7)(8).
In India, urban public transport illustrates the stark gap between policy and reality. Rapid urbanization in cities such as Delhi, Mumbai, Bengaluru, Kolkata, and Lucknow have intensified pressure on infrastructure, yet accessibility measures remain largely tokenistic, often limited to symbolic ramps or signage without comprehensive universal design (9) (10). Comprehensive planning, effective enforcement, and active stakeholder engagement are essential to achieve equitable access. (11) Accessibility plays a crucial role in daily life, Additionally, accessibility is vital for economic independence. reported that inadequate transport access limits employment opportunities and social inclusion among people with disabilities. (12) However, many public transport terminals still lack appropriate design and adequate facilities, raising serious concerns about their usability for all individuals. It is widely recognized that persons with disabilities have fewer opportunities and experience a lower quality of life compared to non-disabled individuals. Poor accessibility further compounds these disadvantages, creating additional challenges and barriers when traveling or using public transportation. Consequently, addressing accessibility issues in public transport facilities has become an essential consideration in promoting equitable and inclusive mobility. (13)
Despite many trains and buses being accessible, stations and interchanges in older public transport systems remain major barriers for people with reduced mobility. Limited funding and rising demand from elderly and disabled traveller’s call for evidence-based tools to prioritize accessibility investments. Network-science methods using travel-time and interchange data can rank stations to minimize differences between accessible and non-accessible journeys. A study by Laura Ferrari et.al (2013) showed wheelchair-accessible routes can be 50% longer, while targeted upgrades based on this approach were eight times more effective than random selection. This highlights the value of data-driven methods—such as smart-card analysis—for guiding accessibility improvements. (14) Transportation is vital for persons with disabilities, yet inadequate accessibility in bus terminals severely restricts their mobility. A study by Lee Yin Mun et al. (2019) showed that structural barriers—such as infrastructure, pedestrian environment, vehicle design, planning, and information—strongly influence the satisfaction and access of disabled users. Quantitative analyses using questionnaires and inferential statistics have confirmed significant links between these factors and accessibility. These findings highlight the need to systematically assess such barriers to guide more inclusive public transport planning, which is the focus of this review. (15)
A qualitative study conducted in Dhaka by Sahed Hossen Sajib (2022) explored the barriers faced by people with disabilities when using public transport, using a focus group of 34 participants. The study reported obstacles included negative attitudes from drivers and passengers, misplaced priority seating, inaccessible or blocked pedestrian areas, poor vehicle design, long distances to stops, absence of audio aids, high travel costs, safety concerns, and weather-related challenges. Participants called for infrastructure upgrades, inclusive design, better enforcement of priority provisions, and social change to reduce stigma. These findings highlight persistent accessibility gaps and the need for further research to inform effective interventions. (16) Bus stops are key public transportation facilities intended to support universal mobility; yet, many people with disabilities still face significant access challenges. Inclusive design, when properly applied, is essential to meet the mobility needs of users with limited abilities. This paper examines accessibility practices at the Kampung Malaya Trans Jakarta Bus Stop through a qualitative analysis of literature and existing standards. Findings show that ensuring access requires attention to five key variables—dimensions, surface, lighting, orientation, and signage—highlighting priority elements for improving bus stop design for persons with disabilities. (17) Given these persistent barriers, there is a pressing need to consolidate evidence on public transport accessibility, particularly in developing regions like Uttar Pradesh, where bus transport is a primary mode of urban and intercity mobility. This systematic review aims to identify recurring structural, social, and operational barriers, compare challenges across high- and low-income contexts, and provide actionable recommendations for policymakers, urban planners, and transport authorities to create inclusive, barrier-free public transportation systems that uphold the rights, independence, and dignity of all users. (18)(19)
2. material and methods

This meta-analysis was conducted in accordance with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines. (20) Additionally, proposed a scoping review protocol specific to public transport accessibility, which guided the methodological structure of this review. (21) Author information and contributions are provided to support transparency. A comprehensive search was performed in PubMed, Scopus, Web of Science, and Google Scholar to identify studies examining barriers to public bus transportation access for persons with disabilities (PwDs). The search was limited to publications in English from January 2000 to March 2025. Additionally, grey literature indexed by the World Health Organization (WHO) and the World Bank was also reviewed to ensure the inclusion of relevant unpublished or non-indexed studies. To identify relevant literature, the search strategy was structured around three primary themes: transportation, accessibility, and disability. Each theme included a group of related keywords connected with Boolean operators; The search strategy included three main themes. For transportation, terms like public transportation, bus, bus station, and bus stop were used. For accessibility, the keywords were access, barrier, universal design, and infrastructure. For disability, the terms included disability, disabled persons, wheelchair, mobility impairment, and visual impairment. All these keywords were combined using the and operator to create the final search string.
2.1 Study Types
The studies included in this review covered a variety of research designs. Large-scale surveys in countries such as the United States, Malaysia, Bangladesh, and South Africa explored barriers and recorded the experiences of individuals with disabilities using public bus transport. Several observational and case studies directly evaluated accessibility at bus stops, shelters, and entire city bus systems. Additionally, one network analysis study utilized modelling techniques to identify weaknesses and priority areas within complex transport hubs. (22,23) Narrative data were garnered from Bangladesh, India, and New Zealand, highlighting diverse stakeholder perspectives and policy-related deficiencies. (24) Interviews and qualitative findings from these regions provided valuable insights into user experiences and contextual barriers. The reviews were also of different types—systematic reviews with a more rigid procedure and scoping reviews that mapped existing information. (25) Such diversity provided empirical evidence and synthesized experiences, countering accessibility challenges so that public transport becomes more inclusive to all.”
2.2 Eligibility Criteria
The literature review of this study was composed based on the framework by PICOS to provide a concentrated and systematic methodology, and PICOS is a framework for systematic reviews that defines study eligibility based on Population, Intervention, Comparison, Outcome, and Study design. The target population consisted of people with disabilities (PwDs) of different categories, including locomotor, visual, hearing, and multiple disabilities. Studies comparing accessible and non-accessible infrastructure were scrutinized if applicable to account for usability/user experience differences. The outcomes considered in the review were very broad and pertained to various barriers (physical, information-related, organization-related, social) contributing to PwDs mode of interaction with and utilization of public transport. In order to include the breadth of evidence, the review included a range of study types: from quantitative surveys (of known use), qualitative inquiries, case studies, observational audits, and systematic or scoping reviews. PICOS, the search criteria, as well as database search expressions were used to make sure that texts on a full range of access issues in non-commercial public transportation were picked and integrated. (26)
· Population: PwDs (locomotor, visual, hearing, multiple disabilities)
· Intervention/Exposure: Public transportation infrastructure (bus stands/stops)
· Comparison: Accessible vs. non-accessible infrastructure
· Outcomes: Physical, informational, organizational, or social barriers
· Study Design: Surveys, qualitative studies, case studies, audits, systematic reviews
2.3 Exclusion
Studies were excluded not applicable to bus-based public transport systems, such as rail/metro or flights. Editorials, commentaries, opinion papers, conference abstracts without a full text available and grey literature with no empirical data were also excluded in order to maintain methodological consistency. Non-English publications were additionally excluded because there were no resources available for translation. This may have restricted access to potentially relevant studies from non-English speaking settings. Research that did not report direct physical accessibility obstacles for people with disabilities or mentioned only the transport infrastructure in general, without specific reference to disability. Conscious of other modes (rail, metro, aviation) and were editorials, commentaries, and conference abstracts with no full text and were in non-English languages without translation, and Trend analysis for transport infrastructure, but without a disability-specific focus.
2.4 Study Selection
Duplicate entries were meticulously eliminated to preserve data integrity, and all records found by thorough database searches were first exported to a reference management program to enable methodical screening. Two review authors independently carried out the literature searches and the initial screening of abstracts and titles, closely following the predetermined inclusion and exclusion criteria. To guarantee unbiased decision-making, any disagreements or conflicts amongst the reviewers were settled by thorough discussion and consensus. 32 duplicates were eliminated from a total of 187 records that were obtained from various databases, leaving 155 distinct studies for additional evaluation. 48 full-text articles were found to be potentially relevant for inclusion after these studies underwent a thorough title and abstract screening process. After that, each of these full-text articles was carefully assessed in light of the inclusion criteria, with an emphasis on research that looked at how accessible bus-based public transportation is for people with disabilities. For a variety of reasons, including non-bus-related focus, lack of disability analysis, non-empirical methodology, or publication in a language other than English, 23 articles were eliminated during this phase. A final set of 25 studies was judged appropriate for inclusion in this systematic review after a thorough screening and eligibility evaluation. Only studies that satisfied all predetermined criteria were included in the synthesis of the evidence presented in this review, thanks to this systematic process.
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Chart 1: Study Selection Flow Chart (PRISMA Style
2.5 Data Extraction
Data were collected using a pre-developed structured questionnaire for this review to be coherent and comprehensive. Data were independently extracted by two reviewers, and discrepancies were resolved through discussion. Data that was extracted were first bibliographic and methodological data (author, publication year, origin).
Study characteristics were collected, such as sample size, study design (e.g., survey, qualitative, case study, observational audit, or systematic review), and the disability type covered (locomotor, visual, hearing, multiple, or age-related impairments). Outcome-related data were also collected routinely. These addressed the study's most major accessibility barriers, which were classed as physical, informational, organizational, or social, as well as the authors' ideas for improved accessibility in bus-based public transportation. Context-specific information, such as transportation settings (stops, terminals, or vehicles), as well as participant perspectives, was recorded. This strategy ensured a systematic synthesis of evidence, which made it easier to compare studies and identify common themes.
Data included: author, year, country, sample size, study design, type of disability, key barriers, and recommendations.
Analysis: Due to heterogeneity, a narrative synthesis classified barriers as: 
· Physical and structural barriers include a lack of ramps or lifts at bus stops and terminals. 
• Poorly maintained or uneven walkways and boarding platforms. 
• Insufficient or poorly built bus shelters. 
• Limited wheelchair accessibility due to narrow doorways or steps in buses. 
• Poor seating arrangements or no prioritized seating for those with disabilities.
· Communication/Information Barriers.
• No audio announcements for visually challenged travelers. 
• Insufficient visual display boards for hearing-impaired passengers. 
• Signage at bus stations and terminals may be complex or ambiguous. 
• Insufficient information on routes, schedules, and accessible services. 
• Limited accessibility to real-time trip updates (e.g., apps, tactile maps).
· Service / Policy-Related Barriers.
• Drivers and transportation staff exhibit negative or unhelpful attitudes. 
• Insufficient staff training on disability awareness and sensitivity issues.
• Insufficient or inconsistent enforcement of accessibility standards. 
• Insufficient consideration of disability needs in transportation planning and policy. 
• Inadequate monitoring, assessment, and accountability in accessibility programs.

Given the variability of study designs, populations, and outcome measures, a meta-analysis was not feasible. As a result, a narrative synthesis was performed to summarize and synthesize findings from the included investigations. Barriers were methodically divided into three broad types. First, there are physical and structural barriers, such as inaccessible bus stops or terminals, no ramps, uneven floor surfaces, insufficient signage, insufficient shelter, and vehicle design limits that prevent wheelchair users and people with mobility impairments from boarding. Second, communication and informational barriers, which include insufficient or unclear information, no accessible signage, no audio/visual announcements, and insufficient wayfinding help for those with visual or hearing impairments. Third, policy- and service-related impediments, which include deficiencies in driver and staff training, disability, poor enforcement of accessible requirements, and low policy implementation at local levels.
The findings were further aggregated within each category to identify common themes, country-specific difficulties, and unique practices. Where applicable, the recommendations given by the underlying studies—such as infrastructure redesign, embracing universal design, including accessible technologies, and improving disability-sensitive policies—were tabulated alongside the impediments. This comprehensive synthesis provided an exhaustive assessment of the multifaceted obstacles faced by people with disabilities when using bus-based public transportation.

3. result

This systematic review has shown that people with disabilities experience a wide variety of barriers in attempting to use and access bus - based public transportation. Of the 25 studies included, about two - thirds (68%) reported physical and structural barriers; one fifth; information barriers (20%) and about 12% policy or service - related obstacles. These are categorized into three big categories: physical/structural, informational/communicational, and service/policy-related. Collectively, these themes demonstrate the numerous obstacles that people with disabilities experience, emphasizing that access restrictions extend beyond the physical or infrastructure aspects and even encompass the entire travel chain.
Key Barrier Themes:
· Physical/Structural: Physical impediments were the most common across studies and remain a substantial barrier for those with mobility limitations. The lack of or poor quality of ramps and level boarding systems was frequently mentioned, limiting independent access for wheelchair users and individuals with locomotor impairments. In most low- and middle-income areas, buses had high entry steps and minimal support, making boarding especially challenging for the elderly and those using mobility aids. Bus shelters, seats, and accessible restrooms were also discovered to be insufficient or badly designed. Shelters lacked protective roofing, benches, and priority seating, forcing passengers with mobility impairments to wait in unpleasant or unsafe conditions.
· Informational/Communication: Another significant topic found in the research is informational and communication challenges, which have a direct impact on passengers' independence with sensory impairments. In other cases, signage and guidance systems were missing, imprecise, or badly maintained, causing difficulties for visually challenged	travellers. 
The absence of auditory announcements made it impossible for blind or low-vision passengers to navigate independently. In contrast, the lack of visible display boards or electronic information screens disadvantaged passengers with hearing impairments, especially in congested or noisy terminals.
· Service/Policy: Negative staff attitudes, minimal training, and Inconsistent policy enforcement., Long waits and complex interchanges hinder mobility.






























	No.
	Author (Year)
	Country
	Design / Sample / Population
	Key Barriers Identified
	Recommendations Proposed

	1
	Soltani et al. (2012)
	Malaysia
	Empirical survey: wheelchair users & the elderly
	Lack of ramps, poor terminal layout
	Redesign terminal; enforce accessibility standards

	2
	Ferrari et al. (2013)
	UK
	Network analysis of bus interchanges
	Complex interchanges
	Prioritise upgrades via network analysis

	3
	Bezyak et al. (2017)
	USA
	Survey (n=4,161) persons with disabilities
	Physical & attitudinal barriers
	Mobile apps; staff training

	4
	Lee et al. (2019)
	Malaysia
	Survey (n=103)
	Pedestrian environment; vehicle design
	Holistic planning

	5
	Anik et al. (2024)
	Bangladesh
	Survey 
	Lack of ramps, toilets, and signage
	Universal design; staff training

	6
	Mwaka et al. (2023)
	Multi-country scoping review
	Review
	Long walking distances; information gaps
	Ramps; kneeling buses; travel training

	7
	Sajib (2022)
	Bangladesh
	Qualitative FGD (n=34)
	Stakeholder exclusion; multiple barriers
	User-centred planning

	8
	Utari & Kusuma (2021)
	Indonesia
	Case study
	Poor surface quality, lighting, and signage
	Inclusive design

	9
	Elorduy et al. (2025)
	Spain
	Observational audit
	Poor shelters; encroachments
	User-centred audits

	10
	Elorduy & Gento (2025)
	Spain/Global
	Systematic review
	Limited disability focus
	Expand research scope

	11
	Almoshaogeh et al. (2025)
	Multi-country
	Review
	Infrastructure, information, attitudinal
	Tech & policy integration

	12
	Bezyak et al. (2019)
	USA
	Survey (n=1,748)
	Group-specific barriers
	Tailored interventions

	13
	Lubin & Deka (2012)
	USA
	Survey 
	Service & environment barriers
	Multi-strategy solutions

	14
	Kinjawadekar et al. (2025)
	India
	Systematic review
	Structural barriers
	Universal design; enforcement

	15
	Park & Chowdhury (2018)
	New Zealand
	Interviews
	Driver attitudes; footpath access gaps
	Travel-chain approach

	16
	Mwaka et al. (2023)
	Global
	Protocol
	Whole travel chain
	PRISMA-ScR protocol

	17
	Draft Review (n.d.)
	Developing countries
	Review
	Vehicle access; platform alignment
	Community involvement

	18
	Duri & Luke (2025)
	South Africa
	Survey
	Poor design; safety issues
	Regular audits; PwDs involvement

	19
	Dandapat (2025)
	India
	Qualitative
	Policy-practice gap; staff apathy
	Local implementation; public education

	20
	B. Duri & R. Luke (2022)
	South Africa
	Quantitative survey; n=214 PwDs (mobility, vision, hearing)
	• Inaccessible stations (no lifts, ramps, or toilets) 
• Poor vehicle design (steps, no wheelchair space) 
• Uneven pavements, stairs, and unsafe crossings 
• No bus shelters, distant stops
	• Upgrade infrastructure to universal design 
• Regular accessibility audits with PwDs 
• Provide accessible/low-floor vehicles 
• Add safety features at intersections

	21
	Carlsson (2004)
	Sweden
	Qualitative: 20 older adults.
	Entrance problems, outdoor barriers, stop issues, and controls too high
	Better design, user participation, accessible controls

	22
	Pyer & Tucker (2014)
	England
	Qualitative: 69 youth wheelchair users.
	Inaccessibility reduces transport use and leisure access
	Youth-focused improvements; social inclusion focus

	23
	Frost et al. (2015)
	USA
	Observational: 414 users.
	4.6% ramp incidents; higher at >9.5° slope; street deployment worse.
	Deploy to sidewalk; reduce slope to 9.5°; driver training.

	24
	Unsworth et al. (2019)
	Multiple
	Systematic review; 26 studies
	Ramp angles >9.5°, floor space inadequate (760×1200mm), narrow doors.
	860×1480mm space needed; universal design; training programs.

	25
	Velho et al. (2016) 
	England
	Mixed methods; 21 wheelchair users
	Broken ramps, alarm embarrassment, space competition, and driver attitudes.
	Maintenance protocols; driver education; address "buggy wars"





























Table 1.	Characteristics of included studies on infrastructure barriers in public bus transportation for persons with disabilities (n = 20)

4. DISCUSSION
The review highlights that those barriers to accessible public transportation remain persistent and widespread, particularly in developing countries where infrastructure deficits are most pronounced. Even in contexts where disability-focused policies and legal frameworks are in place, such as India’s Rights of Persons with Disabilities (RPwD) Act 2016, the gap between policy and practice remains substantial. Enforcement mechanisms are often weak, resources are limited, and accountability structures are insufficient, which undermines the intended impact of such legislation. (27,28)
Physical barriers were the most common challenges, including missing ramps, inaccessible Shelters, poorly maintained pathway, and lack of level boarding. Without addressing these fundamental issues, persons with disabilities (PwDs) remain unable to access public transportation independently. Following these, informational barriers were also widely reported, demonstrated that accessibility challenges often emerge across the entire travel chain—from footpaths to terminals—rather than within vehicles alone, reinforcing the need for holistic planning. Inadequate signage, the lack of audio announcements for visually impaired users, insufficient visual displays for individuals with hearing impairments, and limited use of digital accessibility tools restrict the ability of PwDs to navigate bus systems confidently.
Equally important are the attitudinal and service-related barriers, also emphasized that inadequate staff sensitivity and lack of community engagement significantly reduce mobility and user satisfaction among persons with disabilities. (29) which remain a recurring theme in both high- and low-income contexts. Negative staff attitudes, limited disability awareness, and insufficient driver training contribute to exclusionary experiences that discourage PwDs from using public transport even when infrastructure is available. These persistent barriers show that accessibility depends not only on physical design but also on organisational culture and service delivery. 
Government reviews such as the “Accessibility Audit Report of Transport Infrastructure “by the Ministry of Road Transport and Highways (MoRTH, 2023) and NITI Aayog’s “Evaluation of the Accessible India Campaign (2022)” further emphasize the enforcement and monitoring mechanism remain inconsistent across states, aligning with the findings of this review. (30)(31)
4.1 Policy & Practice Gaps
Inadequate enforcement, inadequate funding, and training gaps. One of the researchers identified key gaps as the insufficient implementation of existing accessibility policies. While some countries, such as India with the RPwD Act (2016) and South Africa with the National Land Transport Act, have established legal frameworks to provide accessible public transport, enforcement remains inconsistent. 

Inadequate control of transport providers leads to non-compliance with accessibility laws, with few penalty notices issued. Such shoddy implementation undermines the intent of otherwise progressive legislation. The lack of stakeholder participation affects usability.

4.2 Implications for Uttar Pradesh
Immediate focus: ramps, tactile paving, accessible toilets, signage, and staff training. Holistic planning is required to integrate bus terminals into a fully accessible network. 
4.3 Research Gaps
Existing research indicates significant gaps in knowledge, particularly in two areas: invisible disability and rural mobility. The bulk of research concentrates on visible impairments such as locomotor, visual, or hearing handicap, while ignoring people with less visible conditions such as autism, intellectual disability, or mental illness, which present sensory, cognitive, or psychological barriers to public transit use. Similarly, the present research focuses primarily on metropolitan areas, with limited emphasis on rural accessibility, even though rural areas often have inferior infrastructure, fewer formal transit systems, and weaker regulatory enforcement. This mismatch creates significant gaps in our understanding of the full range of accessibility challenges, underscoring the need for more geographically representative and inclusive research. 


4.4 Limitation
This review included only English-language studies, which may limit the generalizability of the findings. Additionally, publication bias cannot be fully excluded, as studies with negative or non – significant findings may be underrepresented in indexed databases. Furthermore, regional data granularity was limited in several studies, making it difficult to compare accessibility conditions across specific geographical areas. 
4.5 Recommendations
In accordance with the result of this systematic review, across plans on improving bus accessibility for people with disabilities are recommended. The policy makers and urban planners should ensure upgrading of infrastructure with ramps, tactile paving, accessible toilets, and clear signage in all bus terminals.  Accessibility audits as a must should be institutionalized and done along with disability organizations. Standardization of training for drivers and staff on disability awareness and service behavior is needed. Inclusion of accessibility into transport policies, budgeting, and performance monitoring can help ensure chronic implementation. The last one refers to participatory planning, including person with disabilities in all stages from design to evaluation, which might ensure accessibility measures being inclusive and effective.
5. Conclusion
For people with disabilities, barriers in infrastructure can make even simple journeys challenging, affecting their independence, mobility, and sense of dignity. To change this, policies must be actively enforced through accessibility audits, dedicated funding, and clear accountability. Thoughtful design—like ramps, tactile pathways, handrails, audio cues, and barrier-free communication—can make bus terminals welcoming and usable for everyone. It is equally important to train urban planners and staff in accessibility principles so that inclusion becomes a natural part of planning and operations. People with disabilities should have a voice at every step, from planning to feedback, ensuring solutions truly meet their needs. Technology, such as real-time audio announcements, accessible apps, and AI mapping tools, can further support smoother, independent travel. Rural and semi-urban bus stations also deserve attention, with basic amenities and infrastructure upgrades. Continuous, locally focused research can help evaluate what works and guide future improvements. Accessible transportation is not just a legal requirement—it is a matter of fairness and respect. By putting these strategies into practice in Uttar Pradesh, bus terminals can become more than transit points—they can become inclusive spaces that welcome everyone equally.
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