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K P I S truc ture: B alanc ed S c orec ard A pproac h 
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K ey topics  to meas ure how organis ations  perform agains t each other: 
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How satisfied are you overall with the bus services in the city?
(trends of absolute scores)
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 Note: International comparis ons  not advis ed due to known cultural bias  
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F inanc ial E ffic ienc y : C os t per V ehic le Hour 
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B alanc ing  A ffordability  and C os t R ec ov ery  
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T his  g raph hig hlig hts  that L ondon has  4th lowes t s ubs idy requirement of IB B G  members  
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P erformanc e D as hboard (abs olute): How D oes  L ondon B us es  R ank  R elative 
to O ther G roup Members  on S everal D imens ions  in 2015?  
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How does  L ondon perform agains t other members? Where does  L ondon do well and 
where do we need to improve? 



C onc lus ion: L ondon B us es  C ontinue to be a G ood P erformer 
A g ains t P eers , With A bov e A v erag e L ev els  in Many K P I’s  
 K ey P erformance D river, C ommercial S peed F urther R educed (roadworks , traffic, etc) 

• B us  s peeds  are 12%  below group average, affecting internal and relative performance 

 G ood Asset Utilisation and Availability:  
• Vehicle utilis ation is  at a good level, 4%  above the group average.  IB B G  agreed to work on development of 

a P eak C rowding K P I 

• L os t kilometres  due to internal reas ons  generally s how long term reduction, apart from indus trial action 
s pikes  (s uch as  in 2014), and is  3rd bes t in 2015. 

 G ood F inancial P erformance: 
• 4th lowes t s ubs idy requirement compared to other publicly owned international peers , helped by relatively 

low cos t and reas onable fares . 

• S ervice operating cos t per vehicle hour is  very good, 5th lowes t and 14%  below group average. 

 G ood E nvironmental P erformance: 
• L ondon performs  3rd bes t. C O 2 emis s ions  per pas s enger km has  remained relatively s table over the pas t 

three years , which is  good given reduction in pas s enger km.  

 Vehicle collis ions  per K m have increased to above average level: 
• IB B G  K P I development improved vehicle collis ion data comparability s tudies  in 2015  

• S afety is  a key focus  area for IB B G  Members , including L ondon B us es . T he IB B G  continues  work on 
increas ed comparability of s afety data and further benchmarking opportunities  this  will create 
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