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Fifteen B us  B enc hmarking Group Member C ities , Sixteen 
Operators  of whic h s even in the IB B G for 16 years
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C ommerc ial Speed is  a Key Driver of Performanc e
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World trends  s how s peeds  are dec reas ing
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KPI Struc ture: B alanc ed Scorec ard Approac h
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Key topics to measure how organisations perform against each other:

Growth and 
Learning

Customer

Internal 
Processes

Safety and 
Security

Environment

Financial
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Vehic le C apac ity Filled by Pas s engers
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Vehic le Planning C apac ity km
(Indexed to 2018 Group Average = 1.0)

How oc c upied are the bus es  on our network?
Better

Worse

London
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Growth: % C hange in Pas s enger B oardings  and       
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▪ Note: 5 year trend data available for 14 of the 16 operators
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▪ Note: International comparisons not advised due to known cultural bias

C us tomer Satis fac tion (Overall)

7

G

C

P

S

E

F

How s atis fied are cus tomers  with their bus  s ervic es ?
(trends  of abs olute s c ores )

London

1=very dis s atis fied, 5=very satis fied
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Service Operation Costs per Actual revenue vehicle hours (US$ PPP 2018)  
(Indexed to Group Average = 1)
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Financ ial Effic ienc y: C os t per Vehic le Hour
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How do cos ts  of running s ervic es  compare?

Worse

Better

London

Servic e Operation C os ts  per Actual 
Revenue Vehic le Hour (2018 US$ PP P, 
Indexed to 2018 Group Average = 1.0)



0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O

Total Fare and Fare Compensation Revenue per Passenger km (US$ PPP 
2018)  (Indexed to Group Average = 1)
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B alanc ing Affordability and C os t Rec overy
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Total Fare and Fare C ompens ation 
Revenue per Pas s enger Km (2018 US$ 
PP P, Indexed to 2018 Group Average = 
1.0)

How does  the average fare per journey length compare?

London
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C ommerc ial Rec overy Ratio
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How does  the level of inc ome generated vs . operated cos ts  
compare?

Total C ommerc ial Inc ome 
per
Total Operating C os t 
(Indexed to 2018 Group 
Average = 1.0)
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C ollis ions  per Vehic le km 
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Group Average = 1)
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How does  the collis ion rate compare?
Number of Vehic le C ollis ions  (regardles s  of 
damage, inc luding with objec ts  or the kerb, and 
with or without injury) per Actual Total Vehic le 
km (Indexed to 2018 Group Average = 1.0) Worse

Better

‘Grid-iron’ 

street layout 

London



L os t Vehic le Km (Internal Reas ons )
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(Indexed to Group Average = 1)
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How does  los t km due to internal reas ons ,
s uc h as  driver s hortages , compare?

L os t Vehic le Km due to Internal 
Reas ons  per Scheduled Revenue 
Vehic le Km
(Indexed to 2018 Group Average = 1.0)
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C O2 per Pas s enger Km
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How does  C O2 emis s ions  per pas s enger km compare?
C O2 Emis s ions  of Vehic les  per 
Pas s enger Km (Indexed to 2018 Group 
Average = 1.0)
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Performanc e Das hboard (abs olute): How Does  L ondon B us es  Rank Relative to 
Other Group Members  on Several Dimens ions  in 2018?

14

How does London perform against other members? Where does London do well and where do we 
need to improve?
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C onc lus ion - 1: L ondon B us es  C ontinue to be a Good 
Performer Agains t Peers , With Above Average L evels  in Many 
KPI’s

▪ Key Performance Driver Commercial Speed is Below Average, But Recent 

Improvements
• Bus speeds are now 9.5% below group average, affecting internal and relative performance

• Reduction in roadworks has helped average speed improve in the last two years

▪ Average Asset Utilisation and Good Availability: 
• Vehicle utilisation has dropped below the group average due to a reduction in boardings, but as 

speed and journey time variability improve, utilisation is expected to improve again.  

• London Buses performs the 4th best in terms of service availability, e.g. low lost vehicle 

kilometres.

▪ Good Financial Performance:
• Service operating cost per vehicle hour is very good, 5th lowest and 16% below group average.

• 4th lowest subsidy requirement compared to other international peers, helped by relatively low 

cost and reasonable fares.
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C onc lus ion -2: L ondon B us es  C ontinue to be a Good 
Performer Agains t Peers , With Above Average L evels  in Many 
KPI’s

▪ Good Environmental Performance:
• London performs 3rd best. CO2 emissions per passenger km has significantly improved over the 

past three years, which is good given reduction in passenger km. 

▪ Vehicle collisions reduced, but more opportunity for improvement

• 2018 saw the first reduction in collisions/km in five years, a 6% drop compared to 2017 levels. 

• While collisions per vehicle km for London Buses remain 25% above IBBG’s group average, the 

collisions per vehicle hour are now at the IBBG group average level. This is due to the relatively 

slower bus speeds in London compared to IBBG peers and hence less vehicle kilometres are 

produced for one vehicle hour.

• London Buses has established a bus safety programme: https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/safety-and-

security/road-safety/bus-safety which was partly informed on lessons learned through the IBBG.

• Safety is a key focus area for IBBG Members, including London Buses. The IBBG continues work 

on increased comparability and understanding of safety data and continues to benchmark safety 

programs and policies to help improve safety in all IBBG member cities.
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https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/safety-and-security/road-safety/bus-safety

