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1. Executive Summary

Between 1 June and 7 August 2022, we held a public consultation proposing
changes to bus routes in and around central London.

The proposals were developed as part of our continual review of the London bus
network and were designed to meet the following objectives:

e A four per cent reduction in bus kilometres across London to reduce operating
costs as part of our Financial Sustainability Plan and the conditions attached
to our emergency funding package from Government following the pandemic

¢ Adjustment of the bus network to reflect changing travel patterns that have
seen less demand for services on roads into central and inner London

¢ Maintaining a strong bus service to support London’s economic recovery while
simplifying the network to help ensure buses are operating frequently and
reliably in the areas that need them most

The proposals included changes to 71 bus and night bus routes, which included the
withdrawal of individual bus routes or sections of routes that were covered by other
high-frequency bus services or were close to alternative bus stops.

Where it was proposed that customer demand for buses could be covered by other
services, we proposed to withdraw the following bus routes: 4, 11, 12*, 14*, 16, 24*,
31,45,72,74,78, 242, 349, 521, C3, D7, N11, N16, N31, N72, N74, and N242 (*24-
hour routes). We also proposed the introduction of five new night bus routes. A table
of the proposals can be found in Appendix A: Proposal summary

We received 21,528 responses to the consultation. Of these, 21,247 were from
members of the public and 281 were from stakeholders.

Our consultation sought to learn more about what we could do to make potential
changes easier for customers. We asked people to tell us which bus routes they
currently used, whether they changed bus or transport mode to complete their
journey, what journey factors were important to them when interchanging, and how
the proposal may positively or negatively affect their journey.

Generally, the feedback received was negative and largely opposed the proposals
put forward. Key concerns raised included accessibility, personal safety,
convenience i.e., longer journey times/additional interchanges, and increased travel
expenses. Some respondents also put forward suggestions which included re-
routing and frequency changes.

We arranged these proposals with 16 ‘neighbourhood’ schemes and four night bus
schemes, categorised as north, south, east, and west London, to provide a picture of
how the bus network in each area may change.
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All the comments relating to specific routes have been collated to understand which
routes received the most feedback. Table 1 below provides an overview of the top 10
bus routes that were commented on.

The bus route that received the most comments was the 14 in west London with
2,732), followed by Service 12 in South London (2,340) and service 24 in North
London (1,609).

Table 1 — Bus routes that received the most comments - the top 10

Area Route ‘ No. of comments
West 14 2,732
South 12 2,340
North 24 1,609
East 11 1,593
East 4 1,391
West 74 1,354
North 31 1,147
East 78 1,012
North 16 995
North 113 735
Total 14,908

A summary of responses under each category follows:

North London

e Respondents provided feedback on proposed changes to 20 bus services in
North London, five of these being night-time services

e The three bus services that received the greatest number of comments were
route 24 (Euston Road) with 1,609 comments, route 16 (Edgware) with 995
comments, and route 113 (Baker Street) with 735 comments

e Generally, the night-time only services received a lower number of comments

South London

e Respondents provided feedback on proposed changes to 13 bus services in
South London, four of these being night-time services

e The three bus services that yielded the greatest number of comments were
route 12 (Walworth Road) with 2,340 comments, route 148 (Walworth Road)
with 359 comments, and route 45 (Coldharbour Lane) with 341 comments



East London Area

Respondents were surveyed on proposed changes to 28 bus services in East
London, six of these services were night-time services

The three bus services that yielded the greatest number of comments were
route 4 (Essex Road) with 1,391 comments, route 11 (Fleet Street) with 1,593
comments, and route 78 (London Bridge and Tower Bridge) with 1,012
comments

Generally, the night-time services had a low number of comments

West London area

2,

2.1

Respondents provided feedback on proposed changes to 18 bus services in
West London, six of which were night-time only services

The three bus services that yielded the greatest number of comments were
route 14 (South Kensington) with 2,732 comments, route 74 (South
Kensington) with 1,354 and route 19 (South Kensington) with 683 comments
In general, the night-time services received a lower level of comments, with
exception to Service N414 which received 144 responses

About the consultation

Purpose

The objectives of the consultation were:

To give stakeholders and the public easily understandable information about
the proposals and allow them to respond

To understand more about how people currently use London bus services, the
routes they use, such as whether they change bus on their journey

To understand more about what people find important when using bus
services and to hear about what we could do to make journeys easier and
more accessible

To understand concerns and objections and listen to how potential change
may affect people

To allow respondents to make suggestions



2.2 Potential outcomes

The potential outcomes of the consultation were:

e Following careful consideration of the consultation responses, we decide to
proceed with the proposals as set out in the consultation

e Following careful consideration of the consultation responses, we modify the
proposals in response to issues raised and proceed with revised changes

e Following careful consideration of the consultation responses, we decide not
to proceed with the proposals

2.3 Who we consulted

We held this consultation to listen to what the public and our stakeholders thought
about the proposals.

The consultation was designed to be accessible to all London bus users and
stakeholders. This included customers, residents, community venues and
businesses on or close to the bus routes, and key destinations such as hospitals,
educational establishments, shopping centres and cultural venues.

We were keen to hear from people with protected characteristics as defined by the
Equality Act 2010 and who were more likely to be impacted by the proposed
changes.

The feedback received from these groups was important to help shape and evolve
our initial Equality Impact Assessments (described in more detail in Section 2.8 of
this report from page 10).

We consulted with both pan-London stakeholder groups and local community
groups, including those that represent people with protected characteristics,
accessibility groups, business groups and employers, healthcare, tenants and
residents’ groups, community groups and venues, charitable organisations, and
trade unions.

We also consulted all London local authorities, London TravelWatch, local elected
representatives, London Members of Parliament, and Greater London Authority
London Assembly Members.

A full stakeholder list can be found in Appendix G: List of stakeholders consulted
with.



2.4 Dates and duration

The consultation ran for a period of nine weeks and five days from Wednesday 1
June to Sunday 7 August 2022

We originally planned to run the consultation for six weeks from Wednesday 1 June
to Tuesday 12 July, as we considered this would be an appropriate amount of time.

Interest in the consultation remained exceptionally during its first four weeks. In
recognition of this continued high level of interest, on Tuesday 28 June we
announced that we would extend consultation end date to midnight on Sunday 7
August to ensure people had adequate time to respond.

To communicate the update, we emailed our customers on the affected routes, and
wrote to key stakeholders and impacted communities. We also updated our website
and all other publicity, including posters at relevant bus stops, to display the revised
consultation end date.

Copies of emails and publicity used to communicate this update can be found in
Appendix C: Consultation publicity.

2.5 What we asked

We asked four closed questions designed to gain information about the bus routes
people used now, how often they may already change bus and what they found
important when taking a journey on a bus.

We recognised that while some customers may gain new journey options under our
proposals, other customers may be adversely affected. We wanted to minimise the
impact of this as much as possible. Our survey asked people to tell us what
additional mitigations we should consider if we wanted to help improve bus journeys.
We asked one open question with a free text box to enable respondents to share
their views and make suggestions.

We asked questions about the respondents themselves to help us understand more
about who participated in the consultation and how they heard about it.

We also asked some quality control questions related to the consultation process
and the materials we provided.

The consultation questions can be found in full in Appendix B: Consultation
questions.



2.6 Methods of responding

We made several channels available through which people could respond to the
consultation.

It was possible for respondents to complete a consultation questionnaire by visiting
our website: https://haveyoursay.tfl.gov.uk/busreview

Comments could also be submitted by email to haveyoursay@tfl.gov.uk or in writing
to FREEPOST TFL HAVE YOUR SAY (CLBR).

Respondents could complete an Easy Read version of the consultation survey. This
survey was also available to download from our web page as a fillable PDF for
completion and return by email. It could also be printed, completed, and sent back to
us via our Freepost service.

We printed and sent paper versions of all our materials by post on request. We also
shared paper versions at in-person meetings during the consultation period.

We provided a telephone call back service for respondents to get in touch with any
questions and as a further method of response. The phone line number was 020
3054 6037.

As shown in Table 2 below, the most popular method of response was via our
consultation webpage with 18,184 online entries, 84 per cent of the total response
rate. The second most popular method was by email with 3,528 emails received. We
also handled 347 calls via our consultation telephone line. We logged telephone
comments for 20 people via these calls and assisted many more to later respond via
our website, by postal survey or by email.

Table 2 — Methods of responding to the consultation

Methods of responding Total %
Website 17,887 83
Email 3,528 16
Iég’;tter or paper survey received in 93 0.4
Telephone comments 20 0.1
Total 21,528 100



https://haveyoursay.tfl.gov.uk/busreview
mailto:haveyoursay@tfl.gov.uk

2.7 Consultation materials and publicity

We emailed customers and key stakeholders to make them aware of the
consultation and how to take part and asked them to help and support us in the
promotion of the consultation to their customers or communities.

We raised awareness of the consultation through a variety of channels, including
radio and online advertising, posters and digital messaging at bus stops and three-
sided signage at selected TfL bus stations. Our posters and signage included QR
codes for easy access to our web page.

We worked in partnership with the Disability Horizons online magazine and social
media community and with contacts in London local authorities to gain additional
online and social media coverage.

Copies of our consultation materials and publicity, including our bus stop poster,
Easy Read documents and emails to customers and stakeholders, media activity
and online advertising can be found in Appendix C: Consultation publicity.

Further details about the materials and publicity used follows:

Consultation web page
Consultation materials were hosted on our online web page at the following address:
https://haveyoursay.tfl.gov.uk/busreview

All content could be downloaded and/or printed via an extensive ‘Documents’
section. This included a ‘Print read documents’ section. Documents were provided
in Microsoft Word and PDF formats to enable easy adaption for people using screen
readers. This facility saw approximately 138,000 separate document downloads
during the consultation.

The following documents were provided:
e ‘Summary of route changes’ - a quick reference, route-by-route guide

e Proposals categorised into 16 neighbourhoods, arranged into quadrants of
north, south, east, and west London to help break down the information into
easily digestible segments.

¢ London night bus changes categorised by north, south, east, and west
London

¢ ‘Neighbourhood’ and ‘London night bus’ information sheets containing
proposals in detail; current and proposed route information and the reasons
why we proposed the change; how changes may change a current bus
journey; interchange options under each proposal; linear maps showing
current and indicative bus stops where applicable.

e Consultation maps following the same convention as the neighbourhoods and
sectors of London showing current and proposed routes
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e Easy Read versions of the consultation materials, co-produced with
accessibility experts including people that are neurodivergent. This included
‘neighbourhood’ and ‘night bus’ information sheets and the consultation
survey

e Equality Impact Assessments (EqIA) for the overarching proposals and in
more focussed for each ‘neighbourhood’ and for Night buses

e ‘Why we are proposing these changes’ — a look in more detail at the reasons
why we reviewed the bus network and what we aimed to achieve

¢ Downloadable version of our bus stop poster

e A copy of our ‘Bus Action Plan’ — to build on our plans overall and how these
proposals fit into longer term strategies

Our aim was to ensure the consultation was accessible to anyone that wanted to
take part. Our online web pages use software that meets or wherever possible
exceeds WCAG 2.1, the current global web accessibility standard. Visitors to the
web page were able to customise their online experience to suit their individual
needs. The following accessibility tools were available: page narration, colour
scheme changes, larger font sizes, and translation text into around 100 languages
as required.

British Sign Language videos explaining the proposals and the survey were made
available online during the consultation period from 21 June to 7 August.

Emails to public/stakeholders

We sent 99,120 emails to customers of the routes in scope that were registered to
receive updates from us and 2,529 emails to stakeholder groups and community
contacts across London to let them know about the consultation. We wrote to the
same audience again on 29 June to make people aware the consultation end date
was being extended.

Media activity

We announced the start of the consultation with a TfL press release. The press
release received wide-spread coverage in the London regional news, including
press, radio, and television coverage.

Between 6-30 June 2022 we aired a 30 second advertisement on the Global Media
radio network, providing consultation publicity for listeners of the following London
radio stations: Capital, Heart, LBC, LBC News, Smooth Radio, Greatest Hits Radio,
Kiss, Magic, and Sunrise Radio.

We worked in partnership with via Disability Horizons, an online magazine
community in support disabled people with a membership reach of 700,000 people
per year through its website, 47,000 on people on social media and 6,000 people via
its regular newsletters.



On-site advertising

The routes included in the consultation collectively serve 3,233 bus stops in London.
We placed bus stop posters in all stops where space was available. Sometimes
space is not available where space is required for operational messages.

Three-sided publicity was displayed at a lower level for easier access by wheelchair
users. We placed this at the following TfL owned and managed bus stations:
Aldgate, Crystal Palace, Canada Water, Euston, Hammersmith, London Bridge,
Stratford City, Vauxhall, Victoria, Waterloo, and White City.

Digital advertising
We used a professional marketing agency to run a digital media advertising
campaign for the consultation.

The campaign used geofencing marketing technology. This technology identified and
targeted mobile phone and tablet users on the 3g/4g/5g internet networks near and
on bus routes included in consultation, and placed advertisements on the pages they
were viewing. It also profiled and collected data from digital users living and
commuting in London and re-targeted this audience once it was connected to
residential Wi-Fi, and potentially had more time to click through and respond to the
consultation.

The campaign saw over 4.27 million impressions of our advertisement delivered to
mobile phone and tablet users. This equated to a reach of approximately 891,000
people. Of the people we reached, a further 11,548 then clicked through our
advertisement to visit the consultation web page.

We used space on the TfL website homepage to publicise the consultation, including
on the main TfL Buses page. Users were able to click through to the consultation
page via these digital routes.

Meetings with stakeholders

Engagement with key stakeholders, including accessibility groups started earlier in
2022. In March we held two round table sessions to provide an overview of the bus
proposals and for early discussions on expected impacts of the proposals and how
we may mitigate against them.

We briefed all London boroughs impacted by the proposals and continued to engage
with officers and council committees as required, throughout the consultation period.
The Central London Bus Review was also a regular agenda item at the London
Councils Transport and Environment Committee.

We met with the following key stakeholders and community groups at in-person or
virtual meetings during the consultation period to brief them on the proposals, what
these may mean at a local level, and to encourage consultation responses.
Feedback from these meetings was then considered as part of our decision-making
process:
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Action Disability Kensington and Chelsea

Age UK London

Age UK Westminster (coffee morning)

Assembly Members Sem Moema AM (Hackney, Islington and Waltham
Forest), Elly Baker AM (London wide), and ‘Save Route 21’ campaign
Bellingham community festival (pop-up stall)

Bellingham Interagency (multi-agency regular meeting of stakeholders in
south Lewisham)

Carshalton ward councillors

Catherine West MP

Connecting Communities Waltham Forest

Elfrida (Islington learning and physical disabilities advocacy group)
Enfield Over 50s Forum

GLA London Assembly members and officers briefing

Greater London Forum for Older People - transport sub committee
Harrow Bus and Rail meeting

Havering Compact Forum

Hillingdon Elder Peoples Forum

Inclusion London

Islington Councillors and community campaign groups (included Save the 21
Bus Route, Better Archway Forum, Highgate Society)

Kensington and Chelsea Accessibility Forum

Kensington and Chelsea Public Transport Liaison Committee

Lewisham Young Mayor’s Advisory team
London Borough of Islington Councillors

London Borough of Lewisham ‘meet our partners’ event for new councillors
following the London local authority elections in May 2022

London Borough of Southwark

London Borough of Redbridge Strategy and Resources Scrutiny meeting
London Borough of Wandsworth Public Transport Liaison meeting

London HQ BIDs

London Members of Parliament briefing

London TravelWatch Bus Alliance session

London Vision (Greenwich)

LoTAG officers bus working group meeting

National Pensioners Convention (London Region)

Night-time economy stakeholders with London Night Czar' Amy Lamé
including Southbank BID, British Beer and Pub Association, Hatton Garden
BID, Hammersmith BID, District Alliance BID, Garden BID

North Middlesex Hospital

RNIB representatives from Westminster, Ealing (London Action Group),
Camden and Kentish Town
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¢ Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Public Transport Liaison
Committee

e Southwark Council Overview Scrutiny Committee

e TfL Valuing People network

e Voluntary Action Lewisham

2.8 Equalities Assessment

Initial Equalities Impact Assessments (EqlA) were undertaken for the scheme-wide
proposals, each ‘neighbourhood’ and the night bus routes affected by the proposals.
All documents were shared on the consultation page.

These detailed documents identified and examined in more detail what positive and
negative impacts these proposals may have on individuals with protected
characteristics, together with our equality objectives and how we proposed to
mitigate any negative impacts.

The EqlA helped inform our approach to stakeholder meetings where we highlighted
negative impacts to help shape a discussion around what more we could do to
mitigate against these.

Our consultation survey also sought to identify issues raised and we asked people to
tell us about impacts we had not identified and how we might mitigate against them,
to the extent that we reasonably could.

In preparation for the consultation, we considered who may have an interest in
responding, and what alternative publicity formats they might require.

We were keen to hear from people with protected characteristics as defined by the
Equality Act 2010 and who were more likely to be impacted by the proposed
changes, in particular older people, disabled people, pregnant women, and those
travelling with small children. We were also keen to hear from a range of community
members more likely to use London buses, such as women, older people, those on
low incomes, and some Black, Asian and minority ethnic people.
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We met with and worked with the following groups during the planning of the
consultation itself. This enabled us to take advice and consider ways to help ensure
the consultation was accessible:

e TfL’s Independent Disability Advisory Group

e Campaign for Better Transport

e London TravelWatch

e London Vision

e Advisor for RNIB

e Disability Horizons

e | C Works (accessible content for diverse audiences)

e London Borough officers

We also worked closely with a range of internal TfL experts to ensure we took
appropriate steps to reach out to an connect with London’s diverse communities and
stakeholder groups, including stakeholder engagement teams, marketing, customer
information and experience teams, and media teams — including press, digital and
social. This information informed our approach with consultation materials. It helped
to ensure we were using accessible and appropriate ways to advertise the
consultation.

We provided consultation access to the consultation in a combination of paper based
(letters), online (emails and web pages) and non-digital (telephone service) methods
to help remove barriers to taking part.

To encourage participation in the consultation from protected groups, Easy Read
versions of the consultation document and questions were produced and made
available for participants. Notice of the consultation was sent to organisations that
represent people who share a protected characteristic.

The EqIA remain under review and will be updated to reflect any relevant new
information received as part of the consultation process.
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2.9 Analysis of consultation responses

The consultation was analysed by external consultants (WSP) through an external
supplier contract which was commercially tendered.

Emails received, with free text responses, rather than completed questionnaires,
were inputted on the consultation portal by the consultation team. These responses
were then analysed by WSP.

Coding

One open text question was provided in the survey (question 5) to capture how the
proposals may impact people. Free-text responses provided in response to open
questions can be complex to analyse and interpret. However, detailed free text
answers provide valuable insight into respondents’ opinions.

To ensure comprehensive analysis for open questions, all free-text responses were
‘coded’ to identify common themes. These codes were then analysed to identify the
most frequently recurring areas commented on. In total, there were 17,562 free-text
responses to analyse.

The following stages were taking to develop a coding framework for analysis of the
free text answers:

e A coding framework was created by reviewing a large sample of the
responses and identifying common themes and areas of comment.

e Each common theme and areas were then given a unique reference number.

e Answers relating to each common theme were then quantified and analysed
to provide key headline findings.

e Each response could be coded into multiple codes, depending on the number
of issues raised by the individual.

e The coding framework underwent a series of reviews during the analysis to
ensure that any new codes that emerged in the data were incorporated.

A total of 859 themes were identified within the coding framework, which were
broken down into a number of categories:

e General comments i.e., positive, negative, concerns, suggestions (not specific
to route / Neighbourhood)

e Comments relating to key locations i.e., where access/bus links are retained

e Comments related to the North London area

e Comments related to the South London area

e Comments related to the East London area

e Comments related to the West London area

e Comments relating to TfL or the quality of the consultation

e Other (i.e., out of scope/unrelated comments)

13



The full code frame is provided in Appendix F: Code frame used for analysis

A sample of 1,756 comments, representing 10 per cent of total all comments
provided was quality assurance checked to ensure consistency and accuracy
throughout the process.

Closed question analysis

Please note that percentage figures have been rounded to one decimal place. It
should also be noted that all questions were optional, and consultees could choose
to answer questions on all or specific schemes so the total of number of respondents
differs for each question.

Sixty-one respondents to the consultation have been excluded from the demographic
data analysis. This was as a result of paper copies being manually entered into the
online survey, meaning demographic related data was not captured.

Stakeholder responses

We received 281 stakeholder responses to the consultation. Each response was
analysed and coded accordingly, and the feedback is discussed in Appendix D:
Summary of stakeholder replies.

Campaign and petition responses

We did not receive or identify from our analysis any organised response campaigns.
We received 15 petitions in response to the consultation. These are described more
detail in Section 4.8 of this report.

Data integrity

A visual check of the raw data also showed there to be no unusual patterns. For
example, there were no large blocks of identical answers submitted at a similar time
to indicate that any respondents or answers received were not authentic.

Date and time stamp of submissions also showed no unusual patterns.

Text analysis allowed us to identify duplicate entries where more than one set of
comments was received from the same respondent. We condensed the comments of
six individual respondents and 11 stakeholder respondents to avoid double counting.
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3. About the respondents

This section provides general details about our respondents, and how they took part
in the consultation. This section also summarises responses to the standard
demographic questions asked as part of the consultation.

3.1 Number of respondents

There were 21,247 responses received from the public, and 281 responses received
from stakeholders. As shown in Table 3, the majority of respondents were
individuals.

Table 3: total responses to the consultation

Respondents Total %
Public responses 21,247 99
Stakeholder responses 281 1
Total 21,528 100

3.2 How respondents heard about the consultation

Figure 1 illustrates the response to “Question 9: How did you hear about this
consultation? Please select the main way by which you heard”. A total of 17,625
respondents (82 per cent) answered this optional question.

How did you hear about this consultation?

Other N 39.7%
Email I 26.9%
Read abut it in the press = 13.4%
Bus stop poster mmm— 11.2%
Online advertisement N 5.2%
Bus station signage ™ 2.1%
Metro Newspaper 1 0.9%
Disability horizons newsletter | 0.3%
Radio advertisement | 0.3%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%

Figure 1 - Question 9 how did you hear about the consultation
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Figure 1 shows that 7,002 (39.7 per cent) of respondents found out about the
consultation via other methods not listed in the survey. This was followed by 4,738
(26.9 per cent) who heard about the consultation via an email sent from us, then
2,356 (13.4 per cent) who had read about it in the press. A further 1,974 (11.2 per
cent) of respondents heard about the consultation via our bus stop posters. Smaller
proportions (920 respondents/5.2 per cent) heard about the consultation via online
advertisements, bus station signage (365 respondents/2.1 per cent) the Metro
Newspaper (158/0.9 per cent). Those who heard about the consultation via a
Disability Horizons newsletter or its website, or via a radio advertisement consisted
of 59 respondents (0.3 per cent) and 53 respondents (0.3 per cent) respectively.

3.3 Demographics

When people sign up to our Have Your Say website, we ask some voluntary
questions to understand more about the demography of our respondents as part of
the registration process. The information we received is shown in Appendix H:
Demographics

3.4 Postcode analysis

Postcode analysis was carried out to produce maps that identified the home
locations of respondents who gave a valid postcode.

This section of the report contains a series of heat maps that show where people

responded from across England, across London and then in closer detail, when they
commented on a specified neighbourhood.
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3.4.1 England

Figure 2 — Consultation responses across England, not including London
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Figure 3 — Consultation responses within London
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3.4.3 North London
Baker Street neighbourhood proposals
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Edgware Road neighbourhood proposals
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Figure 6 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on Edgware Road

Euston Road neighbourhood proposals
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Figure 7 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on Euston Road
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North London at night
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Figure 8 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on north London at night

3.5.4 South London

Coldharbour Lane neighbourhood proposals
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Figure 9 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on Coldharbour Lane
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Horseferry Road neighbourhood proposals
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Figure 11 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on Walworth Road
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Waterloo neighbourhood proposals
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Figure 12 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on Waterloo

South London at night neighbourhood proposals
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Figure 13 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on south London at night
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3.5.5 East London
Commercial Street neighbourhood proposals
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Figure 14 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on Commercial Street

Essex Road neighbourhood proposals
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Figure 15 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on Essex Road
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Fleet Street neighbourhood proposals
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Figure 17 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on Isle of Dogs and Wapping
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London Bridge and Tower Bridge neighbourhood proposals
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Figure 18 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on London Bridge and

Tower Bridge

East London at night neighbourhood proposals

N b \ ——
TN,
X e e i

T
S e

&7 ;

7ad
5

7
\ S
3
H / (Frg
/a4 CH | : 3 W
SN N S < £ s
i {{ = i 2 i ,/'"
N ; f\ \ i i
% Py ,:; \ L) ‘,
N ) [Fipal o Yhalae?

Key
East Londor out
— 26
— NS07
— 1135
— 15
! | Total Respor r Post Cod
] 1-25
) 2s-
[ s0-1
B 100-
Bl 20
_| I s00+
L \‘ &
P T
\'-
‘-

JJJJJ

WS

)

TFL Bus
Consultation -
East London
Night Bus
Responses

Figure 19 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on East London at night
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3.5.6 West London
Earl’s Court neighbourhood proposals
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Figure 20 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on Earl’s Court

South Kensington neighbourhood proposals
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Figure 21 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on South Kensington
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West London at night neighbourhood proposals
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Figure 22 — Locations of respondents within London commenting on West London at night
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4, Summary of all consultation responses

4.1 Summary of responses to Question 1 - We would like
to understand more about how you currently use London
bus services. Please tell us which bus routes you use now
Tables 4 to 9 illustrate the response to “Question 1: We would like to understand

more about how you currently use London bus services. Please tell us which bus
route neighbourhoods you use now.”

It should be noted this was a multiple-choice question, therefore respondents could
select various options. A total of 18,411 respondents provided an answer to this
question.

4.1.1 North London bus use

Table 4 - The number of respondents currently using the specified bus routes in north London

Bus Route — North London area Frequency %
Euston Road - routes 24, 88, 205, and 214 in Camden, 4429 | 24 1
Westminster, City of London, Islington, and Tower Hamlets ’ '
Baker Street —routes 21, 113, and 189 in Camden and 3,855 | 20.9
Westminster
Edgware Road - routes 6, 16, 23, and 98 in Westminster,
Camden, Kensington and Chelsea, and Hammersmith and 2,947 | 16.0
Fulham
Caledonian Road - routes 254, 259, 279, and 349 in Camden,

. . | 2,268 | 12.3
Enfield, Hackney, Haringey, and Islington

Table 4 shows the bus route neighbourhoods respondents used in north London.
The bus service in north London with the most users is Euston Road (routes 24, 88,
205 and 214), was used by 24.1 per cent of respondents, followed by Baker Street
(routes 21, 113 and 189) used by 20.9 per cent. Within the north London area,
Edgware Road (routes 6, 16, 23 and 98), and Caledonian Road (routes 254, 259,
279 and 349) had the lowest number of users with respective figures of 16 per cent
and 12.3 per cent of respondent’s using these services.
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4.1.2 South London bus use

Table 5 - The number of respondents currently using the specified bus routes in south London

Bus Route — South London area Frequency %
Walworth Road — routes 12 and 148 in Southwark, Lambeth, 4156 | 22.6
Westminster, and Hammersmith and Fulham ’ '
Waterloo — routes 53, 59, 133, 171, and 521 in Westminster, 3619 | 19.7
City of London, Southwark, Lambeth, and Camden ’ '
Horseferry Road — routes 3, 77, 507 and C10 in Westminster 2317 | 126
and Lambeth

Coldharbour Lane — routes 45 and 59 in Lambeth and 2128 | 11.6
Southwark

Table 5 shows bus route neighbourhoods in south London used by respondents. The
bus service in south London most used was Walworth Road (routes 12 and 148)
which was used by 22.6 per cent of respondents, followed by Waterloo (routes 53,
59, 133, 171 and 521) which was used by 19.7 per cent of respondents. Horseferry
Road routes (3, 77, 507 and C10) were used by 12.6 per cent of respondents and
Coldharbour Lane (routes 45 and 59) was used least, by 11.6 per cent of

respondents.

4.1.3 East London bus use

Table 6 - The number of respondents currently using the specified bus routes in East London

Bus Route — East London area Frequency %
London Bridge and Tower Bridge - routes 15, 43, 47, 78, 343,
and 388 in City of London, Hackney, Southwark, Lewisham, 3,449 | 18.7
and Tower Hamlets
Fleet Street - routes 11, 26, 211, and 507 in City of London,
Westminster, Lambeth, Kensington and Chelsea, and 3,070 | 16.7
Hammersmith and Fulham
Essex Road - routes 4, 56, 236, and 476 in Islington, City of 2710 | 14.7
London, Haringey, Camden, and Hackney ’ '
Commercial Street - routes 135, and 242 in City of London,

1,679 9.1
Hackney, and Tower Hamlets
Isle of Dogs and Wapping - routes 100, 135, 277, D3, D7, and 1469 80

D8 in Tower Hamlets, City of London, and Hackney

Table 6 shows the bus routes in East London used by respondents, with London
Bridge and Tower Bridge (routes 15, 43, 47, 78, 343 and 388) being the most used
by 18.7 per cent of respondents. This was followed by Fleet Street (routes 11, 26,
211 and 507), used by 16.7 per cent of respondents, and Essex Road (routes 4, 56,

29




236 and 476) used by 14.7 per cent of respondents. The routes in East London used
by the lowest number of respondents were Commercial Street (routes 135 and 242)
and Isle of Dogs and Wapping (routes 100, 135, 277, D3, D7 and D8), used by 9.1
per cent and 8 per cent respectively.

4.1.4 West London bus use

Table 7 - The number of respondents currently using the specified bus routes in west London
Bus Route — West London Area Frequency %
South Kensington - routes 14, 19, 49, 72, 74, 272, 283, 414,
and 430 in Kensington and Chelsea, Wandsworth,

Hammersmith and Fulham, Westminster, Hounslow, and 5935322
Ealing
Earl’s Court - routes 27, 328 and C3 in Hammersmith and 3109 | 16.9

Fulham, Westminster, and Kensington and Chelsea

Table 7 shows the number of respondents that used bus routes in west London.
South Kensington (routes 14, 19, 49, 72, 74, 272, 283, 414 and 430 was noted as
used by 32.2 per cent of respondents, while Earl’'s Court (routes 27, 328 and C3)
was used by 16.9 per cent of respondents.

4.1.5 London night buses
Table 8 — The number of respondents currently using the specified bus routes for night buses

Bus Route — Night Buses Frequency %
North London at night — 24 hour and ‘N’ prefixed routes: 6, 23, 2373 12.9
24, 88, 189, 214, N16, N31, N98 and N205 ’ '
South London at night — 24 hour and ‘N’ prefixed routes: 12, 2150 | 11.7
146, and N133 ’ '
West London at night — 24 hour and ‘N’ prefixed routes: 14, 27, 29214 | 12.0
148, N16, N27, N72 and N74 ’ '
East London at night — 24 hour and ‘N’ prefixed routes: N11, 1139 | 6.2
N15, N26, N135 and N242 ’ '

Table 8 shows the level of usage of specified night bus routes amongst respondents.
North London at night (routes 6, 23, 24, 88, 189, 214, N31, N98 and N205) had the
highest usage, by 12.9 per cent of respondents, followed by West London at night
(routes 14, 27, 248, N16, N27, N72 and N74) where 12 per cent of respondents used
the service. South London at night (routes 12, 146 and N133) were used by 11.7 per
cent of respondents, with East London at night (routes N11, N26, N135 and N242)
used by 6.2 per cent of respondents.
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4.1.6 General bus use

Table 9 - Question 1 - The number of respondents using all the bus routes specified, none of
those specified or those who don’t use London buses in general

Bus Route Frequency %
All the above 1,139 | 6.2
None of the above 589 | 3.2
| don’t use London buses 78| 04

The number of respondents who either used all the bus routes specified, none of the
routes specified or in general did not use buses in London is shown in 9 above. It is
noted that 6.2 per cent of respondents said they used all the specified bus routes in
the scope of the consultation, 3.2 per cent used none of the specified routes and 0.4
per cent said they did not use any London buses.

4.2 Summary of responses to Question 2 - When
travelling on public transport in London do you currently
change buses or change between buses and other public
transport options to complete your journey?

Respondents were asked the following question “When travelling on public transport
in London do you currently change buses or change between buses and other public
transport options to complete your journey? (i.e., London Underground, London
Overground, London Trams, Docklands Light Railway)”. A total of 17,771
respondents answered this question.

When travelling on public transport in London do you currently
change buses or change between buses and other public transport
options to complete your journey?

80%
70% 67.9%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20% 16.9% 14.3%
10%
° . . 0.8% 0.2%
0%
Yes No Only if public  No opinion Don’t use
transport is public
disrupted transport

Figure 23 - Question 2 - 17,771 responses received (83%)
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Figure 23 showed 12,064 respondents (67.9 per cent) changed buses or changed
between buses and other public transport options. A much smaller proportion, 3,000
respondents, said they did not change bus (16.9 per cent), 2,537 only changed bus
when there were other public transport disruptions (14.3 per cent). A further 139
respondents (0.8 per cent) had no opinion, and 31 respondents (0.2 per cent) did not
use public transport.

4.3 Summary of responses to Question 3 - Please tell us
what is important to you, when changing services

To understand more about the different factors of a respondent’s bus journey, we
asked “When you need to change bus to complete your journey, we want to help
make this easier and more accessible to you. Please tell us what is important to you,
when changing services”. The results of which are illustrated in Figure 24 below. A
total of approximately 17,000 respondents answered each part of the question. The
actual number of respondents for each part of this question varied but averaged at
approx. 17,000.
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What is important to you, when changing services?

Time until next bus / digital displays at bus
stops

Customer information about bus services

Shelter at bus stops

Seating at bus stops

Lighting at bus stops

Distance between bus stops when changing
service

Signage / local directions

Personal space while waiting

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0% 100.0%

Length of waiting time between buses

Length of Distance CustomerTime until
9t Personal . between . .. . . . _next bus /
waiting Signage / Lighting Seating informatio . .
- space bus stops Shelter at digital
time . local at bus at bus n about .
while L when bus stops displays
between i directions hangi stops stops bus tb
buses waiting changing services atbus
service stops
m Very important 74.0%  23.7% 389% 47.7% 43.6% 241% 387% 52.9% 67.6%
Important 222% 259% 321% 324% 30.9% 235% 35.0% 29.7%  23.4%
m Slightly important 2.7% 28.4% 18.2% 14.6% 16.6%  28.4% 19.4% 11.4% 6.7%
Not important 0.4% 19.4% 8.8% 41% 7.3% 22.1% 5.9% 4.7% 1.8%
m No opinion 0.7% 2.6% 2.0% 1.2% 1.5% 1.9% 1.0% 1.2% 0.5%

Figure 24 - Question 3 -whatis importantto you when changing services? (~ 17,000 responses)

Length of waiting time between buses
As shown in Figure 24, waiting time was regarded as very important by 12,924 of

respondents (74 per cent). This is followed by 3,878 (22.2 per cent) who regarded it
as important. Four hundred and sixty-five respondents (2.7 per cent) regarded it as
slightly important, and 68 respondents (0.4 per cent) thought waiting time was not
important. One hundred and twenty-one respondents (0.7 per cent) did not express
an opinion.
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Personal space while waiting

In regard to personal space when waiting and changing bus services, the largest
number of respondents — 4,811, considered this to be slightly important (28.4 per
cent), closely followed by 4,384 (25.9 per cent) who felt this was important, and
4,007 (23.7 per cent) who felt this is very important. However, 3,290 (19.4 per cent)
respondents considered this was not important. We noted 2.6 per cent of
respondents (434 people) had no opinion on personal space while waiting or
changing bus service. Personal space, along with seating, received the largest
number of overall responses regarding it as ‘not important’ when changing services.

Signage/ local directions
Most respondents regarded signage/local directions to either be very important

(6,559/38.9 per cent), important (5,406/32.1 per cent) or slightly important
(3,062/18.2 per cent). Comparatively, 1,489 respondents (8.8 per cent) said this was
not important, with 344 respondents (two per cent) having no opinion.

Distance between bus stops when changing service
Considering distance between bus stops. 8,197 (47.7 per cent) respondents viewed

the distance to be very important. A further 5,562 (32.4 per cent) regarded it as
important and 2,514 (18.2 per cent) as slightly important. While 696 respondents (4.1
per cent) found this to be not important, with 198 respondents (1.2 per cent) that said
they had no opinion.

Lighting at bus stops
Lighting was viewed as very important by 7,404 (43.6 per cent) respondents,

followed by 5,245 (30.9 per cent) and 2,820 (16.6 per cent) of those who regarded
lighting as being important and slightly important respectively. We noted 1,248 (7.3
per cent) of respondents believed lighting to be of no importance and 257 (1.5 per
cent) expressed no opinion. A combined 72 per cent of respondents regarded
lighting to be ‘very important’, ‘important’ or ‘slightly important’, with 28 per cent
overall regarding lighting to be ‘not important’ or had no opinion in response to this
section of the question.

Seating at bus stops
Seating was viewed as less important than other elements, with 4,087 (24.1 per

cent) viewed seating as very important, and 3,986 (23.5 per cent) viewed it as
important. The largest proportion of respondents felt seating was only of slight
importance when changing services, selected by 4,087 (28.4 per cent) respondents.
Finally, 3,753 (22.1 per cent) respondents felt that lighting was not important, and 1.9
per cent of respondents had no opinion.

Shelter at bus stops
Regarding shelter, 6,601 (38.7 per cent) respondents considered this to be very

important, followed by 5,971 (35 per cent) who felt shelter to be important and 3,306
(19.4 per cent) who felt it to be slightly important. There were 1,000 (5.9 per cent)
respondents that regarded shelter at bus stops as not important. One per cent (179
respondents) expressed no opinion.
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Customer information about bus services
We noted 9,044 (52.9 per cent) respondents considered customer information about

bus services was very important when interchanging. Following this, a further 5,076
(29.7 per cent) felt customer information was important, and 1,956 (11.4 per cent)
thought it was of slight importance. The 801 respondents finding this to be of no
importance (4.7 per cent) were in the minority, along with the 209 respondents that
held no opinion (0.5 per cent).

Time until next bus / digital display at bus stops
Lastly, Figure 24 also highlighted 11,685 respondents viewed digital displays /count

downs as very important when changing bus services (67.6 per cent). A further
4,042 (23.4 per cent) viewed it as important and 1,154 (6.7 per cent) slightly
important. Those finding digital displays to be of no importance equated to 316 (1.8
per cent), with less than one per cent holding no opinion (94 respondents).

4.4 Summary of responses to Question 4 - Under these
proposals how might your public transport journey
change?

To understand more about how the proposed changes may affect them, respondents
were asked “Question 4: Under these proposals how might your public transport
journey change?”. Figure 25 below illustrates the response to this question. There

was a total of 17,936 respondents. This was a multiple-choice question and
respondents were able to select all options they felt applicable.

Under these proposals how might your public transport journey change?

| believe my journey would become less convenient 80.8%
| believe my journey would become more expensive 35.9%
| believe my journey would cost the same 10.3%
Don’t know/No opinion 4.8%
| believe my journey time would stay the same 3.6%
| believe my journey would become more convenient 2.6%
| believe my journey would be quicker 2.5%

| believe my journey would cost less 0.6%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0%

Figure 25 - Question 4- Under these proposals how might your public transport journey
change? (17,936 responses)
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Figure 25 shows 14,487 (80.8 per cent) respondents felt their bus journeys would
become less convenient under the proposed changes than their current journeys.
This was followed by 6,433 (35.9 per cent) who believed their journey would become
more expensive, with 1,855 (10.3 per cent) of respondents who believed their
journey would cost the same.

We noted 858 (4.8 per cent) respondents did not know/had no opinion on the
changes to their journey, and 641 (3.6 per cent) believed their journey time would
stay the same. A further 460 (2.6 per cent) respondents believed their journey would
become more convenient under the proposed changes, and 448 (2.5 per cent) also
believed their journey would be quicker. A final 107 (0.6 per cent) respondents
believed their journey would cost less.

In summary, 25,289 options were selected in response to this question, which
equated to more than the number of total responses to the consultation (21,528).
This highlights that some of those responding believed the proposals would impact
their bus journeys in several ways.

4.5 Summary of responses to Question 5 - Based on
your bus route selections in Question 1, please use this
space to share your views about how these proposals may
affect you, positively or negatively

This section provides a summary of the consultation comments received by
individuals in response to open question 5. This includes a breakdown of the most
frequent comments received across the consultation

Responses to open question 5 have been arranged into categories based upon
which bus routes and scheme ‘neighbourhoods’ were referred to in the text. Where
specific bus routes or neighbourhoods were not referred to, comments have been
described as ‘across the consultation’.

Of the 21,247 individual responses to the consultation, 17,562 people provided
additional feedback in response to open question 5.

4.5.1 Most frequent comments, across the consultation

Table 10 illustrates the top 20 themes that were raised individually across the
consultation, which equates to 48 per cent of all the comments received.

This table shows the feedback received was generally negative with various
concerns being raised about the proposed changes to the bus network. The key
concerns raised related to mobility and accessibility issues, at 3,812 (4 per cent) of
all comments, followed closely by the need to ensure that bus routes reached major
areas in london.
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There were concerns over decreased connectivity and the impacts of this, including
longer journey times, an impact on employment, unfair impact on those without
access to a car, and increased journey costs overall. Additionally, there were
concerns over whether access to certain locations would remain, including those in
central London, healthcare facilities, and other transport links. Bus routes 14, 12 and
11 were referenced in the top 20 comments raised across the consultation.

Table 10 — top 20 themes received across the consultation

% of total
coded
comments
Concern - Issues for those with mobility and accessibility 3,812 4
issues (e.g., disabled / older people / prams)
(Need to ensure link to...) Other major area in London (e.g., 3999 4
Croydon, Wimbledon, Lewisham, Islington etc.) ’
Negative - Not in favour of proposals (Generally / All routes) 3,116 3
Negative - Will make journeys longer / more time-consuming | 2,906 3
Negative - Lack of alternatives for those without car /
. 2,819 3
dependent on bus service
Concern - Will worsen access to jobs / employment 2,740 3
Negative - Loss of connectivity / access 2,641 3
Concern - Will worsen access to services (e.g., healthcare /
. 2,250 2
essential shops)
Route 14: Oppose proposals to remove service 2,178 2
(Need to ensure link to...) Local destination (e.g., street,
1,988 2
avenue)
(Need to ensure link to...) Central London 1,977 2
(Need to ensure link to...) Healthcare facility (Hospital,
. 1,782 2
Medical Centre)
Concern - Changes to buses will result in higher fares / less
: 1,768 2
cost-effective
Negative - Will reduce bus use / increase car use / mode
. 1,756 2
shift to car
(Need to ensure link to...) Transport Hub (Bus station, Rail 1669 5
Station, Underground, DLR, Overground, Elizabeth Line) ’
Route 12: Oppose proposals to remove service 1,663 2
Negative - Will mean taking more buses / more interchanges | 1,662 2
Other comment (out of scope) e.g., transport proposals
1,532 2
elsewhere
Concern - Will worsen access to education 1,394 2
Route 11: Oppose proposals to remove service 1,336 1
Total: 44,218 48

37



Additional insights that were consistently noted throughout the consultation analysis
have been summarised below:

Accessibility

Concerns were raised for older people, mobility impaired, and for those who travel
with buggies. Issues were raised regarding step-free access in train and tube
stations, noting that if services were removed/re-routed, they would have to use
another mode of transport that is inaccessible to them. This would result in longer
walking distances or having to use a private car/taxi hire, which would likely cause
financial stress. Some comments relating to older people noted that they felt isolated
during the pandemic and removing/re-routing bus services may isolate them further
as they would be unable to access their friends/family.

Convenience

Comments were raised in relation to overall journey comfort and convenience.
Nothing that the proposals would lead to additional interchanges, longer walking
distances and increased journey times. This is also highlighted in the results of
Question 4 (Under these proposals how might your public transport journey
change?), in which 67 per cent of respondents said their journey would become less
convenient and 30 per cent said it would be more expensive.

Safety

This was a key concern for many respondents. Issues were raised regarding night-
time travel, mostly by women. Respondents noted that the removal and/or re-routing
of bus routes would likely increase their journey times, as they would have to walk
longer distances to services or there would be additional interchanges.

South London connectivity

Comments were raised regarding the existing level of connectivity across south
London, in which respondents expressed that the public transport options (i.e., tube
and train) was already limited compared with other parts of London, and in some
places described as non-existent. As such, it was felt that the proposals would only
worsen the level of connectivity in the south.

Financial burden

Affordability of public transport in London, and cost of living in general was a
recurring theme across the consultation. Concerns also related to additional
interchanges and needing to switch to different modes of transport would result in
higher fares. Similarly, some felt they would have no choice but to drive which would
also put a strain on their finances. Some suggested extending the time period of the
TfL Hopper Fare, which currently allowed passengers to change between buses at
no extra charge when changing bus within the first hour of travel.

38



Environmental concerns

While some respondents acknowledged that the pandemic impacted TfL’s income
and changes were needed, others felt frustration that these changes were being
proposed across a more sustainable mode of transport. Some people expressed that
they would have to use a car if some routes got changed which would worsen the
impacts of climate change. In addition, there was general frustration that cuts were
being made to bus services when people are being discouraged to drive.

Covid-19

The impacts of the pandemic were noted throughout the consultation, with general
concern for the removal of buses now that people were returning to work and the
demand for public transport was returning to normal. Some respondents considered
there were already issues with overcrowding on buses and the proposals would
make this worse.

4.5.2 General comments — not route or neighbourhood specific

This section of the report covers feedback that was captured more generally across
the consultation and is not route specific. This includes positive feedback, negative
feedback, concerns raised, suggested improvements to the bus network, comments
relating to night buses, and comments relating to key destinations where people
would like bus access to be retained.

4.5.2.1 Positive feedback
Table 11 provides an overview of the positive feedback that was received throughout
the consultation, in which 1,299 codes were assigned.

Table 11 — General feedback — positive

Will improve access to jobs / employment 515
In favour of proposals (generally / all routes) 405
Will improve access to education 201
Will reduce delays / improve network reliability / improve efficiency of the 41
network

In favour of removal of / changes to bus route — route not specified 29
Will improve access / give new routes 27
Good forward planning / future proofing 5
Beneficial impact of changes on other services in bus network 4
Will improve access to services (e.g., healthcare / essential shops) 2

Total count: 1,229

As shown in Table 11, those who supported the proposals felt the changes to the
bus network would improve access to jobs and employment, which was discussed in
515 responses (two per cent). This was followed by those who are in favour of
proposals more generally, 405 r