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Key points 
• RoadPeace welcomed TfL’s bus safety programme but have yet to see any impact. TfL should publish 

an annual monitoring report documenting the activities undertaken and progress made. 
• TfL should set best practice standards with its bus collision investigations. This should include: 

o Increased transparency with the investigation procedures and judicial outcomes. 
o Quality assurance that the investigations are thorough, fair and effective at ensuring lessons 

are learned and risk reduced. 
o Training to ensure victim blaming is avoided in the investigation. 
o Asking bus crash victims for feedback on how well they were kept informed and treated. 
o Clarity over bus casualty statistics, including an estimate of under-reporting. 

• For those bus crash victims not prevented,  more should be done to support them, including  
o Written information explaining the procedures involved in the bus collision investigation and 

how lessons would be learned. 
o Specialist support services available, such as RoadPeace’s Resilience Building Programme.  

• In keeping with TfL’s Healthy Streets agenda and commitment to Vision Zero road danger, TfL’s bus 
safety programme should include casualty reduction but also tackle fear and intimidation, with 
perception of safety enquired. 

 
Introduction 
Based in London, RoadPeace, the national charity for road crash victims, was founded in 1992 by a 
bereaved mother out of shock and outrage at the justice system’s dismissive treatment of her son’s 
killing by a law breaking driver.  In addition to supporting crash victims, who do not receive the same 
rights, support or information as other victims, RoadPeace also campaigns to end society’s tolerance of 
road danger, especially within the justice system.  
 
Launched in early 2016, TfL’s bus safety programme includes the six key areas: 

1. Vehicle design safety standards. 
2. Bus contract safety incentives. 
3. Support service for victims and witnesses. 
4. Bus collision data transparency. 
5. Bus collision investigation transparency. 
6. Bus driver safety training. 

 
RoadPeace welcomed this ground breaking programme and for good reason as it posed to tackle danger 
at source. This is a long standing call of RoadPeace, which was founded on the principle of road danger 
reduction. The programme also promised increased transparency of investigations, another key call for 
RoadPeace. 

1 

 

mailto:info@roadpeace.org
http://www.roadpeace.org/


 
And RoadPeace has commended the years of campaigning on bus safety by two victims of bus collisions 
in London--Tom Kearney and Sarah Hope. Tom recovered from a near fatal crash and has led the charge 
for increased transparency in publishing bus casualty data as well as greater priority to safety being 
given in bus contracts.  After a bus crash killed her mother, left her young daughter with a life changing  
disability and Sarah herself seriously injured, Sarah campaigned for years for more support to be 
provided to those bereaved and seriously injured by bus crashes in London.  
 
But with little information being reported on the progress of this bus safety programme, our response 
focuses on the key areas of bus collision investigation and victim support, including what we expect this 
programme to deliver and how this can be monitored. 
 
Key questions 
General questions 
1. What should TfL’s priorities be for delivering a safe bus network? 

Priorities should include reduced speeds and speed compliance. TfL should ensure it is consistent 
with the wider Vision Zero and Healthy Streets approach. Safety should not just be measured by 
casualties but also include the intimidation and level of safety perceived by walkers and cyclists.  

 
2. Are you aware of any particular collision blackspot (not accident)? 

No.  We know that most casualty collisions in London are concentrated at junctions.  But TfL has also 
reported that the worst 100 junctions were responsible for only a small share of fatal and serious 
injury collisions.   
 
We do not think the problem can be tackled at just a few locations. And the threat posed by buses 
includes not just casualty collisions but also near misses which intimidate cyclists.   

 
3. What are the particular safety concerns for: 
• Passengers on buses 
• Other road users 

In 2015, police reported that 12 people were killed and another 129 seriously injured in bus 
collisions in London. As seen in the table below, it is mainly bus passengers who are reported injured 
in bus collisions, according to STATS19 data.   

 
Table 1:  London reported bus collision related casualties (2015) 

 
Killed Seriously injured Total casualties 

Pedestrian 7 52 329 
Cyclist 0 7 96 
Motorcyclist (50 cc and under) 0 2 3 
Motorcyclist (over 50cc) 2 5 55 
Car 1 3 249 
Bus 1 58 1142 
Van/LGV 0 2 18 
HGV  0 0 3 
Any other vehicle 1 0 2 

Total  12 129 1897 
Source: DfT (2016), RAS40004 London 

  
Speed will be a key concern for bus passengers as well as other road users, and also for all other 
types of collisions.  Bus acceleration will be a key factor in passenger falls whilst bus impact speed 
will influence both collision risk and casualty severity. 
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We do not know how often a bus driver was caught breaking the law, including speeding. We are still 
waiting for the MPS to publish their Roads Policing Report which was supposed to include data on 
driving offences by vehicle type.  
 
And we note the confusion over bus casualty data. The police reported STATS 19 data set is the 
traditional source of information on road crash casualties. And under-reporting is known to be a 
serious problem with DfT estimating that over three times as many people are seriously injured in 
crashes, than reported by the police.  And TfL’s quarterly bus safety data reports many more other 
casualties, including those from slips and trips and personal injury which are assumed not to stem 
from a collision. This is confusing and it is not easy to know how many are crash related for 
comparison with STATS 19 data.  
 
TfL should clarify how the quarterly bus safety data compares with STATS 19. It should not be so 
hard to identify how many people were killed or seriously injured in bus collisions. At the first 
meeting of TfL’s Safer Streets for London Steering Group, this data classification was requested by 
David Davies, PACTS and RoadPeace has also regularly asked for this data, but we are still waiting.  

 
Operators and drivers 
4. How are operators and drivers incentivised to prioritise safety? 

This is changing with more weight being given to safety in new bus contracts.  We do not have more 
information on how far this has progressed or the reasons for any delay.  
 
The Confidential Incident Reporting System (CIRAS) was introduced in 2016, for bus drivers, but we 
do not know if enough time has passed for its effectiveness to be evaluated, or how its effectiveness 
will be evaluated. 
 
TfL should publicise what action is taken by the operator, as well as TfL, after a driver is reported for 
breaking the law, e.g. speeding, running a red light, not giving way to a pedestrian on a crossing, 
using a mobile phone or unsafe overtaking of cyclists.  Road users should be encouraged to report 
unsafe driving with information on how to do this publicised on buses. 

 
5. Should operators face contractual financial penalties for poor safety records? 

Yes,   given that they already face penalties for time delays. 
 
6. Are drivers provided with adequate driving skill training? 

More emphasis should be given to Safe Urban Driver training  for bus drivers, as has been with lorry 
drivers.  But (any) driver training is an optional CPD course.  RoadPeace supports Safe Urban Driver 
training being made a requirement for all bus/coach drivers operating in London, as it also should be 
with lorry drivers. 

 
7. How effective is this training (which is delivered by individual operators)? 

We do not know how effective it is, or how this is monitored.  This should be publicised against 
performance indicators related to road danger reduction. 

 
8. Should there be a ‘London standard’ for driving skills training (which would likely result in TfL 

managing the training)? 
We think this would be a very sensible idea and ensure consistency in training.  It should also 
contribute to improved standards in driver training. 

 
9. How are incidents managed by TfL and by the operators? What kind of support is available to those 

involved in bus collisions and incidents? 
We highlighted the lack of transparency and accountability of collision investigation in our response 
to the London Assembly Police and Crime Committee’ inquiry into the effectiveness of the MPS 
Roads Transport and Policing Command in January 2016. RoadPeace gave oral evidence but also 
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coordinated submissions on behalf of Cycling UK, LCC, Living Streets, Road Danger Reduction Forum, 
Sustrans, and 20’s Plenty for Us.  Our April 2016 joint submission included suggested key 
performance indicators –all of which apply to bus services--of: 
1. Perception of safety by those walking and cycling 
2. Speed compliance 
3. Offenders brought to justice 
4. Victim satisfaction in collision investigation 
5. Public confidence in police efforts to reduce road danger 
 
We also noted how in the TfL and MOPAC Services agreement, TfL’s stated expectation included:  
Undertaking thorough and effective investigation of collisions on London’s roads that has victim 
satisfaction at its centre, distils learning to prevent further collisions… 
 
And RoadPeace is campaigning for thorough investigations, including transparency around 
investigation procedures and resources as well as with court outcomes.  We note the draft London 
Police and Crime Plan refers to greater transparency around prosecution and court outcomes of 
collisions, but we also know this has been promised more than once in the past.  
 
And transparency is lacking. We do not (yet) know how incidents are managed by TfL and the bus 
operators.  We welcomed the promised transparency around bus collision investigations announced 
a year ago but we have yet to see any change.  We would like to work with TfL in ensuring victims 
and vulnerable road users have confidence in the thoroughness and effectiveness of bus collision 
investigation.  
 
For instance, the press has recently reported the trial of Go-Ahead bus driver Nathan Quintyne for 
causing the death of Nicholas Shaw. But we do not know if Quintyne was suspended from driving 
whilst awaiting trial, what response Go-Ahead took from the time of the crash, and why driving a bus 
in the wrong lane without any forward visibility in a busy neighbourhood did not qualify as 
dangerous driving. Victims’ families often want to know if the driver has been allowed to continue 
driving and what interest the bus company has shown in the crash. 
 
We are aware that TfL has conducted research into bus fatal collisions but have not seen the 
findings, or even the scope or terms of reference of this study.  We were disappointed with TfL’s last 
research into cyclist deaths as it failed to include information on the judicial outcome, e.g. how often 
a driver was prosecuted for causing the collision and which charge. We know from previous research 
into pedestrian deaths undertaken by TfL that few pedestrian deaths involving a bus resulted in a 
prosecution.  

 
RE support.  TfL informed us of how the Sarah Hope helpline would work.  We encouraged TfL to 
produce a guide for those bereaved or injured in a bus collision, and offered to assist with this.  We 
believe that this would still be useful, especially with those injured as they do not receive any 
government funded literature on what happens after a crash.   
 
We have also urged TfL to fund a Resilience Building Programme for those bereaved by bus collisions 
in London. This programme combines the opportunity of peer support as well as guidance with 
developing coping skills after traumatic bereavement. 

 
 
Technology 
10. Has TfL taken advantage of new technologies to make buses safer? 

Intelligent speed adaptation (ISA) is being introduced into London bus network. And whilst this is 
welcomed, it is also over a decade after TfL first piloted ISA. 
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And TfL should ensure on board cameras are working properly, especially given how effective they 
have proven with lorries in proving innocence/guilt. 
 
TfL has also trialled pedestrian and cyclist detection sensors, and these should be adopted, assuming 
the trial proved cost effective.  

 
11. What other technology advances should TfL consider piloting? 

TfL should learn from New York City and introduce incident data recorders, e.g. black boxes, in its 
fleet. 

 
 
Infrastructure and design 
12. Are there any problems caused by bus and cycling infrastructure sharing a road space (particularly 

kerb side) and how could these be resolved? 
TfL should follow the Vulnerable Road User Hierarchy and give priority to the disabled and 
pedestrian needs first, and then cyclists.  Bus passengers come next in the priority order. 

 
13. Would expanding 20 mph zones be a good way of reducing collisions? 

Yes. More 20 mph zones and limits (especially the latter which are lower cost) would be a great way 
of reducing collisions, casualty severity as well as intimidation.   
 
 20s Plenty for Us have highlighted the many ways in which 20mph speed limits benefit bus 
companies, including 

• Lower crash costs 
• Less acceleration—less fuel 
• Less stressful for drivers 

It also reported how research had shown how rare it was for buses to operate at more than 20mph, 
so there would be very little effect on journey times.  
 
And we are aware that bus companies have adopted a voluntary code of not exceeding 10 mph in 
the busier parts of Manchester. 

 
14. Would further investment in bus priority measures like bus lanes be a good way of reducing bus 

collisions? 
We know of no evidence that bus lanes have contributed to a reduction in bus collisions but we 
believe they are safer spaces for cyclists and support the reduction in space available for private 
motor vehicle use.  
 
We would also ask for clarification on what guidance is provided to buses upon approaching bus 
stops. Some of our members have expressed concern about both the speed of the approaching bus 
as well as the protruding wing mirrors. 
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