
 

Response to Alexander Rebuttal Paragraph 5.9 

(on Bus Route Lengths and Operating Cost) 

17 June 2014 

Author : Neil Chadwick, Steer Davies Gleave 

 

 

Bus Route Lengths 

Mr Alexander notes in paragraph 5.9 of his rebuttal that the route lengths stated in Table 2.2 of Core Document C-1-
10 (Operating Cost Report) are incorrect, and that therefore that all of the resulting calculations related to the 
impact on bus operating costs of the NGT scheme are also incorrect.  

We agree with Mr Alexander that the reported length of service 6 of 9.3km is incorrect. The Tinshill loop was not 
included in the route length calculation, and we agree that the bus route length was therefore understated by 
around 5.4km. The correct length is approximately 14.4km (averaged over both directions).  

We also agree with Mr Alexander that the reported length of service 1 of 17.2km is incorrect. On reviewing our route 
length assumptions it appears that the City Centre to Beeston section of the route was incorrectly specified as 8km. 
The City Centre to Holt Park section of the route was specified as 9.2km. The correct length of the entire route is 
approximately  14.3km (averaged over both directions), made up of a 4.8km City Centre to Beeston section and a 
9.5km City Centre to Holt Park section.  

Operating Cost Savings 

Based on the under-estimate of the length of the service 6 route in the operating cost model, the operating cost 
savings related to route 6 in the NGT scenario were therefore understated. Updating the model to reflect the revised 
route lengths would increase the operating cost savings, thereby reducing the net annual operating costs in the 
monetised Cost Benefit Appraisal. This correction would increase the BCR of the scheme. 

In the case of service 1, the calculation of operating costs saved with the NGT scheme is not driven by the total route 
length, but by the length of the section between the City Centre and Holt Park (which is the only section assumed to 
have a reduction in frequency in the NGT scenario). Although this number is not stated in C-1-10, we can confirm 
that the length of this section as used in the calculations reported in C-1-10 is 9.2km as stated above. Updating the 
operating cost model to reflect a length of 9.5km for this section this would also increase the operating cost savings, 
thereby reducing the net annual operating costs in the monetised Cost Benefit Appraisal. This too would increase the 
BCR of the scheme. 

 

Given that these two corrections would increase the BCR that already has a strong Value for Money case, we have 
not carried the increases through to the appraisal model and have not recalculated the Preferred Option (and Next 
Best Alternative) BCR. 

 

 


