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Summary 

In his cross-examination of Mr Chadwick, Professor Bonsall produced and referred to an extract from a report 
commissioned by UK Tram from the Institute for Transport Studies (ITS) at the University of Leeds entitled “Analysis 
of Quantitative Research on Quality Attributes for Trams”.  The full document has been submitted to the inquiry as 
NWLTF/119. 

During his cross examination Mr Chadwick undertook to submit to the inquiry a paper setting out his wider 
consideration of the relevance of the UK Tram report to NGT. Accordingly, this paper responds to a number of the 
points made with reference to that report.  

 

Issue 

North West Leeds Transport Forum (NWLTF) has submitted to the inquiry (as NWLTF/119) a report commissioned by 
UK Tram from the Institute for Transport Studies (ITS) at the University of Leeds entitled “Analysis of Quantitative 
Research on Quality Attributes for Trams”. This report was prepared in 2009 by Daniel Johnson, Pedro Abrantes and 
Mark Wardman from ITS and so was referred to in Professor Bonsall’s cross-examination of Mr Chadwick as 
“Johnson, Abrantes and Wardman”.  

For his cross-examination Professor Bonsall referred to an extract (Pages 22 to 25) from the full report which was a 
review of the NGT Stated Preference survey. He highlighted a number of points that he considered critical of the 
NGT SP work.  

It is important to recognise that the ITS work critically reviewed 12 separate studies that considered tram, bus rapid 
transit and other public transport enhancements. The intention was to explore the degree to which extant research 
allowed modal preference to be associated with distinct attributes of a system as opposed a ‘catch all’ mode specific 
constant. By focussing on an extract just related to NGT, the full picture of the report’s findings was not provided. 
This paper highlights a number of salient points identified by Johnson, Abrantes and Wardman that were not 
identified in cross-examination.  

 

Consideration 

The ITS report reviewed 12 studies.  Critical comments and observations were made on the methodologies and 
findings of a number of these. 

With regard to the review of the NGT SP survey, Professor Bonsall highlighted the following: 

“The model did not include constants for trolley bus and tram which did not add anything to the model. [Steer 
Davies Gleave] claim this as an indication of the success of the model in that it has explicitly accounted for the 
various service attributes. This is a rather dubious claim given potential modal differences in ride quality, safety, 
comfort and noise levels amongst other attributes that were not included.” [Second paragraph of page 24 of 
NWLTF/119] 

This issue is subject to a separate note [APP-155] in which justification for the adopted approach is provided.  



Professor Bonsall also highlighted: 

“Differences in shelter type and CCTV give the highest [Willingness to Pay (WTP)] values. But there is an issue with 
high WTP for these factors. For example if all improvements offered for other CA passengers, with bus type as well, 
amounts to over £1.60. Would people really be willing to pay 29 pence per journey for a better lighting? (Does the 
fact survey carried out in winter have any bearing on this?) This indicates that some sort of scaling of the package of 
quality attributes may have been appropriate.” [First paragraph of page 25 of NWLTF/119] 

Core Document C-2-4 addresses the packaging issue (see pages 4 and 5 of Appendix A and Appendix C). As was 
noted by Mr Chadwick in cross-examination, the papers that form C-2-4 were prepared at the request of the 
Department for Transport in advance of the 2011 Best and Final Funding Bid submission and subsequently were 
relied upon for the 2012 Programme Entry submission and consequent DfT decision. It sets out how the quality 
attributes associated with NGT have been applied in LTM which includes the application of an increasing reduction 
factor for all packages totalling over ten minutes (Table 1 on page 1 of Appendix A). 

During cross-examination reference was only made to the 4 pages in the ITS report that relate to the review of the 
NGT SP survey. There are a number of points made in the ‘Conclusions and Recommendations for Further Work’ 
section [Pages 53-55] of the ITS Report that are pertinent to NGT: 

 Professor Bonsall made a number of comparisons between quality valuations derived by the NGT SP work 
and other studies. ITS note that: “mode choices are driven by personal and journey characteristics. Different 
markets respond differently to the same travel opportunities” (first bullet page 53).  They also noted: “there 
is considerable variation in values across and within the studies, due to differences in journey purposes, 
regional/local transport provision, socio-economic and demographic factors, and attitudes to public 
transport, only some of which are controlled for” (fifth bullet page 53) and “willingness to pay valuations do 
not facilitate easy comparisons across studies as they use different questions, attributes, attribute level 
ranges” (third bullet page 54). In summary, the findings of ITS are that caution must be employed when 
comparing valuations drawn from different studies. 

 Professor Bonsall criticised the exclusion of a trolleybus mode constant from the final models derived from 
the NGT SP survey. ITS note that: “we find the modal constant varies by model form and the degree of 
segmentation undertaken. It cannot be viewed as an accurate proxy for modal preference” (second bullet 
page 53) and “we do find service quality … [is] a significant contributor to the choice process. Once 
unpacked, true modal preference seems small and is likely to be related to wider issues such as the overall 
transport system performance” (third bullet page 53). This supports the principle of the approach applied to 
NGT of breaking down and valuing separately the attributes that make tram and bus rapid transit inherently 
more attractive to users than bus alternatives. 

 Professor Bonsall criticised what he regarded as high valuations for attributes associated with safety and 
security. ITS note: “when focusing on the rankings of the WTP valuations, they indicate a high willingness to 
pay for improvements in security and safety in the vehicle and the waiting environment. Quality of waiting 
environment, staff attitude and traffic priority/own lane attract a relatively high WTP when featured.” 
(fourth bullet page 54) and “when considering attitudes to the important quality attributes featured in public 
transport, personal safety and security are of paramount concern when considering transport options” 
(seventh bullet page 54). The evidence from the ITS report is that valuations placed on attributes associated 
with safety and security can be the largest single contributor to the overall valuation of quality associated 
with rapid transit. The valuations obtained from the NGT SP survey are consistent with this finding. 

The ITS Report also notes that factors including ride quality, noise and comfort can be integral to the benefits of a 
tram system (bullet 2 page 54). Such factors are equally pertinent when considering a trolley vehicle. The NGT SP 
exercise did not directly consider such variables as stand-alone attributes, nor implicitly consider them as part of any 
estimated constants (because such attributes were not put to respondents as part of any description of the 
alternative modes). While the NGT SP does not consider such attributes, the ITS Report supports the contention that 
they can be material to choice of mode and so should be reflected in models of mode choice. The adoption of the 
‘old bus to new bus’ constant to represent the quality shift from current bus to NGT captures this effect. 

Finally it is noted that ITS found that “in the context of choosing their preferred mode, reliability [punctuality] again 
emerged as by far the most common reason for preferring tram over bus”. While this finding relates to tram, 
through its off-street priority and the priority that will be afforded at traffic signals, NGT has been specified to 
provide a highly punctual service. 


