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Introduction 

When Mr Jones QC was cross examining Mr Forni and Mr Leather he made the following statements: 

Day 45 first morning session while cross examining Mr Forni: 

“You are aware as well of the traffic flows. I think, and again just take it on this assumption. I’m not going to say if 
you accept this assumption that right but we’ve got a note of what Mr Hanson said was in the paper. Our 
understanding and note from Mr Hanson was he hadn’t carried out an assessment but his evidence would be a 
difference of 30% to traffic flows. So, again, that’s not something that you were aware of?” 

Day 46 late morning session while cross examining Mr Leather: 

“And Mr Hanson’s evidence was that even if the inputs are all correct, one would expect such a model to be only 
within + or – 30% in terms of traffic. Are you aware of that?” 

Later in the cross examination of Mr Leather: 

“I’m going to suggest that that is not a safe basis upon which the inspector or secretary of state can rely upon 
environmental assessment as being robust if the authors are not aware when they give their judgement of the 
parameters of the uncertainties”. 

Mr Jones’s argument was that he understood Mr Hanson had said that traffic flows from the model were subject to a 
+/-30% confidence limit and as Mr Forni and Mr Leather had used these directly and without sensitivity analysis then 
their assessments of noise and air quality respectively was not a safe basis on which the inspector or secretary of 
state could rely. 

Understanding the +/-30% 

At no point during the cross examination of Mr Hanson by Mr Jones QC did Mr Hanson state that traffic flow 
estimates from the Leeds Transport Model (LTM) were subject to a +/-30% confidence limit.  

It appears that Mr Hanson’s response in cross examination by Dr Dickinson (during the first morning session of day 
25) has been misunderstood by Mr Jones QC. Dr Dickinson asked what confidence limits could be attached to the 
forecast of NGT patronage.  Mr Hanson explained that identifying such confidence limits is not normal practice but 
then went on to say that “generally the outputs of these types of models would be, perhaps, in the range of +/- 30% 
for the use of new infrastructure and that is understood and the basis of the WebTAG guidance on how to appraise 
their impacts.” 

The “+/-30%” quoted by Mr Hanson relates specifically to the use (patronage) of new infrastructure (ie NGT) and 
consolidates all sources of uncertainty. It is incorrect to infer that this indicates errors in traffic flow forecasts and 
therefore as a consequence errors in the modelled forecasts used in the Environmental Statement, as Mr Jones QC 
put to Mr Leather and Mr Forni. 

This position was supported by Mr Chadwick’s evidence to Mr Alan Haigh in the afternoon of Day 28 of the inquiry. 
In response to Mr Haigh’s assertion that figures for projected passenger numbers were “100% theoretical” and had 
“no practical basis whatsoever” Mr Chadwick explained that: “These are figures that have been produced by a 
demand forecasting model that has been built for the purpose of assessing the revenue and benefits of the scheme, 
but like all numbers that come out of a model there is a degree of tolerance around those, so plus or minus a number, 
and one of the previous witnesses, Mr Hanson, suggested that an appropriate tolerance to put around those numbers 
was around plus or minus 30%, so that’s three zero percent.”  

It is plain, therefore, that in their oral evidence both Mr Hanson and Mr Chadwick used the +/- 30% tolerance limits 
in relation to patronage of NGT itself, not traffic flow more generally. 



In his Proof of Evidence [App5-2, section 4], Mr Hanson explained how he judged the suitability of the Leeds 
Transport Model (LTM).  He considers it fit for this purpose because the LTM has been developed with regard to 
relevant guidance and because the reproduction in the model of observed base year highway flows along and 
adjacent to the corridor is aligned with the acceptability criteria set out in WebTAG [see E-3-25, Table 2]. This is 
reported in Table 1 of C-1-3. 

It remains the view of Mr Leather and Mr Forni that the traffic data used to inform the Environmental Statement is   
of a type and level of detail suitable for use in an Environmental Impact Assessment.  This view is based on their 
experience of traffic data used for other major transport scheme Environmental Statements and normal industry 
practice. It is acknowledged that the highway model has a degree of estimating uncertainty, as is the case with most 
predictive models.  Standard industry practice in assessing likely significant effects for the purpose of Environmental 
Impact Assessment is to rely on central case traffic data. This practice has been followed in this case.  

 

 


