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1. Preamble 

1.1 The Promoters’ rebuttal of my Proof of Evidence was not received until 16th April 

and, although no specific the deadline for receipt of Responses to Rebuttals was set, 

I have sought to respond as soon as possible. 

1.2 My response has been hampered by: 

 the fact that key matters of fact have not been revealed in the Proposer’s 

documentation and that some information which has been requested via 

Freedom of Information requests has still not been provided. 

 The fact that key results of the analysis and modelling are constantly changing 

due to the late discovery, by the proposers, of errors in their analysis  (their 

proofs contain several examples of changes due to their discovery of errors in 

their January 2014 analyses, and their rebuttals of my Proof contain even 

more). 

1.3 As a consequence of these difficulties, my response to the rebuttal cannot be 

regarded as complete (or proof-read!) and I anticipate raising further issues at the 

Inquiry. 

1.4 My response is organised to follow the order of the points in my original Proof but 

refers to the paragraphs in REB-2 OBJ/1719.  
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2. Their Rebuttal of my concerns about deficiencies in the analysis. 

 

2.1 My concern (in my 5.1 and A1) that bus journey times might have been 

overestimated relative to NGT times is addressed by Mr Hanson in his paragraphs 

2.3, 2.4, and by Mr Chadwick in his paragraphs 2.43 to 2.45.  

 

2.1.1 In his paragraph 2.3, Mr Hanson introduces new data which results from the 

realisation that the previously published data was ‘internally inconsistent’ and ‘could 

have been better labelled’ (although the re-labelling is trivial and in no way affects 

my understanding of the content). I think it quite worrying that this error had not 

discovered earlier (particularly given the supposed quality control procedures). 

Apparently, the error was only discovered it when seeking to rebut my paragraph 

A1.i. 

2.1.2 I note that, because the nature of the error has not been explained, it is difficult to 

judge whether it has consequences elsewhere in the analysis. 

2.1.3 I note that the revised values still show that, contrary to any reasonable explanation, 

bus times are shown to increase more than highway times.  Mr Hanson refers in his 

paragraph 2.4, to the fact that Mr Turner has noted reductions in bus speeds 

between 2008 and 2013.  This inclines me to think that the inconsistency points to a 

problem with the forecasts of car journey times rather than bus journey times. In any 

event, my original concern about inconsistency in the data still stands. 

2.1.4 I note that, although Mr Chadwick states that he is confident that the NGT and bus 

journey times are fit for purpose, he provides no specific response to my paragraphs 

A1.iv to A1.vi (dealing with delays to NGT which appear not to have been anticipated 

and assumed delays to buses which are unexplained).  

2.1.5 Mr Chadwick responds to my concern about modelling (in A1.vii) by stating, in his 

paragraph 2.45, that the modelling is based on design freeze A-11 ( Is this the same 

as design freeze 7?).  

2.1.6 My confidence in the fitness for purpose of the bus run time values is in fact further 

reduced in the light of the fact (which I had not realised until reading their rebuttal of 

my original Proof) that the bus journey times are assumed to remain constant 

throughout the life of the NGT scheme.  
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2.2 My concern about likely underestimation of delay caused by NGT to traffic on the 

A660 (my 5.2 and A2) is addressed in Mr Robertson’s paragraphs 2.101 – 2.104. 

2.2.1 Mr Robertson’s description of the junction modelling process (in his paragraph 

2.103) confirms my previous understanding of the process. He states that I was 

wrong to assume that differences between inflow and outflow would cause blocking 

back. That was not my point. Rather, I was suggesting that, where input to a link was 

greater than outflow from it, blocking back would occur.  Nevertheless, I can accept 

that blocking back need not occur if the maximum flows allowed for in the junction 

modelling are lower than the flows predicted by the LTM assignment model.  

Unfortunately, despite repeated requests, the data that would satisfy me on this 

point have not yet been made available.  

2.2.2 Mr Robertson’s paragraph 2.104 seeks to address my particular concern about the 

Alma Road junction (which is that traffic blocking back from the North Lane Junction 

will prevent the Alma Road junction from operating as desired). He seeks to explain 

why he thinks it will perform adequately but does not satisfy me that there is any 

reason to assume that the current level of blocking back will be reduced (indeed, in 

his Proof of evidence -in the final bullet of his 5.8.3 - he states that that the North 

Lane/Otley Road junction is unchanged and ‘will continue to be a capacity restraint’. 

Unfortunately, my concern about Alma Road junction remains. 

  

2.3 My concern over errors in the representation of passengers’ walking routes which 

will have inflated predicted shift of passengers from bus to NGT.  (My paragraph 5.3 

and A3) is addressed in Mr Hanson’s paragraphs 2.6 – 2.9.  

2.3.1 I deduce from his paragraphs 2.8 and 2.9 that Mr Hanson assumed that I was 

challenging the location of the zone centroids. I was not. My challenge relates to 

deficiencies in the location of the centroid connectors.  My point is that the location 

of these connectors will have caused demand to flow via the Headingley Hill NGT 

stop rather than the Arndale NGT stop and the St Michael’s bus stop – with a net 

tendency to make NGT more attractive at the expense of bus. I also note (having 

looked again at the map) that it will divert demand which would, in reality use the 

number 56 bus, onto Otley road services.  My concern about the consequence of 

the errors in the location of centroid connectors remains.  
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2.4 Some of my concerns about errors in the estimation and application of quality 

factors (my paragraph 5.4 and A4) are addressed in Mr Hanson’s paragraphs 2.10-

2.12 and Mr Chadwick’s paragraphs 2.50 – 2.59.  

2.4.1 I should begin by saying that my investigation of these factors has been somewhat 

hampered by the lack of consistent terminology in the promoters documentation 

(the term ‘boarding penalty’ seems sometimes to refer to the bus-stop penalty, 

sometimes to the vehicle quality factor and sometimes to the sum of the two) and 

the by lack of a clear statement of the average value of the bus-stop penalty in the 

various scenarios. 

2.4.2 Mr Hanson’s paragraph 2.11 introduces a new test to show the effect of assuming 

that all passengers would have to stand. This is interesting because it gives a first 

indication of the sensitivity of the BCR and NGT revenues to assumptions about 

perceptions of NGT seating, but its usefulness is hampered by the fact that the 

description does not make it clear what quality values were used nor where they 

came from. (I assume that they were the 3.55, 7.33 and 4.02 values from Table 2 in 

Doc C-2-4 which indicate, for different journey purposes, willingness to pay – in 

pence per minute - to avoid standing in crowded conditions but which I maintain are 

underestimates of the true penalty because they were derived from a survey which 

omitted concessionary ticket holders). Nor is it made clear whether the results post-

date the correction of the various errors in the specification of the PA test.  

2.4.3 Mr Chadwick’s paragraph 2.51 describes the reasons for using stated preference 

methods. I do not dissent from it. 

2.4.4 Mr Chadwick’s paragraph 2.52 begins by suggesting that, because the proposed 

trolley bus system has been designed to share many of the attributes of successful 

tram systems, and because it is (intended to be) more like a tram than a bus, it 

follows that it will be preferred to a bus.  The logic of this argument obviously leaves 

something to be desired but appears to be that, since the promoters want the trolley 

bus to be preferred to a bus, it will be! However, all is not lost because the paragraph 

2.52 goes on to say that it is necessary to use stated preference techniques to derive 

quality factors. 
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2.4.5 Mr Chadwick’s paragraph 2.53 mentions two stated preference exercises (described 

more fully in C-4-24) and explains that the first one is the relevant while the second 

is not. I have no argument with that. 

2.4.6 The first part of his paragraph 2.54 refers to section A4.i of my Proof and argues that 

I am wrong to suggest that the phrase “all seats taken but plenty of standing space” 

is better than “plenty of seating spaces” as a description of conditions to be expected 

on the NGT vehicles. I disagree (although I could be persuaded that the most 

appropriate description lies somewhere between the two) and indeed note that, in 

paragraph 2.17 of his rebuttal when referring to trains entering Leeds station, Mr 

Hanson clearly states that ‘….services operate approximately 10% over capacity 

entering central Leeds in the am peak hour’   and that   ‘…conditions using NGT would 

not be expected to differ materially from those observed’.  

2.4.7 I note that there is no attempt to rebut my suggestion (in the second part of my 

A4.iii) that the exclusion of old people from the sample selected for the stated 

preference work will have tended to reduce the size of the “no seating” penalty. 

2.4.8 The second part of Mr Chadwick’s paragraph 2.54 states that ‘the quality attributes 

of the NGT vehicle, when compared to a bus have been specified to be equivalent to 

the difference between an old bus and a new bus’. And suggests that this aspiration 

justifies borrowing the value derived in the stated preference for a “very new bus” 

and applying it to the NGT vehicle.  I do not think it safe to assume that the public 

will necessarily perceive the NGT vehicle in the manner intended by its promoters 

and would prefer to take account of evidence from the stated preference work. 

2.4.9 His paragraph 2.54 seeks to suggest that it would be wrong to think that the values 

derived for a “new bus with advanced technology like FTR” (illustrated by a graphical 

representation of an articulated vehicle looking very like a trolleybus) could be a 

better guide to perception of the proposed NGT vehicle than would the values for a 

“very new bus” (illustrated by a graphical representation of a modern double 

decker). This is extraordinary!  The reason given in paragraph 7.10 of the Stated 

Preference Report for rejecting the values derived for the “FTR-like” vehicle is that 

‘most respondents who did not choose FTR were those who did not use it’ – a reason 

which loses any significance when one reads, in paragraph 7.47 of the same report 

that ‘most respondents in the survey are not FTR users’.  I therefore restate my 
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opinion that the Stated Preference work justifies use of the value derived for “a 

new bus with advanced technology” rather than that for a “very new bus” as the 

basis of the quality factor for NGT vehicles. 

2.4.10 I note that there is no attempt to argue with my assertion that the value derived 

for “a very new bus” (illustrated by a modern double decker) is a better source of a 

value for a modern bus than is the “old bus” (illustrated by a double decker circa 

1980).   

2.4.11 Mr Chadwick’s paragraph 2.56 reports results of the test of changing the assumption 

about the availability of seating described in their paragraph 2.11 (see my 2.5.2 

above) and notes that it is not as devastating as he says that I had implied. But he 

must have misread my original text; my claim (in my A4.ii) did not relate to the 

implications of correcting the seating value alone but to correction of all the dubious 

values. I remain convinced that correction of these errors would have a devastating 

impact on the predicted demand for NGT. 

2.4.12 His paragraph 2.57 addresses the issue of bus stop penalties. It begins by suggesting 

that I have assumed that a value of 11.73 was applied to all journeys made from 

conventional bus stops. I can only assume that he misread my Proof because my 

statement (in A4.iv) was that the 11.73 penalty is applied to ‘ ….journeys made  via a 

typical bus stop (rather than via a typical NGT stop)’. I believe that I have fully 

understood how the penalties are derived and how they are applied. The one thing 

that I am not sure of (despite having made several requests) is their average value. 

Information in the Core Documents led me to assume that the average value was 

11.73 minutes but evidence from Mr Hanson’s proof (on page 3 of App5.3) leads me 

to believe it may be lower. It would be helpful to everyone if the promoters would 

allow this number to be published. 

2.4.13 The middle third of Mr Chadwick’s paragraph 2.57 suggests that I have 

misunderstood the use of the value for “good lighting when it is dark”. I can assure 

him that I have not misunderstood it. My point (at the end of my paragraph A4.iv) is 

that the use of the graphics illustrated in my Proof (and taken from the Stated 

Preference report) will have made people think about conditions when dark and 

should therefore not be applied to journeys made in daylight. I stand by this 

assertion. The suggestion, in the final sentence of his paragraph 2.57, that any over-
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estimation will not benefit NGT because the values are applied to stops irrespective 

of whether they are NGT stops or bus stops, would only be valid if a typical bus stop 

had the same level of lighting as a typical NGT stop. But, according to information 

published in the Appraisal Summary Tables (respecting personal security), this is not 

the case (although, again, it would be helpful if the relevant data were allowed to 

enter the public domain).  

2.4.14 I am happy to learn from Mr Chadwick’s paragraph 2.58 that the current version of 

LTM has no need of the scaling parameters referred to in C-4-24 but I would not 

want the Inquiry to lose sight of the fact that it is generally accepted that models 

based on stated preference data tend to over-predict mode shift. 

2.4.15 Mr Chadwick’s paragraph 2.59 restates his opinion that his estimation and 

application of the quality factors is robust and appropriate. I regret that we have to 

disagree on that point. 

 

2.5 My concerns about deficiencies in the specification of bus services (my 5.5, A5 and 

A6) are addressed in Mr Chadwick’s paragraphs 2.60 to 2.62. 

2.5.1 Mr Chadwick’s paragraph 2.61 says that my assumption (in A5.i) that Metro’s 

improvement to bus stops will not extend beyond installation of CCTV is wrong. I am 

happy to be corrected on this issue but would point out that I based it on text in 

paragraph 4.2 of Document C.1.8 dated January 2014  (which says “The NGT stop 

quality value is 1.27 minutes. This compares with normal bus stops which generally 

have base year values in the range of 10 minutes to 17 minutes with the average 

around 11 minutes. It is expected that there will continue to be a general roll out of 

CCTV across the bus fleet over the next few years therefore the differential between 

ordinary bus stops and NGT stops has been reduced by over 4 minutes (the value of 

CCTV per trip) to reflect this”). Their paragraph 2.61 says that ‘the differences 

between NGT stops and bus stops will remain constant over the sixty year appraisal 

period’. I think it was reasonable to assume that the text meant that there is to be no 

enhancement of bus stops (beyond the installation of CCTV??) after the base year. It 

really would be helpful to have a clear and definitive statement about the 

assumptions about bus stop attributes, and hence average penalty factors, for each 

of the scenarios in 2016 and 2031.  



8 
 

2.5.2 The first part of Mr Chadwick’s paragraph 2.62 addresses my assertions (in my A5.ii 

and A5.iii) that the modelling assumes that bus operators will not provide more 

attractive vehicles and that the fleet of trolleybuses will for ever be regarded as 

newer than the buses with which they will be competing. I can agree with Mr 

Chadwick that a trolleybus might age more slowly than a diesel bus and that a 

maintenance programme has been assumed, but this does not detract from my 

argument that there will be times during their 12 year life when the NGT vehicles are 

competing with much younger buses.  I note that Mr Chadwick seeks to deflect my 

argument about the possibility that bus operators will introduce improved vehicles 

by repeating his assertion that the NGT vehicles will be always be perceived as newer 

and better because that is what is intended by the promoters. I am not convinced by 

this argument and repeat my original assertions and their corollary - that 

inappropriate quality factors are being used in the modelling. 

2.5.3 The second part of Mr Chadwick’s paragraph 2.62 addresses my assertions (in my 

A6.i and A6.ii) that the demand forecasts are based on inappropriate assumptions 

about what operators might offer in respect of reduced boarding times and lower 

fares. In respect of bus boarding times, Mr Chadwick suggests that boarding times 

could only be improved if fares were simplified and new payment technologies were 

introduced – but he seems to assume that this will never happen. I therefore 

maintain my assertion. In respect of fares, Mr Chadwick refers to paragraph 6.16 of 

his Proof (where he simply states that the issue was carefully considered and that it 

was concluded that any instability would be of a short term nature – although no 

evidence is identified to support this conclusion). I do not regard this as a serious 

attempt to rebut my assertion and I continue to maintain that the forecasts of 

demand and revenue are dangerously dependent on the assumption that 

competing bus operators will not respond by offering lower fares. 

 

2.6 My concerns about the modelling of the demand for Park and Ride (my 5.6 and A7) 

are addressed in by Mr Hanson in paragraphs 2.13 to 2.18. 

2.6.1 The final sentence of Paragraph 2.13 refers to my admission that that I did not know 

what values had been used for the “penalties” at the park and Ride sites (actually, 

since they are negative penalties it might be better to call them “attraction factors”). 
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I stiil do not know but, following a Freedom of Information request by Mr Kemp, 

which was responded to on 14th April, I learn that they were based on the values 

calibrated for Garforth and New Pudsey (ignoring King Lane) with some adjustment 

‘to reflect differences between the existing and proposed sites’). I think this means 

that they are in the order of 70 minutes but I cannot be sure and suggest that it 

would clearly be useful if these values were released into the public domain. Mr 

Chadwick draws attention, in paragraph 2.21 of the Stated Preference Report (C-4-

24), to the dangers inherent in relying on constants when modelling choice and I 

note that few modellers would be happy to rely on constants which are as large, 

relative to the overall generalised cost, as those being used here to predict use of 

Park and Ride.  

2.6.2 Paragraph 2.14 explains that the overweighting of car costs combined with an 

underweighting of public transport costs (which I identified as a questionable 

practice devoid of theoretical underpinning) is a means of reducing any tendency to 

drive away from the destination in order to access a park and ride site. I accept that 

this is a useful consequence of the differential weighting but my view remains that 

this differential weighting is what modellers call a “fix” rather than a legitimate 

application of modelling theory. I agree that differential weighting between modes 

is not unique to this model but point out that, consistent with behavioural evidence 

and theory, it is usual to overweight the public transport mode rather than the drive 

mode  (such evidence as exists on the weighting of time while driving, and time 

aboard a public transport vehicle, indicates that it is the latter, rather than the 

former, that tends to be overweighted and this is consistent with behavioural theory 

which draws attention to perceptions of comfort, privacy,  and locus of control). 

2.6.3 Mr Hanson’s paragraph 2.17 discusses my A7.iii in which I question the use of P&R 

sites at Garforth, King Lane and New Pudsey as models for P&R proposed at 

Bodington and Stourton. The concern I expressed in A7.iia was that the calibration 

sites had ‘rail or non-stop bus shuttles’ (I now learn that the King Lane site was not 

used and so my concern should be read as being that the calibration sites have rail 

shuttles) whereas the NGT vehicles will have to call at intervening stops. Mr Hanson 

points out that the Garforth and New Pudsey rail links do have intermediate stops – 

but I note that they each have only one intermediate stop (rather than the ten or 
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more NGT stops between Bodington to Leeds Station) and that each of them have 

some non-stop services. My concern that the calibration sites have better shuttle 

services than Bodington and Stourton will have is, if anything, strengthened. 

2.6.4 Paragraph 2.17 also seeks to address the concern I expressed in A7iiib that ‘whereas 

there is no shortage of capacity on the shuttles returning to the calibration sites, 

people returning to the Bodington and Stourton sites will have to compete for space 

with other passengers using the NGT services’.  Mr Hanson’s response refers to 

crowding on rail services arriving in Leeds in the am peak and does not refer to the 

pm peak to which my concern relates.   

2.6.5 Mr Hanson’s rebuttal does not reduce my concern that the calibration sites have a 

much better shuttle service than will be available for the NGT P&R sites and so I 

remain concerned that the usage of P&R is likely to have been overestimated. 

 

2.7 My concerns about deficiencies in the estimation of the impact of NGT on 

accessibility and connectivity (my 5.7 and A8) are addressed by Mr Chadwick in 

paragraphs 2.63 and 2.64. 

2.7.1 In his paragraph 2.64, Mr Chadwick claims that he followed guidance in Webtag 3.6.3 

in respect of journey times.  However, I note that paragraph 1.2.2 of Webtag 3.6.3 

reads as follows: ‘In some cases, accessibility benefits from transport interventions 

are the same as transport user benefits. However, transport user benefits are usually 

defined in a narrow way within the appraisal process, and it is important to consider 

accessibility benefits in a more holistic way’.  In the context of estimation of 

development and regeneration benefits, section 5.11.5 of Webtag unit 3.5.6 

envisages the use of total (door-to-door) generalised costs for all modes when 

seeking to measure accessibility improvements. My concern therefore still stands. 

 

2.8 My concerns about the failure to give due account to potential threats to the 

forecast revenue (my 5.8, A9 and A10) are addressed in by Mr Hanson in paragraphs 

2.19 to 2.27 and by Mr Chadwick in paragraphs 2.65 to 2.69. 

2.8.1 His paragraph 2.21 accepts my assertion that the number of students in street 

properties in Headingley has fallen in recent years but draws attention to the new 

halls of residence have been built on the Headingley Campus. I do not dispute that 
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(indeed I referred to the new residential accommodation in A9.i of my proof), but 

note that students who live on campus are, other things being equal, less likely to 

need to use public transport to reach their lectures (I also note the existence of an 

inter-campus student bus which will further reduce student demand for NGT). 

2.8.2 His paragraph 2.22 points out that sensitivity tests have explored the effect of 

differences in levels of demand. I do not dispute that but suggest that the ‘central’ 

assumption is too high.  

2.8.3 His paragraphs 2.23 to 2.26 address my speculation (in A9.ii) that levels of travel 

demand in the A660 corridor may have been more than normally affected by a 

switch to e-travel. I agree that this is a speculation and accept that the new traffic 

data presented in their paragraph 2.24 shows growth since the 2008 base year. 

2.8.4 Mr Chadwick’s paragraph 2.66 refers to my concern (expressed in my A10.i) that the 

revenue forecasts were exposed to the risk that bus operators might seek to 

compete by offering lower fares. Mr Chadwick claims to have addressed this in his 

paragraph 2.60. The last sentence of his paragraph 2.62 does address it but leaves 

me completely unconvinced (see 2.6.3 above). 

2.8.5 Mr Chadwick’s paragraph 2.67 appears to be directed to my A10.ii, in which I identify 

the particular risks involved in equipping a system which will be unique to the UK. Mr 

Chadwick simply states that he has included an allowance for risk and Optimism Bias. 

I simply note that DfT thought the Proposer’s allowance, in the PEBC, of 29% for 

Optimism Bias was insufficient.  

2.8.6 His paragraph 2.68 appears to be directed to my A10.iii in which I suggest that the 

costs of upgrading to a new technology might be substantial. Mr Chadwick simply 

refers to the fact that allowance has been made for a replacement fleet every 12 

years – he does not address my particular point about a change in technology. 

2.8.7 All in all, I remain very concerned that insufficient account has been taken of 

potential threats to the net revenue forecast. 

 

2.9 My concerns about significant bias in the calculation of the BCR (my 5.9a-h and A11-

23) are addressed in Mr Hanson’s paragraphs 2.28 to 2.33 (see my 2.13 below) and 

in Mr Chadwick’s paragraphs 2.70 to 2.93. 
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2.10 Mr Chadwick’s paragraphs 2.70 and 2.71 contend that my concern (5.9a) that the 

deficiencies I had outlined in my sections 5.1 to 5.8 would lead to an over-estimation 

of the switch to NGT (my 5.9a) has been fully addressed and do not shake his 

confidence that the BCR is appropriate in respect of the contribution of modal shift. 

As will have been clear from paragraphs 2.1 to 2.9 above, I remain unconvinced. 

 

2.11 Paragraphs 2.72 to 2.75 relate to my concern (my 5.9b, A11 A12 and A13) that the 

BCR is distorted by the inclusion of the (arguably inflated) perceived benefits of NGT 

while omitting the widely perceived disbenefits. 

2.11.1 Mr Chadwick states, in his paragraph 2.72, that he has followed DfT guidance in the 

choice of which costs and benefits should be monetised. I do not accept that he has 

followed the principles of the DfT guidance and give the following reasons: 

 A central principle of DfT guidance is that, where costs and benefits can be 

monetised in a consistent and comparable way, they should be included in 

the Cost Benefit Appraisal. I do not believe that this principle has been 

adhered to. A particular cause for concern is the fact that assumed increases 

in journey quality have been added to time savings (without being separately 

identified) and montetised in the CBA while reductions in other ‘qualities’ 

have been entirely ignored in the CBA calculation (note, for example, the 

Treasury Green Book’s reference to Social Cost Benefit Appraisal and the 

substantial literature on the use of willingness-to-pay as a method by which 

to value assets such as landscape and heritage). 

  DfT guidance requires transport appraisal to be based on rationally defined 

equity values of time (Mr Chadwick claims to have followed this guidance).  

However, I note that the results presented by Mr Chadwick in the TEE table 

and Appraisal Summary Table do not distinguish between the ‘time savings’ 

which are based on equity values of time and those derived from locally-

defined quality factors.  I further note that the Analysis of Monitored Costs 

and Benefits (AMCB)  Tables submitted by Mr Chadwick are misleading in 

claiming that journey ambience is ‘not valued’ (it has been valued and indeed 

dominates the calculation of benefits).  The desirability of being able to 

identify the contribution made by quality factors is implicit in its identification 



13 
 

as separate elements of the AMCB table and the Appraisal Summary table 

and in the advice in paragraph 6.2.13 of Webtag A41 that: if the impact of 

journey quality factors is not otherwise identifiable ‘consideration may need 

to be given to running TUBA twice: once with other measures only, and then 

again with the inclusion of soft measure inputs’.   

2.11.2 In his paragraph 2.74, Mr Chadwick draws attention to the fact that the BCR is also 

sensitive to assumptions about NGT run times and punctuality. I accept that as a 

matter of fact. Mr Chadwick then points out that the calculation I introduced in my 

A12 was based on an employer’s business value of time and so overestimates the 

contribution of quality factors to the NGT appraisal, I accept that as a matter of fact. I 

cannot claim to be able to make an accurate calculation of the contribution because 

key values (such as the average bus stop boarding penalty) have not been put in the 

public domain. Indeed, this difficulty exemplifies an important issue: I suggest that 

the Promoters’ failure to identify the specific contribution of the quality factors to 

the overall value for money and their failure to distinguish it from ‘real’ time 

savings based on equity values of time prevents the outside observer from 

appreciating the true nature of their business case. 

2.11.3 Mr Chadwick’s paragraph 2.75 relates to my A13 which identifies negative aspects of 

the public transport offer (in the NGT scenario). Mr Chadwick suggests that these 

aspects are included in the specification of the generalised cost and are therefore 

included in the CBA. I agree that this is true in respect of the increased walk and wait 

times but argue that the generalised cost equation ignores aspects such as the 

“hassle factor” of having to begin the journey by choosing between two transport 

services, the frustration if one chooses one service only to then see the first vehicle 

arrive at the “other” stop, and the potential confusion/frustration caused by the 

different fare structures.  

 

2.12 Paragraphs 2.76 to 2.79 relate to my concern at the failure to estimate costs to road 

users and local bus operators during the construction period (my 5.9c and A14). Mr 

Chadwick states that it is “conventional” to exclude such costs at this stage in the 

development of a rapid transit project because they are difficult to estimate (he then 

points out that construction of the NGT scheme would cause less disruption than has 
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been experienced with some other rapid transit projects – and I would not dispute 

that). I repeat my observation that paragraph 10.11 of Webtag A1.3 states that  

‘costs to existing users due to construction of a project and costs (or benefits) to users 

arising from future maintenance should be recorded in the TEE tables where they are 

likely to be significant’ and suggest that it would be extremely useful to have an 

estimate, even a rough estimate, of these costs – particularly in the light of the 

considerable disquiet which has been expressed by local traders and by the existing 

bus operators. 

 

2.13 Paragraphs 2.28 to 2.32 and 2.80 to 2.82 are intended to relate to my concern at the 

overly pessimistic assumptions about conditions in the Do Minimum case (my 5.9d, 

A15, A16, A17 and A18). 

2.13.1 Paragraph 2.81 claims to be addressing my paragraph A15 which relates to 

assumptions about the provision of bus stop facilities and about bus provision. Their 

text refers back to their paragraphs 2.35 (but, since those paragraphs are dealing 

with a different issue, I assume the reference is in error). I refer back to my 

paragraphs 2.61-2.63 above and repeat that, having read their rebuttal, my concern 

at the representation of the Do Mimimum bus stops and services remains. 

2.13.2 Paragraph 2.82 addresses my concern about the degree of signalised bus priority in 

the Do Minimum case. It simply states that the inputs have been corroborated by 

experts from the Leeds UTMC team and can therefore be considered robust.  I 

remain concerned that it appears to be being assumed that, not only will the 

established and ongoing program of signal refinement and optimisation cease if NGT 

is constructed, but that a number of known problems are apparently not to be 

addressed (I referred in my A17 to the specific problem at Blackman Lane). I 

therefore remain concerned about the assumptions about signalisation in the Do 

Minimum scenario.  

2.13.3 Paragraphs 2.30 to 2.32 relate to my concern that the optimisation of junction design 

in the DM and LCA has received less attention than it had in the NGT scenario (my 

A18). The paragraphs describe a process whereby the need for changes to LCA and 

DM signal settings is considered if the junctions are highly congested in the DM 

scenario or if the settings at that junction were changed in the NGT scenario. I 
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contend that a “reactive” approach of this kind is not as thorough as that provided 

for the NGT scenario. I note that none of the specific points I made in my A18.i, A18.ii 

or A18.iii have been addressed or denied (though I note that my argument in A18.ii 

may have been difficult to flow because of the transposition of “am peak” and  

“interpeak” on the fifth line). The failure to address my A18.iii (which noted that the 

run time analysis showed bus run times to be worse in the LCA than in the DM) is 

particularly remarkable. My concern remains. 

 

2.14 Paragraphs 2.84 to 2.86 relate to my concern at the apparent failure to consider all 

capital costs (my 5.9e, A19 and A20).  

2.14.1 Paragraph 2.85 states that DfT guidance has been followed but makes no reference 

to the findings respecting capital asset values contained in the Arboricultural Report 

to which I referred in my A19. 

2.14.2 Paragraph 2.86,  referring to my (A20) statement that I had found no reference to 

any allowance for the required relocation of bus stops, states that all elements of 

implementation costs are included in the Cost Benefit appraisal. If so, I am 

reassured.  

 

2.15 Paragraphs 2.87 and 2.88 relate to my concern at the underestimation of mitigation 

costs (my 5.9f, A21).  

2.15.1 Paragraph 2.88,  referring to my concern (in A21.i) about the likely underestimation 

of the cost of tree maintenance, states that allowances have been made – but does 

not address the specific point about the evidence that normal allowances are leading 

to the loss of 25% of newly planted trees. No mention is made of the potential costs 

of mitigation related to heritage assets. My general concern remains. 

 

2.16 Paragraphs 2.89 to 2.93 relate to my concern at the exaggeration of the punctuality 

benefit (my 5.9g and A22).  

2.16.1 Paragraph 2.90 accepts my point that the “known” difference between travel times 

in and out of term were not allowed for in the calculation of punctuality benefits and 

paragraph 2.91 accepts that this means that the punctuality benefit may have been 
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overstated. Results of a new test are presented which are described as an upper 

bound estimate of this overestimation and show the BCR falling from 2.90 to 2.81. 

2.16.2  Mr Chadwick states that the scale of the effect is modest compared to the likely 

underestimation implied by his “conservative” approach to the calculation of 

punctuality benefits. That is a matter of opinion.  

2.16.3 Paragraph 2.92 relates to my A22.ii in which I point out that the calculation of 

variability (the standard deviation) is exaggerated if one ignores an invariant element 

of the data. I deduce that Mr Chadwick did not understand the point I was seeking to 

make. I repeat my assertion that, because he has omitted the (relatively invariant) 

walking time element of total journey time, his estimates of variability are inflated 

and that this will have resulted in an overestimation of potential punctuality benefit.  

2.16.4  Paragraph 2.93 relates to my argument that it is inappropriate to value punctuality 

benefits for people who transfer from active modes to NGT. Mr Chadwick explains 

Webtag conventions and states that the demand models do not include an 

assumption that increased punctuality would affect demand but he does not deny 

that the £84 million of punctuality benefit included in the AMCB, and thence in the 

BCR, includes an element of punctuality benefit for people who previously used 

active modes. My concern that the punctuality benefit has been exaggerated 

remains. 

2.16.5 In view of all the above I suggest that the calculation of punctuality benefits should 

be corrected and new appraisal results issued.  

 

2.17 Paragraphs 2.33 and 2.34 relate to my concern at the exaggeration of annualised 

scheme benefits (my 5.9h and A23).  

2.17.1 Paragraph 2.34 refers to Section 10.12 of Mr Hanson’s Proof of Evidence (APP-5.2) in 

which he states that, since annualisation factors were based only on data from the 

NGT corridor, the annualisation will reflect the particular features of that corridor 

(e.g. the importance of the University term/vacation difference). I could accept this 

reassurance provided that the data was weighted such that it correctly reflects 

average conditions in the corridor (and not, for example simply an average of all 

factors available for the corridor). 
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2.18 My concern at the numerous examples of errors and inconsistencies which, even if 

not individually crucial to the outcome, taken together, must cast doubt on the care 

taken over the analysis (my 5.10, A24 and A25) are addressed by Mr Hanson in 

paragraphs 2.35 to 240 and by Mr Chadwick in paragraphs 2.94 to 2.97.   

2.18.1 Paragraph 2.38 relates to my A24.ii (in which I note an apparent discrepancy in bus 

flows) and indicates that the discrepancy was due to an unspecified definitional 

change between 2008 and 2014.  

2.18.2 Paragraph 2.39 relates to my A24.iii (in which I identify an apparent discrepancy 

between two estimates of bus flows) and points out that one (1045 - from the table 

on page 57 of DOC C-2-8) is for an average hour during the three hour morning peak 

while the other (1400 from the graph on page 18 of appendix 13 of C-2-3 – 

unfortunately not submitted as an enquiry document but available on the NGT 

website) is for the morning peak hour. I agree that that is the case and accept that I 

had misread the table. 

2.18.3 Paragraph 2.40 relates to my A25.i (where I point out that the number of NGT users 

transferring from bus as quoted in Table 12.4 of C-1 is different from that quoted in 

Table 51 of C-1-8). Mr Hanson explains that the numbers in C-1 were incorrect (they 

were interim values which had not been updated to reflect the forecasts reported in 

C-1-8).  

2.18.4 Paragraph 2.95 relates to my A25.ii (in which I identify a clearly erroneous reference 

to significant benefits to a development site at Kirkstall Forge). Mr Chadwick, while 

not admitting that there had been an error, confirms that the assessment of benefit 

to Kirkstall Forge had not been used in the business case. 

2.18.5 Paragraph 2.96 addresses my A25.iii (in which I expressed concern at the statement 

that bus bunching is “caused by traffic congestion” – because its fundamental cause 

is long dwell times) Mr Chadwick now revises his original wording to say that the 

disruptive impact of congestion is one of the key causes of extended dwell times. I of 

course accept that congestion can result in increased dwell times but do not accept 

that dwell times extended in that way need cause bunching – because the following 

bus will also be delayed by congestion. This may begin to sound like a semantic 

argument but it is important to understand that bunching cannot be eliminated by 

reducing congestion (and so would remain a problem even if, under the NGT 
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scenario, buses were less subject to congestion) whereas it can be reduced by 

reducing dwell times (and so could be reduced through improvements in bus 

boarding times which are not dependent on the NGT scheme). 

2.18.6 Paragraph 2.97 addresses my A25.iv (which noted that, while some documents 

indicated that public transport run times had been calculated for 2016, others said 

they were for 2020) and responds by saying that the same run times are assumed to 

hold for 2016 and 2020 and 2031 – see my paragraph 2.2.6 above. 

2.18.7 As noted in my original proof, several of the points which I raised in A24 and A25 

were individually trivial (and I freely admit that example A24.i and iii were due to  

error on my part). My point was that there were several instances of errors or 

inconsistencies which, taken together, were indicative of a lack of attention to detail. 

Subsequent to the preparation of my original proof, a number of other examples of 

errors and inconsistencies have come to light. Viz: 

 Mr Chadwick’s revelation (in 7.2 of his Proof) that, due to a late-discovered  

error in the specification of bus service frequencies, the results for the LCA 

presented in document C-1.9 have now been superseded.  

 Mr Hanson’s revelation (in 8.13 of his Proof) that the late discovery of an 

error in the representation of fares in the LTM results in a 4% decrease in the 

forecast NGT demand.   

 Mr Hanson’s introduction, in paragraph 2.3 of his rebuttal of my proof, of a 

new table of run time data resulting from their realisation that their 

previously published data was ‘internally inconsistent’.  

 Mr Chadwick’s late recognition, in paragraph 2.90 of his rebuttal of my Proof, 

that the known differences between university term time and vacation 

should have been allowed for in the calculation of punctuality benefits. 

 Mr Chadwick’s revelation, in paragraph 2.110 of his rebuttal of my Proof, that 

the description of the Low Cost Alternative vehicle, in the January 2014 

Business Case Review, was wrong and had not been updated to reflect a 

change of mind on which type of bus should be assumed for the LCA. (I note 

that this change of mind necessitates a re-run of the LCA models to reflect 

the quality factors derived from the stated preference work, but that this has 

not yet been done).  
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2.18.8 In the light of new revelations, my concern about errors and inconsistencies in the 

analysis is stronger now than it was when I submitted my proof.  

 

2.19 Although I accept the rebuttal of some relatively minor points, I remain seriously 

concerned about the serious deficiencies in the analysis. I am most particularly 

concerned about the reliance of the demand forecasts and business case on 

inappropriate use of quality factors.  

3. Their rebuttal of my concerns respecting failure to give full, fair and adequate 

attention to alternative schemes (including the Do Minimum). 

 

3.1 My concern, that deficiencies discussed in my paragraphs 5.1 to 5.10 will have 

tended to exaggerate the performance of NGT relative to all of the options – 

including the Do Minimum (my 6.1), is addressed by Mr Chadwick in his paragraphs 

2.107 and 2.108. His rebuttal is simply a statement that he believes that this issue 

has been dealt with earlier in their rebuttal and that he therefore considers the 

analysis to have been robust. My concerns have not in any way been reduced by his 

rebuttal. 

 

3.2 My concern that the specification of the Low Cost Alternative is overly pessimistic 

(my 6.2a-g and A26-A27) is addressed by Mr Chadwick in paragraphs 2.109 to 2.124. 

 

3.3 Paragraph 2.110 relates to my concern that the specification of articulated vehicles 

(as detailed in C-1) for the LCA was undesirable and failed to capture the quality 

benefits indicated by the stated preference work (my 6.2a and A26.i).  

3.3.1 Mr Chadwick states that the specification in C-1 was a mistake – it had not been 

updated to reflect a change of mind on which type of bus should be assumed for the 

LCA.  

3.3.2 Mr Chadwick does not seek to rebut my argument respecting the quality benefits 

indicated in the Stated Preference work but I note that, having now recognised that 

the LCA vehicle should be a double-decker bus, the LCA vehicle quality factor should 

be updated accordingly.  
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3.4 Paragraphs 2.111 and 2.112 relate to my concern that the LCA did not allow for any 

improvement in bus service quality or routing (my 6.2b, A26.ii and A26.iii).  

3.4.1 In the first sentence of paragraph 2.112, Mr Chadwick refers to his assumptions 

about the qualities of fully electric vehicles. I simply draw attention to the fact that 

he chooses to ignore the results of his own Stated Preference work. 

3.4.2 In the remainder of paragraph 2.112, Mr Chadwick misunderstands my comment 

about inefficient routing at Blackman Lane and ignores my comment that the LCA 

could provide cross city routes. 

 

3.5 Paragraphs 2.113 to 2.115 relate to my concern that reductions in bus emissions had 

not been associated with the LCA (my 6.2c and A26.iv). Paragraph 2.144 seems to be 

saying that the calculation of emissions for all scenarios has taken into account the 

legislated changes in emissions but paragraph 2.115 seems to suggest that this is not 

the case in the LCA. Some clarity on this point would be welcome. 

 

3.6 Paragraphs 2.116 to 2.115 relate to my concern that the specification of LCA had not 

allowed for improvements in bus capacity, frequency or punctuality (my 6.2d, A26.v 

and A26.vi). 

3.6.1 In the first sentence of paragraph 2.115 Mr Chadwick notes that the LTM does not 

constrain bus demand by the capacity available. I accept that point but note that it 

applies also to NGT capacity and assume that it is one of the reasons why the 

modelling work has ignored the issue of overcrowding and lack of seating on the NGT 

vehicles.  

3.6.2 Mr Chadwick goes on to suggest that an increase in frequency would have no 

material impact on waiting times because the existing frequencies are already high. I 

think this assertion should have been tested in the modelling work.  

3.6.3 Mr Chadwick then asserts that the possibility that frequencies might be increased 

can safely be ignored because (paraphrasing his argument) a commercial operator 

would not increase frequencies because the marginal cost of doing so would exceed 

the marginal revenues. I note the confidence with which he second guesses the 

decisions of commercial operators but observe that the operators have already 

increased frequencies beyond the 2008 base line.  
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3.6.4 Mr Chadwick states his belief that an improvement in punctuality could only be of 

limited impact and would not materially affect the CBR. I think it would be prudent 

to test the issue in the modelling. 

 

3.7 Paragraphs 2.119 to 2.120 relate to my concern that the specification of LCA had not 

allowed for improvements in bus priority (my 6.2e, A17 and A18). Mr Chadwick 

states his strong belief that an allowance for such improvements would not bring the 

LCA’s value for money close to that which has been calculated for the NGT. I accept 

that, taken in isolation, allowance for improvements in bus priority would not bring 

the LCA into contention. 

  

3.8 Paragraphs 2.121 to 2.122 relate to my concern that the specification of LCA had 

included only very modest improvements in bus stop quality – despite their relative 

cheapness and evident importance in the benefit calculation (my 6.2f, A11 and A27). 

Mr Chadwick refers to Table 5.1 of C-1 and states that the specification of the LCA 

stops is ‘similar’ to that for the NGT and NBA. Noting in passing that this table 

contains an error in its description of the LCA vehicle type, I draw attention to the 

fact that the Proposers’ documents are inconsistent and evasive on this issue 

(Compare, for example, The description of impacts on personal security claimed in 

APP-7-3-3 with that claimed in APP-7-3-9; For the NGT we see that the NGT stops will 

have “best practice design including effective lighting, CCTV, help points, landscaping 

and natural surveillance” whereas for LCA we have “modest improvements to 

facilities which would enhance passenger security”). I must admit to some 

frustration in the continued failure to allow details about key attributes which 

have been assumed for the alternatives to NGT to enter the public domain.   

 

3.9 Paragraphs 2.123 to 2.124 relate to my concern that the specification of LCA had not 

included dedicated non-stop shuttles for the Bodington P&R (my 6.2g). Mr Chadwick 

refers to a new LCA test which included a dedicated express bus between the two 

P&R sites – although he does not indicate its frequency or quality characteristics (on 

past form, I imagine that they quality was set as “old bus” as defined in the Stated 

preference work). The test shows that such a service is unattractive and Mr 
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Chadwick deduces that this is because it has insufficient frequency. Given that the 

test had been specified such that the existing high frequency bus services would not 

stop at Bodington, I do not find that conclusion surprising! I do think this can be 

regarded as having been a serious attempt to explore the potential for express 

shuttles to and from the Bodington P&R. 

 

3.10 The rebuttal has not altered my view that the specification of the Low Cost 

Alternative was unduly pessimistic but has led me to conclude that there seems to 

be a great reluctance to explore more attractive specifications. 

 

3.11 My concern at the limited consideration given to other low cost alternatives (my 6.3) 

are addressed by Mr Chadwick in his paragraphs 2.125 to 2.132. 

 

3.12 Paragraphs 2.125 and 2.126 relate to my identification of partnerships with bus 

operators to produce improved services, vehicle specification, ticketing, fares, bus 

priority at signals, bus stop  facilities, improved boarding times and reliability (my 

6.3a). Mr Chadwick refers to the statement that the LCA would be delivered through 

a quality partnership. That is not at issue. My point is that the LCA, as specified, does 

not deliver the benefits listed above. The “quality partnership” envisaged in the 

specification of the LCA is clearly not a very good one. 

 

3.13 Paragraphs 2.127 and 2.128  relate to my identification of the potential benefits of 

extension/provision of bus lanes where appropriate (my 6.3b). Mr Chadwick refers to 

a new test which has assumed that LCA run times could be improved to approach 

those of the NGT. He notes that its BCR is still far below that calculated for NGT.  I 

note that an increase of 0.33 in the BCR is not insignificant but that the generally 

poor result is unsurprising given that the LCA quality factors were still set at “old 

bus”. This cannot be said to have been a serious test of what could be achieved by 

increasing the provision of bus lanes for an attractive buses.  

 

3.14  Paragraphs 2.129 and 2.130  relate to my identification of the potential benefits of 

substituting the most problematic part of the NGT route (north of the Universities) by 

a Partnership or Quality Contract together with limited engineering works and 
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phased introduction of P&R at Bodington (my 6.3c). Mr Chadwick refers to the poor 

performance of a newly-tested option (LCA on the northern route). This option bears 

little resemblance to the proposal which I had described and its poor performance is 

unsurprising given the assumed reliance on “old bus” vehicles. 

 

3.15 Paragraphs 2.131 and 1.132 relate to my identification of the possible benefit to be 

gained by redirecting any available resources to other transport projects in the City 

Region (my 6.3d). Mr Chadwick notes that, if the DfT contribution were lost, the 

available resource would be limited. He identifies £30.4m of local funding plus the 

value of land in the NGT corridor (some of which presumably could be sold if no 

longer required for NGT) plus Prudential Borrowing associated with a projected 

revenue stream. This does not convince me that it might not be a good idea to 

redirect any available resources to more useful transport projects in the City Region.  

 

3.16 The rebuttal has not persuaded me that full fair and adequate attention has been 

given to alternative schemes. 
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4. Their rebuttal of my concerns respecting failure (of the NGT proposal) to meet key 

tests. 

 

4.1 The points in Section 7 and A28-A33 of my Proof were made in relation to the failure to 

meet transport policy aspirations and objectives  - some of which were specific to the NGT 

project. 

  

4.2 My concern that the proposed public transport offer will in many respects be worse 

than that on offer in the do minimum case (my paragraphs 7.1a- to 7.1d) is addressed 

by Mr Hanson in his paragraph 2.134  and by Mr Chadwick in his paragraphs 2.146 to 

2.156. 

4.3 Paragraphs 2.146  to 2.148 relate to my observation (7.1a) that the public transport 

system would be less integrated, in that: 

 Passengers will be faced with two alternative systems, each with their own set of 

stops, and will have to choose between them before making their journey – 

rather than being able to access all services from a single stop. 

 Interchange with other buses at the bus station will necessitate a significant walk 

from the nearest NGT stop. 

 According to Para 15.136 of Doc C-1, passengers may be faced with different fare 

structures on NGT and on bus. 

4.3.1 In his paragraph 2.147, Mr Chadwick simply refers to his paragraph 2.75 (which I 

rebut in my paragraph 2.11.3 above) relating to components generalised cost. It does 

not address the question of reduced integration.  

 

4.4 Paragraphs 2.134 to 2.136 and 2.149 to 2.151 relate to my observation (7.1b, A29) 

that users of the trolley system would: 

 on average, have to walk further to and from the stops (due to greater inter-stop 

spacing) 

 on average have to wait longer for a service (6 minute rather than 3 minute 

headway)  

 have less chance of getting a seat (A28) 

 have to pay a higher fare for short journeys (see para 15.136 of Doc C-1), and 
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 in many cases, have longer perceived journey times.  

4.4.1 Addressing all of these points, Mr Chadwick refers to his paragraph 2.75  (which I 

rebut in my paragraph 2.11.3 above) but does not seek to claim that, for some users,  

the service will not be worse in these respects. 

4.4.2 Addressing the third point (on the chance of getting a seat) Mr Chadwick refers to his 

paragraph 2.54 (which I rebut in my paragraph 2.5.6 above) which did not seek to 

deny that users of the trolley bus system would have less chance of getting a seat).  

4.4.3 Addressing the fifth point (on journey times), Mr Hanson refers to my A35 (in which I 

present a worked example of journey times which shows that perceived door-to-

door journey times by NGT are 5 minutes longer than those by DM bus in the 

interpeak and only 2 minutes shorter than them in the am peak). Mr Hanson argues 

that I should have added in the quality factor claimed for NGT by the proposers. I do 

not accept that that would be appropriate to do so (but would agree that a 

calculation which incorporated the values derived from the Stated Preference work 

might be interesting). 

 

4.5 Paragraphs 2.137 and 2.152 to 2.153 relate to my observation (7.1c) that Users of 

buses, including those who are effectively captive to bus (A30), would: 

 in many cases suffer from less conveniently located bus stops 

 on average have to wait longer for a service (6 minute rather than 3 minute 

headway)  

 often have longer journey times (A31). 

4.5.1 Mr Hanson points out that his evidence had indicated that, for some journeys, bus 

will be more attractive and for others NGT will be. We can agree on that.  

4.5.2 Mr Chadwick refers to his paragraph 2.75 (which I rebut in my paragraph 2.11.3 

above) 

 

4.6 My concern (detailed in the first part of my 7.1d), that financial or commercial 

considerations might lead to  further erosion of the public transport offer envisaged 

in the TWAO, is addressed by Mr Chadwick in his paragraph 2.155. He argues that 

the commercial operating case is robust (which I dispute) and that DfT funding is 
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likely to be conditional on delivery of committed outputs - which presumably raises 

the prospect of Leeds citizens having to pay back part of the £173m!   

 

4.7 My concern (detailed in the second part of my 7.1d), that introduction of a Bus 

Quality Contract or partnership to protect an inefficient NGT service might deprive 

users of potentially lower fares, is addressed by Mr Chadwick in his paragraph 2.156 

which refers to Mr Henkel’s Proof and notes that such use of a partnership or quality 

contract scheme would not be allowed. I hope he is right! 

 

4.8 My observation (in 7.2 and A32) that, rather than achieve a mode shift in favour of 

public transport (A WYLTP key indicator), NGT is forecast to result in a net decrease 

in public transport passenger miles combined with a net increase in car miles and 

with most of the predicted trolleybus users having transferred from bus or train 

(A32), is addressed by Mr Chadwick in his paragraphs 2.157 and 2.158 and by Mr 

Hanson in his paragraphs 2.139 to 2.141. 

4.8.1 Mr Chadwick refers to his belief that the net increase in car miles is not a material 

impact in the context of the cost benefit appraisal and to the fact that transfer from 

other modes is a common feature of similar schemes. His rebuttal misses the point: a 

key indicator of WYLTP is to achieve mode shift towards public transport. 

4.8.2 Mr Hanson refers to paragraph 8.13 of his proof which reveals that, following 

discovery of an error in the representation of fares in the LTM, the forecasts had 

been re-run and no longer show a decrease in public transport passenger kms due to 

NGT (the forecast is now for a 1% increase). 

  

4.9 My observation (7.3) that Increases in overall journey times by car (Table 58 of Doc C-

1.8), when combined with the increased journey times by bus, seriously detract from 

any claim to have increased connectivity is addressed by Mr Chadwick in his 

paragraphs 2.160 to 2.161. 

4.9.1  He refers to paragraph 3.69 of his Proof - which maintains that the net time 

disbenefit to highway users is not a material impact – and to paragraph 6.17 of his 

proof which sets out his opinion that traffic impacts have not been understated. 

Neither of which points address my concern 
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4.9.2 He then refers to paragraph 2.63 of his rebuttal (which I rebut in my paragraph 2.8.1 

above).  

 

4.10 My observation (in 7.4) that NGT was forecast to result in increases in emissions 

(Table 4.9 of Doc B-2), accidents (Table 17.12 of Doc C-1), noise (para 2.5.24 of Doc B-

8) and fuel consumption (Table 16.1 of Doc C-1) is addressed by Mr Hanson in his 

paragraph 2.144. Mr Hanson refers to the conclusion in his Proof that NGT will have 

little impact on daily traffic conditions within the corridor. He also refers to Mr 

Chadwick’s conclusion, in his Proof, that these increases are not significant. I have 

never argued that these impacts are very significant (although they might be so 

regarded by those who are affected) simply that they indicate a failure to meet key 

tests for a transport project. 

 

4.11 My observation (in my  7.5 and A33) that the fourth objective listed for NGT was to 

improve the efficiency of the transport system and my conclusion that introduction 

of NGT clearly reduces transport system efficiency (when measured appropriately), 

are addressed by Mr Chadwick in his paragraph 2.162 to 2.164. 

4.11.1 He accepts (‘in general terms’) that the correct way to measure system efficiency is 

as a ratio but argues that, in this case, it is appropriate to use the definition which 

was lodged in Table 3.8 of C-1 alongside the objective. I accept that, in this case, it 

may be appropriate to use the measure identified by the people who set the 

objective even though it is emphatically not a measure of efficiency.  

4.11.2 Mr Chadwick claims to have adhered to the definition of efficiency used in table 3.8 

of C-1, namely: “the conventional DfT Value for Money case measured as the quantity 

of user benefits (journey time, quality, but also reliability, option value etc.) and non-

user benefits (impact on congestion)”. However, in Table 76.2 of C-1 (which reports 

on achievement of objectives), NGT’s impact on efficiency as is described thus: “The 

Preferred Option is forecast to deliver £701m of public transport passenger journey 

time benefits and generate a revenue surplus of £457m in present values. 

Approximately 25% of its demand is new to public transport. Public transport 

punctuality will also improve, generating £84m of additional passenger benefits”. It 

excludes any mention of impacts on congestion (which Mr Chadwick describes as 



28 
 

“not material”)  and misleadingly labels the £701m as “public transport passenger 

journey time benefits” when much of it is actually the disputed quality factor. The list 

of items reported in Table 7.2 does not constitute a measure of efficiency. Nor is it 

the “conventional DfT Value for Money case” mentioned in Table 3.8.  Nor is it, as Mr 

Chadwick claims, the list of items specifically mentioned in that table. I am 

concerned that summaries such as that included in Table 7.2 will have misled the lay 

reader. 

4.11.3 My A33 included an attempt to separate out the true journey time savings from the 

£701m but, due to the continued unavailability of information on some of the key 

factors, I am not confident that my estimate is accurate and look forward to 

repeating the calculation when the requisite data are revealed. 

 

4.12 My observation that there is a deterioration in many measures of the Quality of Life, 

(whose improvement is one of Leeds’ high level policy objectives) is addressed by Mr 

Chadwick in his paragraphs 2.165 to 2.172. 

4.12.1 My 7.6 identifies that NGT is forecast (by the Proposers) to lead to : increased 

congestion, traffic, accidents, emissions, traffic noise and time spent driving; less 

convenient public transport for many users; reduced use of active modes; and 

adverse impacts on the local environment, streetscape, historic heritage and vitality 

of local businesses. 

4.12.2 In respect of emissions, accidents, and noise, Mr Chadwick refers to Mr Hanson’s 

paragraph 2.144 as the basis of his conclusion that there would be no consequent 

deterioration in the Quality of Life. Despite the circularity of the referencing (Mr 

Hanson’s paragraph 2.144 refers to Mr Chadwick as the source of the conclusion that 

the forecast changes [= increases] in emissions, accidents, and noise are not 

significant), neither of them seek to dispute that emissions, accidents and noise are 

forecast to increase.  

4.12.3 There is no attempt to rebut my observation that there will be increases in 

congestion or time spent driving. 

4.12.4 Respecting less convenient public transport for many users, Mr Chadwick refers to his 

paragraphs 2.146, 2.149 and 2.152 (and others unspecified) as the basis for his 

conclusion that the introduction of NGT will represent an improvement in public 
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transport provision. I have already rebutted the specified paragraphs but point out 

that my claim in 7.6 was simply that there will be less convenient public transport for 

many users. I cannot imagine that that claim would be in dispute. 

4.12.5 Respecting reduced use of active modes, Mr Chadwick refers to his proof of evidence 

which records his assessment that there will be a strong beneficial impact on 

physical activity. Published results from the LTM have not identified active mode 

users as a separate group (despite requests, details of predicted mode splits have 

not been released). The March 2012 forecasts specifically mentioned the transfer of 

active mode users to NGT but the current tables lump this group in with car drivers.  

The closest thing to a published forecast of impact on active mode use appears to be 

Section 5.3 of C-1-8 which indicates that the “sizeable” group classified as “new 

public transport trips” includes former users of active modes. I look forward to a 

clear statement of the forecast use of active modes in the NGT and Do Minimum 

scenarios.  

4.12.6 Respecting adverse impacts on the local environment, streetscape, historic heritage 

and vitality of local businesses, Mr Chadwick refers to paragraph 3.158 of his proof 

which states that the overall value for money case of NGT is stronger than that for 

the NBA and LCA. This paragraph does not address my point (which is that these 

impacts contribute to a reduction in the Quality of Life). 

 

4.13 My view that the NGT scheme fails to meet key tests is not diminished by the 

rebuttals from Mr Hanson and Mr Chadwick. 

 

 

 

5. Their rebuttal of my conclusion that the problems with the NGT proposals are 

fundamental rather than cosmetic (my paragraph 8) 

 

5.1 No rebuttal of this conclusion was offered. 


