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Sir,  

In your questions to me immediately before lunch yesterday (1st October, Day 54 of the Inquiry) a 

number of issues were left to be resolved. 

1. Respecting section B27 of NWLTF122, you asked me to supply the reference to the paragraphs 
in C-4-24 which indicate the need for scaling of stated preference (SP) data to overcome the 
well-known tendency to over-state willingness to pay for new options.  

 Para 2.4 refers to the problem.  

 Para 2.12 states  that “SP studies sometimes overestimate the willingness of car users 
to switch to public transport” 

 Para 2.10  indicates the need to rescale the results to overcome the problem; it reads: 
“To avoid bias that results from the hypothetical nature of the SP choice situations, the 
SP-based model should be re-scaled, once finalised, using RP data.” ( I should explain 
that “RP data” means “revealed preference data” – i.e.  data derived from observation 
of real behaviour).  

 Para 2.11 says that this re-scaling will be done at a higher level but, as noted in 
NWLTF122 section B27, when I questioned Mr Hanson on this it became clear that the 
appropriate rescaling had not been done.  

2. Respecting section B43 of NWLTF122, you asked for more details of the “inter campus bus”. 
There are several:  

 the #92 serves the City Centre, Beckett Park and Carnegie campuses of Leeds Beckett 
University; the main campus of the University of Leeds; and several halls of residence. 

 the #93 serves the City Centre and Beckett Park campuses of Leeds Beckett University; 
the main campus of the University of Leeds: and several halls of residence.   

 the #94 serves the Beckett Park and Carnegie campuses of Leeds Beckett University, 
and the Kirkstall Brewery residences.  

3. Respecting paragraph 7.5 and section A33 of my Proof of Evidence, you asked for the source of 
the numbers in the final paragraph of A33. The source was quoted as “Tables 17.1 and 17.4” but 
the document was not specified. The document was C-1. More specifically: 

 the “£274m” and “£120m” come directly from Table 17.1  

 the “14.7m” results from the addition of £7.75m, £3.3m and £3.75m which are in Table 
17.1  

 the “£12.2m” results from the subtraction of £17m from £0.4m plus £4.5m – all of 
which are in Table 17.1 

 The “£25.4m” comes from Table 17.4 

 The “£6.4m” came from Table 17.1 but has since been corrected by the Proposers to 
show an increase in GHG (an adjustment which adds to the strength of my original 
argument) 



 The “£440m” was derived from an estimate given in my A12. Mr Chadwick has 
conceded that the correct value might be as high as “about half” of the £701m (i.e. 
£350m). 

Sections B129 and B130 of NWLTF122 give further information on this issue and to other 
relevant data which was released during the Inquiry. 

 
Respecting section C3 of NWLTF122, you will recall that I listed some corrections to the numbers 
contained in that section. I am aware of the danger of mishearing corrections given orally and so have 
attached a corrected version of section C3 clearly showing the required corrections. 
 
Respecting section B15 of NWLTF122, you asked for my opinion on the issue of crowding on rail services 
on the Harrogate Line. I am concerned that I may have misunderstood your question and think it 
important to correct any misunderstanding (I am of course, happy for you, or Mr Cameron, to question 
me further on this point). The possible misunderstanding relates to what is meant by the phrase 
‘allowing for crowding’. In the context of a model, it is important to take account of the consequences 
of any crowding; having a model which does not “allow for” crowding is thus a bad thing (and is clearly 
contrary to Webtag advice). This is quite different from having a plan which does not allow crowding 
(most authorities agree that crowding should be avoided and that this aspiration should be included in 
their plans). Seeking to avoid crowding is not the same thing as ignoring its consequences! 
The LTM allows for the possibility of crowding on rail services via the Pc coefficient in its generalised cost 
equation (see page 30 of C-1-3). If its initial prediction is that the demand for a given rail service will 
exceed the number of seats available on that service, it automatically adds a penalty to the perceived 
“cost” of using that service to reflect the fact that people would know that they would be discomforted. 
This mechanism ensures that its final prediction is realistic in respect of the potential consequences of 
crowding. It is important to note that the Pc factor does not prevent the trains from becoming crowded; 
it simply helps improve the realism of the forecasts.  
In contrast to this, when dealing with trolleybuses, the LTM has been programmed to take no account 
of the fact that some people would be unable to get a seat and some would have to stand in crowded 
conditions. Its forecasts for trolleybus use are therefore based on an assumption that there would be an 
infinite number of seats available. I argue (in NWLTF122 C7) that this is an unrealistic assumption and 
also note (in NWLTF122  D2) that Webtag advice is clear – models should allow for the consequences of 
crowding. 
On the specific issue of crowding on the Harrogate Line, I do not present evidence on the degree of 
crowding experienced on the rail services on that line (it was Mr Cameron who indicated that he had 
experience of it and it was a later witness, Mrs Sleeman – a regular user, who reported that, on the 
morning of her giving evidence, the service had many spare seats). My own observation, in the context 
of NWLTF being of the opinion that provision for rail-based park and ride might be expanded at 
Horsforth, Horsforth Woodside and potentially at the airport, was that I was aware that the Harrogate 
Line (as distinct from services on it) might have capacity issues (which might require 
adjustment/upgrade of signalling if new services were to be added). 
 
As ever, I would be more than happy to answer any further questions which you might have on my 
evidence. 
 
Yours  
Peter Bonsall 
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C3  Comparison of Bus and Trolleybus journey times 

This calculation updates and replaces A35 in my original Proof and Appendix G of the NWLTF Statement 

of Case (OBJ1719) to deal with Mr Chadwick’s comment that the original calculations had not allowed 

for the fact that stops at the northern end of the route differ between scenarios. 

 

Appendix A of C-1-13 details run times output from the Run Time Model. Runs 17-02 and 5-02 show 

southbound interpeak run times for buses in the Do Minimum and for NGT vehicles respectively. The 

summary statistics would suggest that the journey by NGT is 7.25 minutes quicker (20.64 minutes 

compared to 27.89 minutes). However, that comparison is unfair because the journeys are not truly 

comparable and the figures exclude time taken waiting and walking to and from stops.  

 

The stops at the north end of the route differ and so, in order to compare equivalent journeys, I will 

consider journeys boarding at the Churchwood stop (the first location where the existing bus stop and 

proposed NGT stop are very close together). The City Square stops are inappropriate as the end point 

because City Square is not a common destination for interpeak travellers. A more relevant interpeak 

destination is the Merrion Centre (the first major shopping mall encountered when arriving in the City 

centre from the North West and the point of divergence between the bus and NGT routes). The Merrion 

Centre is served by the Merrion bus stop and, at slightly greater distance, by the Arena NGT stop. 

 

According to run 1702 in C-1-13, the time taken to travel by bus from the Churchwood stop to the 

Merrion stop interpeak in the Do Minimum Scenario is 18.15 minutes (27.89 minutes minus 4.32 mins 

prior to arrival at Churchwood and minus 5.42 mins after arrival at Merrion).  According to run 0502 in 

C-1-13, the time taken to travel by NGT from the Churchwood stop to the Arena stop interpeak is 13.87 

minutes (20.64 minutes minus 3.94 mins prior to arrival at Churchwood and minus 2.83 mins after 

arrival at Arena). The in-vehicle part of the journey is thus 4.28 minutes quicker on NGT than on the Do 

Minimum bus. 

 

However, this 4.28 minute advantage is reduced by the additional 0.5 minutes of average waiting time 

due to the reduced frequency in the NGT scenario (the Do Minimum bus headway at Churchwood is 5 

minutes resulting in an average wait time of 2.5 minutes while the NGT headway is 6 minutes resulting 

in an average wait time of 3 minutes) and by the additional 3 minutes of walking time (according to 

Google Map) from the NGT Arena stop to the Merrion Centre. Thus, compared to the Do Minimum bus, 



the door-to-door journey from  Churchwood to the Merrion Centre takes only 0.78 minutes less time by 

NGT (4.28 -0.5 -3.0). 

The comparison would tip further against NGT if account were taken of: 

i. The likelihood that bus dwell times, and thus run times, will fall in the Do Minimum due to 

improvements in ticketing technology and procedures. This alone could result in the door-to-

door journey by NGT being longer than the Do Minimum bus equivalent. 

ii. The possible reduction in bus run time achievable by modification to the junction of Blackman 

Lane with Woodhouse Lane (Mr Robertson agreed that time savings in excess of 20 seconds 

could be achieved for southbound buses if traffic from Lodge Street were obliged to turn Left.  

iii. The additional weighting placed on time spent walking and waiting (the behavioural weightings 

detailed on page 30 of C-1-3 are 1.8 for walking time and 2.0 for waiting time). If these factors 

were applied, the increase the perceived NGT journey time of NGT would be by 6.4 minutes 

more than that of the equivalent Do Minimum bus (1.8 x the 3 minutes extra walking plus 2 x 

the extra 0.5 minutes waiting = 5.5 +1 = 6.4). 

iv. The additional weighting placed on time spent travelling without a seat (paragraph 6.41 of 

Webtag Unit 3.11.2 (E-3.16), discussing the impact of crowding on values of in-vehicle time, 

suggests that the in vehicle time be factored by 1.5 during crowded conditions). Given that, as 

discussed in C7 below, the trolley vehicle would have to be the NGT3 specified in APP108, that 

NGT3 vehicles would provide only 400 seats per interpeak hour, and that Table 53 of C-1-8 

indicates that the interpeak passenger load at Churchwood exceeds 400 per hour, there would 

be no spare seats for people boarding at Churchwood. Application of the DfT factor would 

increase the perceived NGT journey time by 6.94 minutes (0.5x the 13.87 in vehicle time). 

v. The result from the Stated Preference survey (first revealed in APP155) implies a further 2.76 

minute penalty on the journey by trolleybus.  

Application of the usual and uncontroversial weighting factors (iii and iv above) alone would leave the 

door to door journey by NGT perceived to be more than 9 minutes longer than the equivalent bus 

journey in the Do minimum scenario (6.4+6.94 -4.28 = 9.06).  

It should be noted that this comparison is for a journey on which NGT benefits from its segregated route 

behind Headingley Arndale Centre. Door to door journeys which do not include this stretch could even 

more readily be shown to take longer by NGT than by Do Minimum bus. 

 

 


