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1. Introduction 

1.1. This rebuttal proof of evidence has been prepared on behalf of West 

Yorkshire Combined Authority and Leeds City Council (together “the 

Promoters”) to respond to particular aspects of the proof of evidence of 

David Alexander [923/06] submitted on behalf of First West Yorkshire (FWY) 

and received by the Promoters on 1st April 2014.  

1.2. It is not intended that this rebuttal proof should address further those points 

that witnesses for the Promoters have already covered in their evidence; 

however, cross-references to relevant paragraphs of those witnesses’ proofs 

of evidence are given below where appropriate.  

1.3. This rebuttal proof addresses the following issues raised in Mr Alexander’s 

proof of evidence: 

 Background to FWY Operations in Leeds and West Yorkshire and Wider 

First Experience (3.1 to 3.36), in which Mr Alexander makes a number of 

assertions regarding the Promoters’ engagement with First West 

Yorkshire as part of their respective day-to-day business and in relation to 

the NGT project, as well as in relation to initiatives elsewhere to promote 

bus use and in relation to other rapid transit proposals in this country. 

 In relation to Matter 1 of the Statement of Matters (aims, objectives and 

need for NGT) (4.1 to 4.13), where Mr Alexander asserts that the NGT 

scheme is not needed and should the scheme be implemented, that it 

would not meet its objectives as the Promoters state 

 In relation to Matter 2 of the Statement of Matters (justification for TWAO 

proposals) (5.1 to 5.5), where Mr Alexander asserts that NGT cannot be 

operated as claimed and that there are flaws in the Business Case [C-1] 

 In relation to Matter 3 of the Statement of Matters (alternative options) (6.1 

to 6.18), where Mr Alexander asserts that there has been no meaningful 

assessment of alternatives 
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 In relation to Matter 4 of the Statement of Matters (consistency with 

NPPF, national and local policy) (7.1 to 7.10), where Mr Alexander asserts 

that the NGT proposal does not fit with policy 

 In relation to Matter 5 of the Statement of Matters (impact of schemes on 

public and businesses, including during construction) (8.1 to 8.14), where 

Mr Alexander asserts that disruption during construction has not been 

appropriately considered and that there are flaws in the Business Case 

[C-1] 

 In relation to Matter 6 of the Statement of Matters (impact on statutory 

undertakers or utilities) (9.1 to 9.2), where Mr Alexander asserts that the 

Promoters have not considered regulations to which FWY has to adhere  

 In relation to Matter 7 of the Statement of Matters (impact on public 

transport services, highway traffic, pedestrians, cyclists, etc.) (10.1 to 

10.13), where Mr Alexander again asserts that disruption during 

construction has not been appropriately considered and that there are 

flaws in the Business Case [C-1] 

 In relation to Matter 12 of the Statement of Matters (funding) (11.1 to 

11.7), where Mr Alexander again asserts that there are flaws in the 

Business Case [C-1] and also that the scheme before this inquiry would 

not be eligible for DfT support 

 In relation to Matter 13 of the Statement of Matters (compelling case in the 

public interest) where Mr Alexander asserts that there is no compelling 

case for NGT (12.1 to 12.7) 

1.4. In coming to his conclusions, Mr Alexander relies on and makes reference to 

a number of other witnesses, namely: 

 Mr Cheek (923/1), in particular in relation to the Business Case and the 

appropriateness of trolleybus technology 
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 Mr Turner (923/3), in particular in relation to FWY’s existing bus services 

in Leeds and the demand for these, construction impacts and FWY’s New 

Bus for Leeds proposition 

 Ms Lightbody (923/5) in relation to the heritage impacts of NGT 

 Mr Brooks (923/4) in relation to planning issues 

1.5. The Promoters have prepared rebuttal proofs to each of these proofs of 

evidence and rather than points being repeated here, cross-references are 

made to these accordingly. 

1.6. This rebuttal proof is a composite response by the Promoters to those new 

points raised in the evidence of Mr Alexander. The name of the Promoters’ 

witness who is responsible for each aspect of this rebuttal proof is given at 

the beginning of each section below. 

1.7. Each of the Promoters’ witnesses who have contributed to this rebuttal 

confirm that they believe the facts and opinions they have stated to be true 

and where applicable, their evidence conforms to the standards and 

requirements of their professional bodies. 
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2. Response to Points Raised 

FWY Operations in Leeds and West Yorkshire and Wider First Experience (3.1 to 

3.36) 

2.1. The response to Paragraphs 3.1 to 3.36 of Mr Alexander’s proof of evidence 

has been prepared by Mr Henkel. 

2.2. In Section 3 and throughout his proof of evidence, Mr Alexander makes a 

‘category mistake’. A category mistake is one where incomparable 

alternatives are considered as comparable. His view is that the 

improvements to public transport needed to meet the Promoters’ objectives 

as set out in the statutory transport plan for West Yorkshire [D-6-11] and the 

statutory land use plan [D-2-8 to D-2-10, D-1-1] for Leeds can be met simply 

by investment targeted at supporting growth in bus travel. This is not the 

case: 

 As Mr Farrington sets out in his evidence [Chapter 6, APP-1-2], the 

Promoters have identified that if Leeds is to grow to its full potential in a 

way that is sustainable in the long term, then a rapid transit system is 

needed that will complement investment in the city’s bus and rail 

networks, as well as targeted investment in the road network. NGT will be 

the rapid transit network for the city. 

 Mr Haskins [Paragraphs 3.2 to 3.24, APP-2-2] sets out in his evidence 

why the A660 Otley Road and A61/M621 corridors are suitable and 

appropriate for rapid transit treatment, how rapid transit will complement 

wider investment in bus, rail and the road network and why trolleybuses 

are an appropriate rapid transit technology. 

 Mr Speak sets out in his evidence [APP-8-2] how NGT is consistent with 

the land use planning framework for Leeds. 

2.3. At Paragraph 5.12 of his evidence Mr Haskins sets out four outputs that a 

rapid transit system needs to deliver. These are: greater public transport 

capacity; reduced public transport journey times; improved public transport 
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punctuality; and, improved quality of public transport on vehicles and at 

stops. To deliver these outputs and in common with rapid transit systems 

elsewhere in this country, physical segregation needs to be provided 

wherever possible, as do system-specific stops. This does not mean that 

there will be a ‘two-tier’ transport system. Rather once NGT has been 

implemented Leeds, like Manchester, Birmingham, Nottingham and London 

(Croydon), will have a rapid transit system that complements the City’s rail 

and bus networks. 

2.4. Both Leeds City Council and Metro recognise the important role that bus 

services currently play in the Leeds transport system and will do in the future. 

This is why the Promoters are committed to working with all bus operators in 

the city and welcome the joint initiatives that have been made in the past and 

which are set out in paragraphs 3.2 to 3.4 and 3.7 (a) to (c) of Mr Alexander’s 

evidence. It is noted that the enhancements described in these sections of 

Mr Alexander’s proof are available to all bus operators and not just FWY and 

that other bus operators have been party to the joint development of the 

enhancements. For example, the A65 Kirkstall Road scheme referred to in 

Paragraph 3.3 is the most recent bus priority scheme implemented in Leeds 

and also involved Centrebus (Tigerbus) and Transdev subsidiary Keighley & 

District. The significant contribution from FWY was the provision of new 

vehicles for the corridor. As part of the rolling programme of ticket machines 

across the District, operators also ensured that bus services on this corridor 

had new ticket machines. It is believed that these machines were in-part 

funded by an uplift to Bus Services Operators Grant (BSOG). 

2.5. The Promoters commitment to support bus services in the City is witnessed 

by its past investment. In the period of the Second Local Transport Plan 

(2006-11), Metro investments to improve bus services included: 

 Bus shelter replacement/modernisation programme; 

 Roll out of Real Time Information System, which was capital funded by 

Metro, with operators funding a proportion of the on-going revenue costs; 
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 New/upgraded bus stations/facilities at Cleckheaton, Ossett, Brighouse, 

Pudsey, Batley and Keighley; 

 Bus priority measures; 

 Commencement of Traffic Light Priority programme; and 

 Introducing the pre-pay ticketing scheme. 

2.6. The Third Local Transport Plan was adopted in April 2011. Since then Metro 

has: 

 Gained almost £6m of Better Bus Area funding towards enhancement to 

bus services across West Yorkshire; 

 Overseen the completion of the Traffic Light Priority Programme; 

 Further developed the Real Time Information system; 

 Started the construction of a new bus station in Castleford 

 Played a key role in the completion of the Kirkstall Road A65 Quality Bus 

Corridor Scheme; 

 Created a new coordinated bus station CCTV monitoring hub in 

Middleton; 

 Negotiated a three year concessionary travel agreement;  

 Re-launched the www.wymetro.com journey planner website; and 

 Developed through Yorcard, back office functionality to support multi-

operator smart ticketing. 

2.7. Metro monitors changes to bus provision and investment by bus companies 

across West Yorkshire. It also undertakes its own monitoring of bus 

patronage across West Yorkshire, as well as the performance of bus 

services. This data shows that: 

http://www.wymetro.com/
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 Investment by all operators in new Electronic Ticket Machines (ETMs) has 

been incentivised by Government which offered a higher rate of Bus 

Service Operator Grant (BSOG) to bus operators which had ticket 

machines which were smart-enabled (i.e. could use the smart-ticketing 

features enabled in all English National Concessionary Travel Scheme 

passes) 

 As I highlight at Paragraph 2.18 of my proof, FWY recognise themselves 

the damage that their above inflation fares increases have done to bus 

demand. Metro welcomes the amended fares structures that at Paragraph 

3.1 Mr Alexander identifies FWY has introduced in the last twelve months 

that has made bus travel cheaper for some users. 

 In 2013/14, as Mr Alexander sets out in his own evidence (Paragraph 

3.12), FWY in common with other operators has not met the Traffic 

Commissioner’s Target whereby “95% of services should depart from 

stated timing points within the bracket of up to one minute early and up to 

five minutes late. Traffic commissioners expect 95 % of services to arrive 

at the final destination point no more than five minutes late.” [Page 46, 

Public Service Vehicle Operator Licensing, Guide for Operators1] Metro 

recognise and acknowledge the efforts made by bus operators to improve 

scheduling. Typically operators have done this by using data from the 

Real Time Information (RTI) system; however on-going analysis from RTI 

data demonstrates that bus services on the NGT corridors cannot provide 

the level of punctuality required for NGT [C-1-11 NGT Punctuality Report]. 

For example, analysis which my team have undertaken of the Real Time 

System demonstrates that bus punctuality is worse on a Monday morning 

compared to a Thursday morning. This is believed in part to be due to the 

higher volumes of tickets sales by bus drivers on Monday morning as 

passengers purchase daily or month tickets, whereas on Thursdays more 

passengers simply present (or flash) their tickets to the driver. With NGT, I 

set out in my Proof in Paragraph 4.16 that “Drivers will not sell tickets…” 

This approach to ticketing, along with the proposed segregation for NGT 

                                            
1
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/psv-operator-licensing-a-guide-for-operators-psv437 
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will help NGT have substantially better punctuality than would ever be 

achievable by any bus services on the corridor. 

2.8. In Paragraph 5.2 (c) Mr Alexander sets out that the ‘New Bus for Leeds’ will 

make use of hybrid buses and he presents on the front cover of the FWY 

Statement of Case a photo-shopped image of a green version of the ‘Boris 

Buses’ which were recently introduced in London. I have not seen any 

evidence that FWY has introduced any hybrid vehicles in Leeds on any 

services apart from those which have benefited from a public sector grant. I 

conclude from this that FWY has not been able to demonstrate an internal 

business case for introducing hybrid buses without public sector support. I 

am therefore surprised that Mr Alexander infers that there now is a financial 

case for FWY to introduce hybrid vehicles across Leeds without any public 

sector support. I also note that in London, the ‘Boris Buses’ were purchased 

by Transport for London (TfL) and leased to operators for a nominal fee of £1 

per vehicle2. This is because and in contrast to conventional diesel powered 

buses, there is no financial case for operators to either purchase these 

vehicles or lease them at market rates without public sector support. 

2.9. At Paragraph 3.6 of his evidence, Mr Alexander asserts that the Promoters 

have not considered the contracting approach adopted by Transport for 

Greater Manchester (TfGM) for the Leigh Salford Manchester Bus Rapid 

Transit Scheme. Paragraphs 3.7(a) to (f) set out contracting approaches for 

other bus-based schemes elsewhere in the country to suggest that there are 

further contracting approaches available and these too have not been 

considered.  

2.10. Mr Alexander proposes in Paragraph 2.4(g) that he believes that a 

partnership approach should be used for NGT, in a similar way to the 

partnership approach FWY has undertaken with other Authorities. As I 

establish in Paragraph 3.2 of my Proof [APP-4-2], alternative approaches to 

the Promoters’ preferred way forward of using TWAO powers to establish an 

operating concession have been considered. The legal advice I have 

received has been clear:it is only possible to deliver NGT through a full 

                                            
2
https://www.tfl.gov.uk/cdn/static/cms/documents/new-bus-for-london-lease-agreement.pdf 
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competitive public procurement process, and therefore it is not possible to 

deliver NGT through a partnership approach. FWY has produced no legal 

opinion that contradicts this position. As I set out in Paragraph 9.13 of my 

evidence [APP-4-2], the Promoters have discussed their preferred 

procurement approach with the Department for Transport and the 

Department has expressed its in principle support. 

2.11. As NGT will be procured via a competitive public procurement, the Promoters 

are obliged to treat FWY in the same way as any other bus operator in West 

Yorkshire or indeed from elsewhere in the UK or overseas, which may bid for 

the NGT operating contract. Regardless of FWY’s disappointment 

(Paragraph 3.8(e)), the advice I have received is that the Promoters could 

not work in partnership with First to develop NGT and meet its legal 

requirements. Moreover, the Promoters’ freedom to develop the rapid transit 

proposal that it considers best meets the needs of Leeds cannot be fettered 

by the constraints that working in partnership with FWY would impose (i.e. 

the need to develop a bus-based solution that would fit with state aid 

requirements). 

2.12. Irrespective of this, the Promoters are committed to continue to work with all 

the bus operators in the City to deliver further enhancements which will 

support the delivery of a better bus service to existing users as well as 

increase the size of the bus market. The principal forum for doing this is the 

regular engagement between Metro and the Association of Bus Operators in 

West Yorkshire (ABOWY). For example at Paragraph 3.23 of his evidence, 

Mr Alexander sets out some details on South Yorkshire PTE’s successful 

Better Bus Area Fund (BBAF) bid. All BBAF bids have to be led by a Local 

Transport Authority (LTA) and as the LTA for West Yorkshire, Metro invited 

all West Yorkshire’s bus operators (not just FWY) to participate in its 

February 2012 bid. The BBAF was submitted by Metro after joint 

development with FWY, Arriva and Transdev and ABOWY, which also 

represented the smaller bus operators. In my view, this bid represented good 

multi-operator/public sector partnership. 
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2.13. Further evidence of the Promoters’ commitment to improve bus services in 

West Yorkshire and promote an increase in bus travel as part of a 

complementary package of measures focussed on all modes of transport, is 

the substantial sums allocated to bus-focussed improvements in the West 

Yorkshire Plus Transport Fund. Of the proposed £1bn fund, circa 25% is 

allocated to investments that will benefit bus. With Leeds City Council, the 

City of Bradford and FWY, Metro is already undertaking a pilot study to 

identify what cost effective enhancements targeted at reducing journey times 

and improving punctuality can be made to the Leeds – Bradford corridor 

served by FWY’s route 72, which is operated by the FTR Streetcar vehicles. 

The study is intended to demonstrate the viability of a large package of 

measures to enhance bus services and produce a tool-kit which can be 

utilised elsewhere. 

2.14. At Paragraph 3.11 of his evidence Mr Alexander says that he is not aware 

and can find no evidence that the Leeds Traffic Officer has properly 

assessed the impact of NGT. A Traffic Officer is only appointed by the 

Secretary of State to manage the motorway network in England. Local 

Authorities are required to appoint a Traffic Manager under S17 of the Traffic 

Management Act 2004. The Traffic Manager has to balance the impact a 

scheme will have on the highway network with the wider duties and 

responsibilities of the local traffic authority, such as road safety, 

environmental considerations sustainable travel and demand management 

set out in the Local Transport Plan. 

2.15. The NGT project team has consulted with the Traffic Manager for the local 

highway authority in Leeds and had extensive consultation with his specialist 

advisors within Highways and Transportation including traffic engineers and 

traffic signal engineers. This culminated in September 2013 when the Chief 

Officer (Highways and Transportation) gave approval to the outline highway 

design as submitted in the TWAO application [G-4-80]. 

2.16. I now turn to a number of points of detail. At Paragraph 3.13 of his evidence, 

Mr Alexander states that the £250m investment cost of NGT will be spread 

over 60 years. This is not correct. As the Business Case Review sets out 
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[Table 19.2, C-1], the implementation expenditure will be substantially 

completed by 31 March 2020. 

2.17. At Paragraph 3.33 of his evidence, Mr Alexander asserts that economic 

benefits accrue to Leeds as a result of existing bus service provision and that 

erosion of those benefits has not been taken into account in the Business 

Case. This view is not correct. As Mr Chadwick sets out in his evidence 

[APP-7-2] at Paragraph 3.61, the Promoters have formed a judgment as to 

the likely provision of bus services following implementation of NGT and the 

benefits and disbenefits associated with these changes are explicitly 

considered in the business case. 

2.18. At Paragraph 3.34 of his evidence, Mr Alexander suggests users of NGT will 

not be able to use M-Card, the multi-operator ticket that can be used on all 

bus and rail services on West Yorkshire. This view is not correct. As I set out 

at Paragraph 4.19 of my proof [APP-4-2], M-card products will be accepted 

on NGT. 

2.19. The Promoters’ rebuttal of Mr Cheek’s evidence [923/01] addresses further 

points made by Mr Alexander at Paragraphs 3.32, 3.33 and 3.36. 

Matter 1 of the Statement of Matters (Aims, Objectives and Need for NGT) (4.1 to 

4.13) 

2.20. The response to Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.13 of Mr Alexander's proof of evidence 

has been prepared by Mr Haskins. 

2.21. In his evidence regarding Matter 1 of the Statement of Matters, Mr Alexander 

largely relies on the evidence of others. These points are addressed in the 

respective rebuttals to Messrs Cheek, Turner and Brooks and Ms Lightbody. 

In particular: 

 With regard to Objective 1, the rebuttal to the evidence of Mr Cheek and 

Ms Lightbody 

 With regard to Objective 2, the rebuttal to the evidence of Mr Cheek 
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 With regard to Objective 3, in part the rebuttal to the evidence of Mr 

Turner, but also see below 

 With regard to Objective 6, the rebuttal to the evidence of Mr Cheek and 

Ms Lightbody 

 With regard to Objective 7, the rebuttal to the evidence of Mr Turner 

2.22. Turning to points raised solely or in the main by Mr Alexander: 

 With regard to Objective 3 at Paragraph 4.4(a), Mr Alexander states that 

NGT will provide less passenger capacity than currently provided by FWY 

on the A660 corridor. This statement misunderstands the outputs that the 

Promoters’ have specified NGT to deliver and which are set out at 

Paragraph 3.30 of my evidence [APP-2-2]. The desired output is to 

increase passenger capacity along the NGT corridors. Post NGT, 

passenger capacity is the sum of residual bus capacity and the capacity 

provided by NGT, as well as the capacity of the road network for people 

travelling by car. As set out in the Business Case Review [C-1], the 

aggregate capacity of NGT will be up to 1600 passengers per hour per 

direction. Using the Promoters’ position on post NGT bus services and 

FWY’s statement of current bus services (Mr Turner’s Table 7 [932/2]), 

there will be up to eight fewer buses per hour per direction each with a 

capacity of 94 people (see Paragraph 4.4(a) of Mr Alexander’s proof), a 

capacity reduction of circa 750 passengers per hour per direction. It is 

indisputable that NGT will lead to an increase in corridor passenger 

capacity - about 850 passengers per hour per direction - in the A660 Otley 

Road corridor. 

 Also with regard to Objective 3 at Paragraph 4.4(b), Mr Alexander asserts 

that FWY believe that NGT’s journey time savings are ‘unrealistic’, while 

the negative impacts on bus journey times are ‘unreasonably disregarded’ 

without reference to specific figures or any other evidence. Mr Chadwick 

sets out in his evidence [APP-7-2] that NGT will lead to considerable and 

worthwhile journey time savings compared with bus services and Mr 

Robertson [APP-6-2] sets out how priority at traffic signals will contribute 
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to these being secured. Mr Chadwick also establishes that bus journey 

times along the A660 corridor will also reduce post NGT, although there 

will be a 1 minute journey time increase should a bus run parallel to the 

southern corridor from Stourton to the city centre (no bus currently does 

this). As Mr Hanson [APP-5-2] sets out, these changes to bus journey 

times are represented in the Leeds Transport Model as are other changes 

to bus journey times that will occur due to changes in traffic flow in Leeds. 

In turn, the effect of these changes are captured in the economic 

appraisal described by Mr Chadwick [APP-7-2].  

 With regard to Objective 4, at Paragraph 4.5 Mr Alexander 

misunderstands the purpose of NGT with regard to supporting 

regeneration initiatives and economic growth. It is not the purpose of NGT 

to support each and every regeneration initiative in Leeds and serve each 

and every deprived area, although it is undeniable that NGT serves well a 

number of areas earmarked for regeneration, as well as some areas that 

experience the highest deprivation seen in Leeds. Rather, as I set out in 

my evidence, NGT is part of a complementary package of enhancements 

to bus and rail networks, as well as targeted enhancement to the City’s 

road network which together will support regeneration and address 

deprivation across the city. The West Yorkshire Transport Fund Plus will 

be an important vehicle for delivering these enhancements, as will 

continued Government investment in the national rail network and 

strategic road network.  

 With regard to Objective 5, at Paragraph 4.6 Mr Alexander again asserts 

that NGT will adversely affect bus journey times and this has been 

addressed above. Mr Chadwick sets out the carbon impacts of NGT at 

Paragraphs 3.96 to 3.101 of his evidence. The Promoters welcome the 

reduction in carbon emissions from FWY’s fleet that have occurred in 

recent years and are committed to work with all Leeds’s bus operators to 

deliver further reductions in the future.  

2.23. At Paragraph 4.11, Mr Alexander states that the existing bus network is ‘very 

successful’. FWY is the biggest bus operator in Leeds. As set out in 
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Paragraph 2.7 above, the Promoters do not consider that FWY services 

currently provide the service that the city needs or will meet the needs of the 

city in the future. This is why that as well as NGT, the Promoters are 

committed to substantial further investment that will lead to improved bus 

services across Leeds. 

2.24. At Paragraph 4.12, Mr Alexander states that NGT is not the result of a 

meaningful strategic review of public transportation requirements throughout 

Leeds. That is not correct; such a review has been undertaken and was 

reported in the March 2009 document “Investing in Public Transport: A 

Framework for Leeds” [C-4-2]. Further work was undertaken in 2013 to 

assess whether any changes to the actual or projected socio-economic 

characteristics of Leeds, as well as the use of its transport networks 

warranted any changes to the finding of that work that rapid transit was an 

appropriate and needed intervention on the A660 and South Leeds corridors. 

It was concluded no amendment was required. This is reported in Core 

Document C-1-15. It is suggested by Mr Alexander that NGT supports ‘other 

aims and objectives’. The aims and objectives for NGT were established in 

May 2009 [C-4-10] and while periodically reviewed have remained 

unchanged since then. There are no other undisclosed or different 

objectives. 

Matter 2 of the Statement of Matters (Justification for TWAO Proposals) (5.1 to 5.5) 

2.25. The response to Paragraphs 5.1 to 5.5 of Mr Alexander's proof of evidence 

has been prepared by Mr Haskins. 

2.26. Mr Alexander's position regarding Matter 2 is drawn from the evidence of Mr 

Cheek and in the main these points are addressed by the Promoters’ rebuttal 

of Mr Cheek’s evidence.  

2.27. At Paragraph 5.4 of his proof, Mr Alexander states that there is no evidence 

that the case for investment in other corridors has been considered. This is 

not the case. As already noted, Core Document C-4-2 sets out the findings of 

the work that comprehensively considered all transport corridors in Leeds 

and led to the finding that identified the two NGT corridors as suitable and 
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appropriate for rapid transit treatment. Technical work that underpins the 

West Yorkshire Transport Fund Plus package has considered the investment 

needed to enhance links between Leeds and other towns and cities in West 

Yorkshire, as well as other principal travel corridors in West Yorkshire. This 

has led to a multi-modal package of interventions, including a package of 

measures targeted at bus. As already noted work is underway looking at how 

these measures can be implemented on the Leeds – Bradford corridor. 

Matter 3 of the Statement of Matters (Alternative Options) (6.1 to 6.19) 

2.28. The response to Paragraphs 6.1 to 6.19 of Mr Alexander's proof of evidence 

has been prepared by Mr Chadwick. 

2.29. Throughout FWY’s evidence (including that of Mr Alexander) there appears 

to be some confusion on the Promoters’ specification of the Next Best 

Alternative (NBA) and Low Cost Alternative (LCA). These are set out in my 

evidence [APP-7-2] and for the avoidance of doubt are repeated here: 

 the NBA has been specified to follow the same alignment as NGT and 

would benefit from the same level of priority. The vehicles for the NBA 

have been specified as plug-in hybrid articulated vehicles. A plug-in hybrid 

vehicle is similar to an existing hybrid vehicle with additional on-board 

energy storage which allows the vehicle to run in electric mode to a 

greater extent than a conventional hybrid vehicle. Park & Ride would be 

provided at Bodington and Stourton [Paragraph 3.134, APP-7-2]. 

 the specification for the LCA is for hybrid diesel-electric buses would 

operate in the same public transport corridors as the Preferred Option, but 

without the off-street segregation of the Preferred Option and Next Best 

Alternative. Some on-street priority additional to the do-minimum would be 

provided, which would improve bus journey times and their punctuality. 

There would be enhancements to existing stops. There would be Park 

and Ride sites at Bodington and Stourton, although these would be 

around half the size of the Preferred Option P&R sites [Paragraph 3.147, 

APP-7-2]. 
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2.30. My evidence [APP-7-2] sets out a revision to cost benefit appraisal of the 

LCA which is presented in the Business Case Review [C-1]. It also sets out 

the results of further modelling and appraisal sensitivity tests that have been 

undertaken to variants to the NBA and LCA that have been undertaken since 

the publication of the Business Case Review[C-1] and at Paragraph 3.145 

and Paragraph 3.156 of my evidence I set out my conclusions from this 

analysis, which is that the Low Cost Alternative (and variants to it) do not 

provide value for money and while the NBA does potentially offer value for 

money if it could be delivered, it is out-performed by the Promoters’ Preferred 

Option.  

2.31. Mr Alexander's position regarding Matter 3 is drawn from the evidence of Mr 

Turner and in the main these points are addressed by the Promoters’ rebuttal 

of Mr Turner’s evidence.  

Matter 4 of the Statement of Matters (Consistency with NPPF, National and Local 

Policy) (7.1 to 7.10) 

2.32. The response to Paragraphs 7.1 to 7.10 of Mr Alexander's proof of evidence 

has been prepared by Mr Haskins (transport) and Mr Speak (land use). 

2.33. For the Promoters: 

 Mr Haskins sets out in Chapter 4 of his proof [APP-2-2] how NGT fits with 

local and national transport policies 

 Mr Speak sets out in Chapter 4 of his proof [APP-8-2] how NGT fits with 

local and national land use policies 

2.34. Mr Alexander's position regarding Matter 4 is largely drawn from the 

evidence of Mr Brooks and these points are addressed by the Promoters' 

rebuttal of Mr Brooks's evidence. The Promoters do not consider that there is 

any merit in the arguments put forward by FWY that NGT does not support 

the attainment of national and local transport and land use policy. 
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Matter 5 of the Statement of Matters (Impact of Schemes on Public and Businesses, 

including During Construction) (8.1 to 8.14) 

2.35. The response to Paragraphs 8.1 to 8.14 of Mr Alexander's proof of evidence 

has been prepared by Mr Smith (Paragraphs 2.36 to 2.38) and Mr 

Chadwick (Paragraphs 2.39 to 2.43). 

2.36. The construction of the NGT system will inevitably cause some degree of 

disruption. However, NGT does not require any unusual or onerous 

construction methodology and its requirements are well within the 

capabilities of many engineering contractors. The construction works are 

generally those that would be required for normal larger scale highway 

works, together with overhead line equipment for which there are several 

precedents for installing similar systems in the UK. 

2.37. It is inevitable that some degree of disruption will be caused to users of 

affected streets and measures to minimise this are set out in the 

Construction Code of Practice [A-08g-2]. I explain these measures in Section 

8.2 of my evidence.  

2.38. At this stage in the project’s development, the general principles for 

minimising construction disruption have been established [A-08g-2], along 

with outline methodologies for particular areas [APP-3-2 Section 8.3]. In 

Section 8.4 of my evidence I set out further details on the construction 

programme. At the detailed design stage, the Promoters would wish to work 

with affected parties when developing the details of construction contractor 

obligations and method statements, as well the Construction Traffic 

Management Plan. 

2.39. At Paragraph 3.76 of my evidence [APP-7-2], I set out that it is conventional 

for a rapid transit project at NGT’s current stage of development for no 

monetised assessment to be made of impacts during construction. This is 

simply because the construction programme is insufficiently developed to do 

so in a meaningful way and even if it were done, the impacts would be small 

compared with the overall benefits of a scheme assessed over a sixty year 
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appraisal period. Impacts during construction, however, are subject to a 

qualitative assessment as part of the Environmental Statement. 

2.40. There are currently three street running light rail systems under construction 

in England. For each of these their promoters have been granted Transport 

& Works Act following inquiries. These schemes are: 

 Manchester Metrolink Second City Crossing – a new on-street light rail 

route through the centre of Manchester from St Peter’s Square to 

Manchester Victoria station 

 The extension of Midland Metro from Birmingham Snow Hill to 

Birmingham New Street station.  

 The construction of a 17.5km extension to Nottingham Express Transit. 

2.41. Requiring the diversion of statutory utilities and the reconstruction of the 

highway network over which they run, by their nature the construction of light 

rail schemes is more disruptive than the construction activity required for 

NGT. This is both in the intensity of construction activity and its duration. Also 

in contrast to NGT, the Birmingham and Nottingham schemes involve the 

construction of major structures. 

2.42. Appendix A to this rebuttal sets out how impacts during construction for 

these three schemes were considered at their respective TWAO public 

inquiries and subsequently. The most recent of these inquires was for the 

Second City Crossing in Manchester. The Inspector at that inquiry said in his 

report “one objector … rightly says… that the high BCR does not take into 

account delays (presumably mainly to road traffic and buses) during the 

construction period .... [this] … is not a factor taken into account in applying 

the DfT’s usual approach to calculation of the BCR which has been followed 

in this instance” [G-4-88]. As can be seen from this evidence, the approach 

adopted for NGT is consistent with the approaches applied elsewhere. 

2.43. Phase 1 of the Victoria Gate development commenced on 7 April 2014 with a 

programmed opening date in September 2016. Phase 1 of the development 
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requires that the nearside lane of Eastgate (west bound) be closed resulting 

in the closure of bus stops on this section. This closure will remain in place 

for the duration of the demolition and construction of the development of 

Phase 1. The affected stops have been relocated to other locations on the 

Headrow. Phase 2 of the Victoria Gate development has an extant outline 

permission which has approximately 3 years to run. This outline consent 

includes the pedestrianisation of Eastgate. No traffic will be allowed to use 

Eastgate with the exception of NGT which has a protected alignment (should 

a second phase be pursued) and some limited servicing access. Closure of 

Eastgate will require re-routeing a number of FWY bus routes, including 

service 6, 28, 97 and X84 which use A660 Otley Road. Leeds City Council is 

due to commence discussions with the developer (Hammerson) with regard 

to Phase 2 in Summer 2014. Depending on the outcome of these 

discussions, the developer will ether submit a Reserved Matters application 

or be required to submit a new Full planning application to progress Phase 2. 

There is currently no programme which details Phase 2 of the development. 

FWY has not objected to the Victoria Gate proposals, whether in relation to 

the development itself or to its impact on bus services.  

Matter 6 of the Statement of Matters (Impact on Statutory Undertakers or Utilities) 

(9.1 to 9.2) 

2.44. The response to Paragraphs 9.1 to 9.2 of Mr Alexander's proof of evidence 

has been prepared by Mr Smith. 

2.45. As Mr Alexander recognises at 9.1 of his evidence, FWY is not a statutory 

undertaker. As I set out in Section 8.2 of my evidence [APP-3-2], a Code of 

Construction Practice (CoCP) will set out contractors’ obligations to minimise 

the impacts on businesses operating in Leeds. A CoCP is included within the 

Order application [A-08g-2]. This sets out that all road works will require 

necessary consents and licences to be obtained in advance, including the 

need to obtain a permit to work as part of Leeds City Council’s Permit 

Scheme for Road Works. Consideration of the impact of road works on 

buses is an integral part of the process of granting such permits. 
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Matter 7 of the Statement of Matters (impact on public transport services, highway 

traffic, pedestrians, cyclists, etc.) (10.1 to 10.13) 

2.46. The response to Paragraphs 10.1 to 10.13 of Mr Alexander's proof of 

evidence has been prepared by Mr Henkel. 

2.47. With regard to Matter 7: 

 The assertion at Paragraph 10.1 that 12.4m bus journeys would be 

adversely affected by the NGT proposals is addressed in the Promoters’ 

rebuttal of the evidence of Mr Cheek 

 As previously noted, Mr Alexander is not correct when he says in 

Paragraph 10.2 that the economic benefit of current bus services is not 

reflected in the appraisal of NGT 

 With reference to Paragraph 10.3 and as previously noted, NGT will 

accept M-Card tickets. There is no reason other than bus operators’ 

willingness to cooperate why NGT and bus operators in the corridors that 

NGT serves could not enter into other shared ticketing arrangements. I 

note that First, Transdev and CentreBus entered into a “Multi-Operator 

Individual Ticket Agreement” for the A65. This allowed the principal bus 

operators on this corridor to accept tickets each other’s tickets, but still 

ensured that the operators would not agree fare levels (as this would be 

deemed to be collusion and therefore illegal). I see no reason why a 

similar agreement could not be put in place on the NGT corridors with bus 

operators. 

 The Promoters consider that Mr Alexander’s position at Paragraph 10.6(a) 

of his Proof of Evidence re FWY’s investment programmes is inconsistent 

with the position that First Group set out to the Competition Commission 

as part of the inquiry into local bus services  

 Mr Alexander’s points (Paragraph 10.5 and 10.6(c)) relating to impacts 

during the construction period have been addressed in the Promoters’ 

rebuttal of Matter 5 above 
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 Mr Alexander’s points on the impact of NGT on bus journey times 

(Paragraph 10.6(b)) have been addressed in the Promoters’ rebuttal of 

Matter 5 above (see Paragraph 2.22) 

 Mr Alexander asserts at Paragraph 10.6(e) that the economic appraisal of 

the Business Case does not include the effect of the Promoters’ 

assumptions on rationalised bus services post NGT. As Mr Chadwick sets 

out in his evidence [APP-7-2], this view is not correct. Furthermore, the 

impacts assessed in the economic appraisal are independent of which 

operator provides bus services (Paragraph 10.6(f)) 

2.48. I set out the Promoters’ view on possible bus operator responses to NGT in 

Chapter 6 of my evidence [APP-4-2]. Should FWY or any other bus operator 

choose to compete with NGT in the way that Mr Alexander sets out in 

Paragraph 10.6(d), then the Promoters would give consideration to 

introducing a Quality Contract Scheme as in such circumstances there is a 

prima facie case that the five public interest tests for such a scheme would 

be met.  

2.49. Mr Alexander’s comments relating to FWY’s future investment strategies 

post-NGT are considered in the Promoters’ rebuttal to Mr Turner. 

2.50. Mr Alexander’s comments on engagement have been addressed at 

Paragraphs 2.10 and 2.11 above. 

Matter 12 of the Statement of Matters (Funding) (11.1 to 11.7) 

2.51. The response to Paragraphs 11.1 to 11.7 of Mr Alexander's proof of 

evidence has been prepared by Mr Haskins. 

2.52. At Paragraph 11.1 Mr Alexander suggests that the scheme before this 

inquiry is materially different to that which was awarded Programme Entry 

status and alludes that this in some way casts doubt on the Department’s 

willingness to contribute to the implementation cost of the Order scheme. 

Since Programme Entry was awarded there has been a material change to 

the NGT route: the realignment in South Leeds to access to Stourton Park & 

Ride site via Belle Isle. Reflecting the Department’s Programme Entry 
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conditions (see Core Document C-6-15, condition (ii)), this change has been 

discussed and agreed with the Department (see Core Document C-6-14). 

From Core Document C-6-14 it is clear that in the Department’s mind the 

scheme before this inquiry has exactly the same funding status as the 

scheme which is the subject of the March 2012 Programme Entry Business 

Case [C-2] and was granted Programme Entry status. As a consequence, Mr 

Alexander’s statement at the end of Paragraph 11.2 that there is doubt that 

the scheme as now proposed would receive Programme Entry status is 

wrong. 

2.53. Regarding Mr Alexander’s comments at Paragraph 11.5, for clarity there is 

now no process where promoters can bid directly to the Department for 

major schemes. Should the Promoters’ application for TWAO powers be 

rejected by the Department for Transport, or for any reason the Department’s 

funding be withdrawn, then the Department’s £173.5m contribution would be 

lost to Leeds.  

2.54. The two broad options available locally would be to re-allocate funding from 

other schemes currently earmarked for funding from the West Yorkshire Plus 

Transport Fund or to extend the West Yorkshire Plus Transport Fund. 

Decisions on the size of the fund and how this is financed are a matter for 

the elected members of the Combined Authority and its constituent council 

and cannot be prejudged. 

2.55. Other points made by Mr Alexander with regard to Matter 12 draw on the 

evidence of Messrs Cheek and Turner and are addressed the Promoters’ 

rebuttals to their evidence. 

Matter 13 of the Statement of Matters (Compelling Case in the Public Interest) (12.1 

to 12.7) 

2.56. The response to Paragraphs 12.1 to 12.7 of Mr Alexander's proof of 

evidence has been prepared by Mr Haskins. 

2.57. Mr Alexander’s position with regard to Matter 13 is the cumulative position of 

his consideration of Matters 1 to 7 and Matter 12. As has been set out in the 
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rebuttal, the Promoters’ do not consider that Mr Alexander’s grounds for 

objection with regard to these matters are of merit, and therefore should be 

disregarded by the inquiry. As a consequence, it is also considered that Mr 

Alexander’s objection with regards to Matter 13 is also unfounded.  
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Appendix A: Approach to Disruption during Construction 

 Nottingham Express Transit Phase 2 Midland Metro Extension Manchester Metrolink Second City Crossing 

1. Name of TWAO The Nottingham Express Transit System Order 
2009 

Midland Metro (Birmingham City Extension, 
etc.) Order [2005] 

The Transport for Greater Manchester (Light 
Rapid Transport System) (Second City 
Crossing) Order 2013 

2. Date of Inquiry November/December 2007 December 2003/January 2004 January 2013 

3. Date of Inspector’s Report August 2008 June 2005 May 2013 

4. Did the economic case presented at the 
inquiry include a monetised assessment 
of the impacts during construction on: 

(a) Cars 

(b) Goods Vehicles 

(c) Buses 

Yes. However, construction impacts were 
assessed as being small when compared with 
the benefit stream over the sixty year appraisal 
period and made no material impact to the 
scheme’s value for money assessment. 
Construction impacts were also considered 
qualitatively as part of the Environmental 
Statement. 

No No 

5. If the answer to one or all of 4(a) to (c) is 
no, how were impacts during 
construction considered at inquiry 

 N/A Construction impacts were considered as part 
of the Environmental Statement 

Construction impacts were considered as part 
of the Environmental Statement 

6. Did bus operators object to the TWAO 
application on the grounds of negative 
impacts during construction 

No Travel West Midlands stated their support for 
the scheme. In advance of the inquiry TWM 
worked with Centro to develop and implement a 
‘bus mall’ to re-route buses away from the tram 
corridor. While there were implementation 
difficulties with this at the time of the inquiry, 
they were subsequently resolved. The 
Inspector’s report and recommendation was 
delayed until it was clear that these issues had 
been resolved.  

No 

7. Did the Inspector comment on impacts 
during construction or make any 
recommendations regarding impacts 
during construction 

“The Inspector was, in general terms, content 
that the impact of construction works would be 
managed satisfactorily through the Code of 
Construction Practice ("CoCP")… The 
Inspector took the view that the key to the 
satisfactory management of construction 
impacts would be full and transparent liaison 
with affected parties and the local population. 
He recommended strongly that, in the 
Chilwell/Beeston retail areas and in Wilford, 
local liaison groups should be set up at least 3 
months before works began in those areas, as 
envisaged in the CoCP.” 

 

No “one objector makes two points. He rightly 
says, firstly, that the high BCR does not take 
into account delays (presumably mainly to road 
traffic and buses) during the construction period 
and, secondly, that if a number of the adverse 
sensitivities which have been modelled were to 
coincide, then the BCR would reduce 
considerably. The first is not a factor taken into 
account in applying the DfT’s usual approach to 
calculation of the BCR which has been followed 
in this instance (for comparative purposes only, 
since 2CC has been judged good value for 
money on wider criteria than those used in the 
DfT’s standard approach). The second is a 
feature of all project analysis, since if one 
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 Nottingham Express Transit Phase 2 Midland Metro Extension Manchester Metrolink Second City Crossing 

Paragraph 24, DfT Decision Letter3, 30 March 
2009 

combines adverse sensitivities (whatever the 
unlikelihood of them happening, whether 
individually or cumulatively) no project would 
have a positive BCR. The important thing is 
that adverse sensitivities have been appraised 
and taken into account.” 

Inspector’s Report Para 4.624 

8. Did the business case that underpinned 
Full Approval (or equivalent) inquiry 
include a monetised assessment of the 
impacts during construction on: 

(a) Cars 

(b) Goods Vehicles 

(c) Buses 

See response to Q4 above No No 

9. If the answer to one or all of 8 (a) to (c) 
is no, how were impacts during 
construction considered 

See response to Q5 above There was no additional consideration to that 
presented to the TWAO inquiry 

There was no additional consideration to that 
presented to the TWAO inquiry 

10. Which bus operators are affected by on-
going construction works 

Nottingham City Transport, Trent Barton Travel West Midlands Arriva, First, Stagecoach as well as other 
smaller operators 

11. What is the duration of the longest 
closure that has an impact on bus traffic 

The most significant impact is closure of 
Chilwell Road/High Road in Beeston for around 
12 months. This requires the diversion of bus 
routes and temporary stop relocation. Other 
works have led to road closures for shorter 
periods. 

As noted above   The Second City Crossing leads to the 
permanent closure of parts of Corporation 
Street to through traffic (including buses). This 
requires the re-routeing of a number of routes.  

12. What engagement that has taken place 
with bus operators to minimise any 
disruption during construction 

There is a regular fortnightly traffic 
management meeting between the bus 
companies, TaylorWoodrow/Alstom (TWA) and 
the Highway Authority. Arrangements have 
been put in place so that changes to registered 
services can be made with three weeks’ notice 
rather than the usual six. 

Engagement is taking place following the Code 
of Construction Practice and Construction 
Management Plan 

Engagement is taking place following the Code 
of Construction Practice and Construction 
Management Plan, with agreement to plans 
being sought from affected bus operators. 

 

                                            
3
 G-4-89 (http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20110906184109/http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/twa/dl/decisionletter.pdf) 

4
 G-4-88 (https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249546/130516-inspectors-report-final.pdf) 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/249546/130516-inspectors-report-final.pdf

