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1. Introduction 

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

Yorkshire Combined Authority and Leeds City Council (together “the 

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

Turner [923/03] 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 points raised in Mr Turner’s proof 

of evidence: 

 In Paragraphs 1.6 to 1.40, where Mr Turner makes a number of 

observations about FWY’s operations, bus provision in Leeds and 

elsewhere and other related points 

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

need for NGT) (2.1 to 2.10), where Mr Turner asserts that the NGT 

scheme is not justified 

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

proposals) (3.1 to 3.6), where Mr Turner challenges the choice of 

trolleybus technology and its operational robustness 

 In relation to Matter 3 of the Statement of Matters (alternative options) (4.1 

to 4.30), where Mr Turner asserts that there has been no meaningful 

assessment of alternatives and proposes FWY’s New Bus for Leeds 

(NBfL) proposition as an alternative to NGT 

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

NPPF, national and local policy) (5.1 to 5.3), where Mr Turner asserts that 



        REB-2 OBJ/923 

 

Page 4 of 20 
 

the NGT proposal does not fit with policy. The Promoters’ rebuttal to other 

FWY witnesses address points related to this Matter. 

 In relation to Matter 12 of the Statement of Matters (funding) (6.1 to 6.2), 

where Mr Turner asserts that there are flaws in the Business Case [C-1]  

1.4. On a number of occasions Mr Turner relies on evidence provided by Mr 

Cheek [923/1] and Mr Brooks [923/4]. The Promoters have prepared 

separate rebuttals to the evidence of Mr Cheek and Mr Brooks and points 

made in those documents are not repeated here, rather they are cross-

referenced as appropriate. 

1.5. Mr Turner also makes a number of similar points to those made by Mr 

Alexander [923/6]. The Promoters’ approach is not to repeat its rebuttal of Mr 

Alexander’s evidence and to cross-reference as appropriate. 

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

points raised in the evidence of Mr Turner. In this respect, 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’s Operations and Other Considerations (1.6 to 1.40) 

2.1. The response to Paragraphs 1.6 to 1.40 of Mr Turner’s proof of evidence has 

been prepared by Mr Henkel. 

2.2. In the main this section of Mr Turner’s proof elaborates on points made by Mr 

Alexander and Mr Cheek and these are addressed in the Promoters’ 

rebuttals to these witnesses. However, there are a small number of points 

raised by Mr Turner that are worthy of comment: 

 At Paragraph 1.18 Mr Turner notes that the operating speeds of cross-city 

buses in Leeds have declined between 2009 and 2013. This, of course, 

causes an economic disbenefit to the users of these services and makes 

them less attractive to those travellers have a choice of mode or 

destination. 

 At Paragraph 1.24 Mr Turner states that FWY’s operating margin of the 

routes operating on the A660 Otley Road corridor is significantly greater 

than the FWY average. Data collated by WYCA shows FWY’s margins. At 

Appendix A to this rebuttal I set out an analysis of FWY’s financial 

position. This shows that FWY can experience a revenue reduction on 

these routes with a commensurate reduction in costs and still earn a 

margin similar to the industry average. and therefore would be able to 

continue to invest. FWY’s suggestion that the implementation of NGT 

would have unforeseen consequences on future investment strategies 

appears unfounded and inconsistent with statements made to the 

Competition Commission during its inquiry into the local bus market. 

 At Paragraph 1.28 Mr Turner suggests that NGT would have a negative 

impact on routes 12/13/13A, as well as routes 48, 74, 85 and 87. As set 

out in Table 21.3 of Core Document C-1 (which is in 2024/25 prices), as 

well as the revenue impacts on the A660 Otley Road corridor routes, the 

Promoters have assessed the net impact on other affected services.  
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 At Paragraph 1.30 Mr Turner has misinterpreted the Promoters’ 

assumption on bus service rationalisation post NGT. That bus services 

should continue to operate unchanged post NGT is the least likely 

outcome and given the abstraction of bus demand to NGT, the rational 

response would be to reduce the level of service to be more attuned to the 

residual bus demand. The Promoters’ assumed bus service rationalisation 

is considered to be a reasonable assumption of a rational response. 

Nonetheless, as long as bus services are operated commercially in a 

deregulated environment, it remains the case that the actual level of bus 

service provision will be a matter for the bus operators. It is not right to 

say that the impact of bus service rationalisation has not been taken into 

account. As is set out in the Promoters’ rebuttal of Mr Alexander, the 

modelling and appraisal that underpins the Business Case fully considers 

the impacts of the assumed bus service rationalisation on demand, 

revenue and benefits.  

 At Paragraph 1.39 Mr Turner states that Park & Ride is best served using 

dedicated or existing express bus services. The Promoters agree that this 

can be the case in some circumstances. Indeed, Leeds City Council and 

WYCA are promoting a bus-based Park & Ride site at Elland Road in 

south Leeds. However, it is not true in all circumstances. As Mr Chadwick 

sets out and explains at Paragraph 3.156 of his evidence, this is not the 

case for the proposed site at Bodington. 

 Mr Turner’s points on construction impacts at Paragraph 1.40 have been 

addressed in the Promoters’ rebuttal of Mr Alexander’s evidence. 

Matter 1 of the Statement of Matters (aims, objectives and need for NGT) (2.1 to 

2.10) 

2.3. The response to Paragraphs 2.1 to 2.10 of Mr Turner’s proof of evidence has 

been prepared by Mr Haskins.  

2.4. At Paragraph 2.3 Mr Turner notes that First Group operates articulated 

buses with a capacity of 145 passengers. Modern trolley vehicles have a 
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greater low floor area than their diesel equivalents. This is why the 

Promoters’ view that vehicles with a capacity of up to 160 will be available for 

NGT. 

2.5. Passengers already stand when travelling in peak periods on buses on the 

Otley Road corridor. The photograph below was taken on a southbound 

Route 1 service approaching Clarendon Road at 8.10am on Thursday 3rd 

April. 

 

2.6. As set out in Core Document G-4-42, NGT vehicles are likely to have a 

seating capacity ratio of one person sitting to two standing at maximum 

passenger loading. This is similar to diesel-powered articulated buses. Over 

the operating day the majority of NGT passengers will have a seat. At off 

peak times, almost all passengers travelling using NGT will be able to sit for 

their entire journey, should they so choose. During peak times it is 

anticipated that the majority of passengers will stand for all or part of their 

journey, especially between the University and Leeds City Centre. However, 

the NGT vehicles will be specified to accommodate standing in greater 

comfort that conventional buses. This will be achieved through the design 
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and specification of the interior of the vehicles which like modern trams will 

have large low floor areas and a seating layout that will accommodate 

standing. Also, and like modern trams, there will be smoother acceleration 

and deceleration and a better ride quality than can be achieved with 

conventional buses. Furthermore, passengers will stand for less time than 

they would on a bus as journey times will be faster. 

2.7. No modern rapid transit system in this country or in Europe is constructed to 

provide seats for all travellers that travel in the peaks. It is simply 

economically inefficient. None of the modern rapid transit systems that have 

been introduced in Britain in the last two decades are specified to provide all 

peak demand with a seat. Similarly, there is no expectation (at least from the 

specifier) that rail services into Leeds and other major cities in the North will 

provide all passengers with a seat in the peaks. 

2.8. It is noted that at Paragraph 2.5(a) Mr Turner states that FWY’s route 1 is 

scheduled to take up to 45 minutes to travel from the city centre to Holt Park. 

This compares with the projected NGT journey time of 26 minutes by NGT 

[C-1-13]. Contrary to what Mr Turner states at Paragraph 2.5(b) and as is 

shown in Core Document C-1-13, buses on the A660 Otley Road corridor will 

also be faster post NGT. Contrary to what Mr Turner states at Paragraph 

2.5(c) the NGT headway is appropriately and correctly reflected in the NGT 

generalised cost. 

2.9. As Mr Robertson sets out in his evidence [APP-6-2], it is not possible to 

make the NGT infrastructure available to NGT and buses, as Mr Turner 

suggests in Paragraph 2.6, and secure the projected journey times for NGT 

or bus.  

2.10. At Paragraph 2.7, Mr Turner makes a number of comments on the 

calculation of punctuality benefits. Mr Chadwick [APP-7-2-] addresses this in 

his evidence. There is nothing in Mr Turner’s evidence that suggests that the 

Promoters’ assessment of punctuality benefits is not robust. 
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2.11. The projected NGT journey times from Belle Isle to the city centre are set out 

in Core Document C-1-13. In Section 6 of his evidence [APP-5-2], Mr 

Hanson sets out how these projections have been incorporated in LTM and 

so are reflected in the demand, revenue and benefit forecasts. The 

assessment of Park & Ride demand (Paragraph 2.7(d)) fully considers the 

travel times associated with using the Belle Isle route.  

2.12. In a similar way, bus journey time in south Leeds post NGT (Paragraph 

2,7(e)) are also appropriately reflected in the demand modelling and 

appraisal.  

2.13. The approach to calculating the generalised cost of public transport is set out 

in Section 4.9 and 4.10 of Core Document C-2-8. As is set out in the report 

the specification of generalised cost is consistent with WebTAG Unit 3.11.2. 

The specification of NGT generalised cost appropriately reflects NGT 

headways, as well as stop locations. Mr Turner’s assertion at Paragraph 

2.7(f) that generalised costs are somehow not calculated is incorrect and the 

wait time for bus and wait time for NGT are appropriately reflected in the 

calculation of bus and NGT generalised cost.  

2.14. At Paragraph 2.8 Mr Turner comments on the parameters applied to assess 

stop quality.  

2.15. The quality of NGT is captured in two ways. There is a parameter associated 

with the vehicles and one with stops. There is no element of the stop penalty 

which is specific to NGT. In the modelling work, the specification of stop 

quality reflects the facilities on offer, so a simple stop with just a flag on a 

pole has the lowest level of quality, while bus stops with shelters and real 

time information have a higher quality. The stop parameters are specified 

such that a bus stop and an NGT stop with the same characteristics will 

attract the same quality penalty (i.e. with no advantage for NGT). The 

approach to modelling stop quality is set out in Core Document C-2-4.  

2.16. The parameter applied to the NGT vehicle is singularly associated with NGT. 

The quality attributes of the NGT vehicle when compared with a bus have 
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been specified to be equivalent to the quality difference between an old bus 

and a new bus, that is NGT is 'better' than a bus to the same degree that a 

new bus is 'better' than an old bus. 

2.17. In my opinion the values used in LTM and the appraisal are robust, 

appropriate and consistent with DfT Guidance and good practice for similar 

schemes. I would also note that in advance of NGT being awarded 

Programme Entry status in 2012 extensive and in-depth discussions took 

place with DfT officials on both the magnitude of the parameters that reflect 

NGT quality and how they were applied in LTM. This work included 

benchmarking against DfT’s own research which has since been 

incorporated into WebTag. 

2.18. At Paragraph 2.10 Mr Turner states that passengers travelling on highly 

loaded buses will experience a lower level of journey quality than has been 

assumed by the Promoters. As I have noted at Paragraph 2.6 above it is 

anticipated that some passengers will stand during peak periods.  

2.19. A further sensitivity test has been undertaken illustrating the potential scale 

of impact that would result from adopting an alternative quality factor in the 

model. This reduces the relative quality improvement of the NGT service. 

The quality factor used in this test assumes that in all time periods all 

passengers will have to stand. This assumes that all passengers experience 

a level of crowding on the bus equivalent to the loading on the busiest part of 

the route during the busiest part of the inter-peak period, which will therefore 

somewhat overstate the impact of crowding as the majority of passengers do 

not travel in such busy conditions, and even if they do a large number will 

actually be seated. I note, however, that in the peak of the peak periods a 

small number of passengers (compared with the annual demand) will 

experience busier conditions than this, with trolleybuses approaching or at 

capacity. Further, it has only been applied to NGT services and not to 

conventional bus services. The results from this test are shown in the table in 

comparison to the central case. NGT demand is forecast to be around 4% 

less in this scenario than the central case forecast, and the BCR for this test 
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is 2.63. As explained above as many passengers would not travel in such 

busy conditions, this sensitivity test overstates the likely impact of some 

passengers having to stand. 

NGT Seating Quality Sensitivity Test Results 

 
Central Case 

Seating 
Quality Test Difference % Difference 

2016 11.79 11.29 -0.50 -4.2% 

2031 14.72 14.10 -0.62 -4.2% 

 

Matter 2 of the Statement of Matters (justification for TWAO proposals) (3.1 to 3.6) 

2.20. The response to Paragraphs 3.1 to 3.6 of Mr Turner’s proof of evidence has 

been prepared by Mr Haskins. 

2.21. As I set out in my evidence [APP-2-2], the Promoters have carefully 

considered available technologies and concluded that trolleybuses are the 

most appropriate technology choice for NGT. Advisors to the Promoters have 

contacted bus operators in Bogota. Contrary to what Mr Turner states at 

Paragraph 3.1 there are no battery-powered articulated buses in commercial 

operation in Bogota. This is precisely for the same reasons that they are not 

suitable for NGT. Namely that they have insufficient range, their passenger 

carrying capacity is less than diesel (or trolleybus alternatives) and they are 

heavy and have high axle loads. There are also issues associated with 

homologation. There is no prospect of such vehicles entering commercial 

service in the foreseeable future. 

2.22. The Promoters are content that their allowance for spares is appropriate 

(Paragraph 3.5). As set out in Core Document C-1-10, 16 vehicles are 

required for the majority of the day and 18 vehicles are required in the peak 

of the peak period defined as Monday-Friday 07:00-09:00 and 17:00-18:00. 

2.23. Mr Turner is incorrect when he says at Paragraph 3.6 that the constraint on 

the number of vehicles that can operate NGT is a facet of the choice of 



        REB-2 OBJ/923 

 

Page 12 of 20 
 

trolleybus vehicles. As Mr Robertson sets [APP-6-2] out the constraint is a 

function of the ability to offer meaningful and worthwhile priority to public 

transport vehicles at traffic signals.  

Matter 3 of the Statement of Matters (alternative options) (4.1 to 4.30) 

2.24. The response to Paragraphs 4.1 to 4.30 of Mr Turner’s proof of evidence has 

been prepared by Mr Chadwick. 

2.25. Mr Turner makes a number of assertions about Core Document C-1-1: 

 At Paragraph 4.2 Mr Turner states that DfT’s confirmation that the 

Programme Entry funding approval is exclusively for a trolleybus scheme 

implies that this has been given weight in the appraisal. In terms of how 

alternative options contribute to meeting the Promoters’ objectives this is 

not the case – it is simply a statement of fact. The assessment of 

alternatives also considers delivery and in this case eligibility for funding is 

a material consideration. As set out in the Business Case Review [C-1] 

and as I elaborate on in my evidence [APP-7-2], the Next Best Alternative 

and Low Cost Alternative to NGT have been specified to utilise hybrid 

vehicle technology.  

 At Paragraph 4.3 Mr Turner cites the example of the Sheffield Voluntary 

Partnership to suggest that such an approach could deliver the NGT 

scheme benefits. As Mr Henkel sets out in his rebuttal to Mr Alexander, 

this is an example of FWY making a category error. Bus improvements 

are necessary and as is set out in the Promoters’ rebuttal of Mr 

Alexander’s evidence, the Promoters have and continue to support 

initiatives to support and grow the use of bus. However, alone these are 

insufficient to meet the Promoters’ objectives. The Promoters have 

identified that rapid transit is appropriate and necessary in the two NGT 

corridors if their objectives are to be met. 

 At Paragraph 4.4(a) Mr Turner suggests that the use of Stated Preference 

is an unsound approach to derive parameters for the mode choice model. 

This is essentially the same point as he makes at Paragraph 2.8. In my 
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opinion the values used in LTM and the appraisal are robust, appropriate 

and consistent with DfT Guidance1 and good practice for similar rapid 

transit schemes. Stated Preference surveys have underpinned the 

demand and benefit assessment of tram-based schemes such as the first 

phases of Manchester Metrolink, NET in Nottingham and the Birmingham 

system, as well as bus-based schemes such as BRT (North), which is 

currently under construction in Sheffield/Rotherham. The DfT itself uses 

Stated Preference to inform its own guidance on values of time and 

quality factors, as does transport for London. I would also note that in 

advance of NGT being awarded Programme Entry status in 2012 

extensive and in-depth discussions took place with DfT officials on both 

the magnitude of the parameters that reflect NGT quality and how they 

were applied in LTM. 

 At Paragraph 4.4(b), Mr Turner has misunderstood the specification of the 

Next Best Alternative and Low Cost Alternative. These are set out at 

Paragraphs 3.134 and 3.147 of my proof. 

 Regarding Paragraphs 4.4(c) and (d). I note that the results of further NBA 

and LCA alternatives are set out in my Proof. From this analysis, I 

conclude 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. 

 Regarding Paragraph 4.4(e), the Promoters recognise that a light rail 

option has the potential to deliver greater benefits than the Preferred 

Option (although whether the benefit cost ratio would be better is not clear 

as such a scheme would be significantly more expensive). However, it is 

clearly not a good use of public resources to spend time and effort 

                                            
1
 See for example Paragraph 4.1.6 of DfT’s WebTag Supplementary GuidanceL Bespoke Mode 

Choice Models where it says: “a scheme that introduces a new mode, for example, would imply a 
need for SP analysis, since RP data is by definition unavailable for such a context.” 
 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/275672/webtag-tag-
supplementary-bespoke-mode-choice-models.pdf 
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costing, modelling and appraising an option that the Promoters know has 

no chance of being delivered. 

2.26. Regarding Paragraphs 4.6 and 4.7, the Promoters’ commercial case (which 

is set out in C-1) has been developed to secure the benefits that NGT will 

deliver over the life of an operating contract. As is noted in the rebuttal to Mr 

Alexander, this has been discussed with the Department for Transport and 

the Department has indicated its in principle support.  

2.27. At Paragraph 4.8 Mr Turner comments on the approach to sensitivity testing. 

A full range of sensitivity tests have been undertaken in accordance with the 

Department for Transport’s WebTag approach. As I set out in my evidence, 

the purpose of these is to explore the sensitivity of the forecasts to key 

variables. They are not intended to be ‘alternative future’ tests.  
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2.28. Mr Turner comments at Paragraph 4.9 on informal park and ride at Holt Park. 

Surveys undertaken by the Promoters indicate that at present the Holt Park 

car park does not operate at capacity (other than in the run up to Christmas) 

and no more than a handful of people use this car park and a Park & Ride to 

current buses. The Park & Ride site at Bodington will be better located for 

Park & Ride passengers, will offer better purpose-built facilities and will have 

a more attractive service frequency to ultimate destinations that Holt Park.  

2.29. The remainder of this rebuttal has been prepared by Mr Henkel. 

2.30. Paragraphs 4.11 to 4.30 set out some details on FWY’s New Bus for Leeds 

(NBfL) proposition. The purpose of this inquiry is to consider the Promoters’ 

proposal to construct a rapid transit system on the A660 Otley Road and 

A61/M621 corridors. This rebuttal therefore is limited to commenting on 

FWY’s NBfL proposal insofar as it is an alternative to the scheme before the 

inquiry. WYCA would welcome further dialogue and discussion with all bus 

operators in Leeds on the specification for further enhancements to the City’s 

bus network and on how these can cost effectively be delivered. WYCA sees 

no reasons why work cannot be undertaken to identify some or all elements 

of FWY’s proposals that can be implemented without delay.  

2.31. Mr Haskins sets out in his evidence [APP-2-2] that what is needed for the 

NGT corridors is a public transport system that is fast, punctual, high quality 

and high capacity. The Promoters’ Preferred Option has all of these 

characteristics. As Mr Chadwick [APP-7-2] establishes, because of the 

synergies between these elements of the Preferred Option, it is attractive to 

bus and car users, it supports Park & Ride and therefore delivers substantial 

economic benefits in excess of its costs. Through consideration of Next Best 

and Low Cost Alternatives, Mr Chadwick’s evidence identifies that 

alternatives that deliver just some of the elements of the Preferred Option do 

not perform as well economically as the Preferred Option. 

2.32. As Mr Robertson sets out in his evidence [APP-6-2], there is a practical limit 

on the number of public transport vehicles that can be given priority at traffic 

signals and that this limit is less than the total number of buses that operate 
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on the A660 corridor. This priority is needed to deliver faster journey times as 

vehicles enter and exit the segregated sections and at traffic light controlled 

junctions where there is no physical segregation. Because of this limit, it also 

means that to deliver the person capacity output, the vehicles that are given 

priority must each have a high capacity. 

2.33. Providing the same level of priority for all buses on the A660 Otley Road as 

will be provided to NGT is simply not possible. The alternative is to improve 

passenger waiting facilities in a similar way to the NGT proposal and provide 

the same on-street priority as would be offered to NGT, but not the off-street 

sections as without traffic signal priority they will offer little value. This is the 

Low Cost Alternative option – this specified to be operated by diesel hybrid 

double deck vehicles. The results of the economic appraisal of this option are 

set in Mr Chadwick’s evidence [APP-7-2] and he shows that it is not 

economically worthwhile. This does not mean that such enhancements are 

not economically worthwhile everywhere, only that they are not worthwhile 

on this corridor.  

2.34. Since the exchange of Proofs, a further LCA sensitivity test has been 

completed. This considers a LCA option with faster journey times, perhaps 

delivered by reducing stop dwell time. The assumption is that journey times 

would be mid-way between the LCA as originally tested and the Preferred 

Option. Assuming no capital cost impact to deliver these improved journey 

times, the benefit cost ratio of the LCA in this sensitivity test is 0.96. This is 

below the value for money threshold. 

2.35. The Promoters have carefully considered the NBfL option as it could apply to 

the NGT corridors. From this it is concluded that: 

 The option specified by FWY is not deliverable  

 An option that is close as possible to the FWY option and could be 

implemented would not provide value for money. 
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Appendix A: Analysis of FWY Financial Performance 

1. Appendix A has been prepared by Mr Henkel. 

2. In December 2011 the Competition Commission published the findings of its 

investigation into the local bus market. At a hearing with First Group in October 

2010, the Competition Commission [G-4-84] noted that: “On market definition, 

each route was a market. FirstGroup did not think that the market was at a higher 

level - a depot was just an arbitrary collection of routes which could be switched 

between depots.” In their evidence to this inquiry, Mr Alexander and Mr Turner 

argue that there is in fact a synergy between them and that synergy will affect 

FWY’s future ability to operate some routes remote from NGT and invest in its 

West Yorkshire operation. While not accepting this position, in this Appendix I 

explore what could be the impact of NGT on FWY’s overall financial performance 

and how this compares with industry norms. 

Table 1: Preferred Option Bus Annual Financial Impact £m (2024/25) 

 2024/25 prices1 2012/13 prices 

Revenue reduction -£8.3m -£5.4 

Operating Cost Reduction -£2.0m -£1.3 

Net Operating Position -£6.3m -£4.1m 

1Source: NGT Business Case Review, January 2014 Chapter 21 [C-1] 

3. Table 1 sets out the forecast impacts on existing private sector bus operators on 

the NGT corridors, namely the revenue impacts and cost savings which would 

result from the assumed rationalisation of the bus network. The assumed bus 

network rationalisation is set out in Paragraph 6.6 of my evidence and in Chapter 

11 of the Business Case Review [C-1]. The net position is a £6.3m per annum 

revenue reduction in 2024/25 prices, equivalent to £4.1m in 2012/13 prices.(This 

calculation actually overstates the 2012/13 equivalent figure as the calculation 

does not account for the population and employment driven increases in public 

transport demand that are projected between model forecast years of 2016 and 

2031.) 
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4. At Paragraph 1.24 of his evidence, Mr Turner states that FWY’s operating margin 

of the routes operating on the A660 Otley Road corridor is significantly greater 

than the FWY average.  

5. The TAS report “Bus Industry Performance” July 2013 [G-4-81] sets out in 

Appendix D (Page 115) a league table of bus company turnovers. It illustrates 

that out of 127 bus companies assessed from across Great Britain, FWY has the 

ninth largest bus revenue turnover in the country, and the third largest bus 

revenue turnover outside of London.  

6. Appendix F of the same report [G-4-81] sets out on page 123 the company 

league tables of Operating Profits of the same 127 bus companies. The 2013 

report shows FWY has the tenth largest profit margin across the Great Britain. It 

had the fourth largest profit margin in 2012. It should also be noted that apart 

from Greater Manchester Buses South Ltd (a Stagecoach company), of the 9 bus 

companies above FWY in the league table all are small operators. The report 

shows that FWY makes the largest operating margin for any bus operator across 

Great Britain with a turnover of more than £100m p.a. 

7. In the TAS report, Figure 4.1 on page 31 illustrates the bus industry national 

trends for operating profits across the Great Britain. It illustrates that the average 

bus operator profit level was 6.7% in financial year 2011/12, whilst Figure 4.4 

illustrates that the average margin for Metropolitan Regions outside of London 

was 10.8%. FWY’s margin was 18.7%, substantially above the industry average.  

8.  Table 2 sets out a summary of the company accounts for FWY as submitted to 

Companies House. Table 2 illustrates that the operating margin fell between 

2011/12 and 2012/13 although this fall was magnified by exceptional items of 

almost £1m which are one-off items that are not typical of normal operations. 

Excluding these items would give a profit margin of 10.6% against the reported 

9.8% for year end 2013. 

9. For illustrative purposes, the financial impact on FWY as a result of NGT (as set 

out in Table 1) is included as a comparator. By including the impact of NGT on 

the financial accounts for Financial Year end 2013, it can be seen that profits to 

FWY reduce from £12.8m to £8.7m and the margin reduces from 9.8% to 6.9%, 

which is comparable to the industry average figure for 2011/12. This is 
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considered to be a worst case estimate as the 2013 corporate accounts for First 

Group outline “Over the next four years we aim to increase Group revenue 

(excluding UK Rail) at a faster rate than the economies we serve, to improve 

margins in First Student and UK Bus to double digit levels, and to achieve a post-

tax return on capital employed (ROCE) in the 10% to 12% range.” [“Returning to 

Strength First Group Annual Report and Accounts 2013” Page 4]2. 

10. If the average turnover and operating costs for the previous 3 three years are 

considered to present a ‘typical’ operating year for FWY, the margin reduces from 

the 3 year average of 16.4% to 14.0%. 

11. The split of profit between a parent company and its operating subsidiaries is also 

a function of the accounting practices that the group applies and these do change 

from time to time. Nonetheless, I believe that the analysis presented here 

suggest that post-NGT, FWY would still have the potential to return a profit in line 

with industry norms and therefore would be able to continue to invest. FWY’s 

suggestion that the implementation of NGT would have unforeseen 

consequences on future investment strategies appears unfounded.  

12. I believe that FWY can experience the revenue reduction to the levels outlined in 

the NGT Business Case Review and still earn a margin similar to the industry 

average. A reduction in costs (due to service rationalisation post-NGT) would 

help FWY protect its margins. It is my belief that based on the analysis presented 

in this Appendix that post NGT, FWY will continue to be able to operate bus 

services across West Yorkshire and will continue to be able to invest in the 

development of these services in line with industry norms. 

                                            
2
http://report2013.firstgroup.com/docs/first-group-annual-report-2012.pdf 
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Table 2: FWY Annual Accounts Summary £000s 

  

Financial Year 

Ending 31 March 

2011 

Financial Year 

Ending 31 March 

2012 

Financial Year 

Ending 31 March 

2013 

Average of last 

three Financial 

Years 

Financial Year 

Ending 31 March 

2013, including 

Impact of NGT 

Average of last 

three Financial 

Years including 

Impact of NGT 

Turnover £134,793 £136,601 £130,939 £134,111 £125,539 £128,711 

Operating 

Costs 
-£107,019 -£111,033 -£118,100 -£112,051 -£116,800 £110,751 

Operating 

Profit 
£27,774 £25,568 £12,839 £22,060 £8,739 £17,960 

Margin 20.6% 18.7% 9.8% 16.4% 6.9% 14.0% 

 

 


