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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 

Elizabeth Reather (Chair) submitted on behalf of Leeds Cycling Campaign 

(OBJ1470) which was received by the Promoters on 3 April 2014.  

1.2. It is not intended that this rebuttal proof should address 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. The rebuttal proof responds to the following issues raised in the Proof of 

Evidence of Elizabeth Reather (Chair) submitted on behalf of Leeds Cycling 

Campaign (OBJ1470) 

 Item 1. Concerns over the costs and benefits of the scheme and its value 

when compared with investment in cycling  

 Item 2. Concerns over the design standards and principles adopted in 

accommodating cyclists on the route  

 Item 3. Major concerns over the design of the scheme at three important 

locations - (i) At the junction of Shaw Lane and St Anne’s Road with 

Otley Road (Drawing Ref 312694/TD/016) 

 Item 3. Major concerns over the design of the scheme at three important 

locations - (ii) At Hyde Park Corner. (Drawing Ref 312694/TD/021) 

 Item 3. Major concerns over the design of the scheme at three important 

locations - (iii) At City Square. (Drawing Ref 312694/TD/029) 

1.4. It is intended that this rebuttal proof should be a composite response by the 

Promoters to those new points raised in the evidence of Elizabeth Reather. 

In this respect, the name of the Promoters’ witness who is responsible for 
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each aspect of this rebuttal proof is given at the beginning of each section 

below. 

1.5. 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 

Rebuttal Argument 1: 

2.1. Response prepared on Item 1 by Mr D. Haskins on Concerns over the costs 

and benefits of the scheme and its value when compared with investment in 

cycling. 

2.2. The process of scheme Development is set out in Section 5 of Mr Haskins 

Proof. Whilst NGT has been primarily developed as a rapid transit scheme in 

line with the parameters of the available funding, significant provision for 

cyclists has been included within the scheme designs. Engagement with 

local cycling groups has assisted greatly in developing these proposals. 

Rebuttal Argument 2: 

2.3. Response prepared on Item 1 by Mr Chadwick on concerns over the costs 

and benefits of the scheme and its value when compared with investment in 

cycling. 

2.4. A note that sets out the benefits to cyclists and pedestrians has been to this 

rebuttal. 

Rebuttal Argument 3: 

2.5. Response prepared on Item 2 by Mr J. Smith on Concerns over the design 

standards and principles adopted in accommodating cyclists on the route. 

2.6. The objector makes reference to a local ‘Design Basis Statement’ drawn up 

by Leeds City Council. We are not aware of any such document being 

produced by Leeds City Council. The design team has discussed the design 

basis for various aspects of the scheme with Leeds City Council and these 

were consolidated into a note in 2007 and early 2008 for internal team 

reference. That document has subsequently been superseded by various 

guidance notes and has no status in respect of the Design Freeze 7 layouts 

which were produced in 2012 and 2013. The relevant standards on which 
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Design Freeze 7 was based are referenced in my Proof (APP 3-2) within 

section 3.2. 

2.7. I have dealt with combined cycle and bus lane widths in my Proof at 

paragraph 10.2.4, and cycle lane widths at paragraph 10.2.25. As set out in 

my Proof the design does follow the guidance within LTN02/08 (G-04-74). I 

consider the widths in the design to be adequate and note that wider bus/ 

cycle lanes would impact on third parties either with additional land take or 

through operational delays to street users. I further note that in many cases 

the general traffic lanes have been reduced to 3m width and this is the 

minimum width that I consider to be satisfactory for main roads such as the 

A660. 

Rebuttal Argument 4: 

2.8. Response prepared on Item 3 by Mr G. Robertson on Major concerns over 

the design of the scheme at three important locations (i) At the junction of 

Shaw Lane and St Anne’s Road with Otley Road (Drawing Ref 

312694/TD/016). 

2.9. The proposed design is an improvement for pedestrians is several respects. 

The current design has the Otley Road traffic starting the inbound green 

arrow while pedestrians are still crossing Shaw Lane. In practice this signal is 

frequently violated by people turning left, endangering pedestrians. The 

revised design does not have the ahead arrow stage. Secondly the island 

means that pedestrians are not so exposed on a long crossing. And thirdly, 

the revised staging means that pedestrians will have a longer green man. 

2.10. The existing design has the problem mentioned with cyclist proceeding 

ahead conflicting with left turning traffic. The proposed scheme improves this 

situation because the nearside lane will only have left turning vehicles 

(around 90 pcus) and NGTs. Cyclists have the choice between using this 

lane or using the bus/NGT/cycle gate to move safely into the ahead only 

lane. 
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Rebuttal Argument 5: 

2.11. Response prepared on Item 3 by Mr J. Smith on Major concerns over the 

design of the scheme at three important locations (i) At the junction of Shaw 

Lane and St Anne’s Road with Otley Road (Drawing Ref 312694/TD/016). 

2.12. This matter is covered within paragraph 10.2.9 of my Proof (APP 3-2). The 

junction was designed so that a left turning vehicle from Otley Road into 

Shaw Lane has sufficient space clear of a left turning cyclist. A near side 

cycle lane and ASL will be provided on the southbound approach to the 

junction. This is an improvement on the existing situation where a nearside 

cycle lane is not provided on the approach to the junction. This cycle lane will 

assist cyclists on the approach to the junction and will also highlight the 

presence of cyclists on the approach to the junction to motorists. 

2.13. There is an existing Road Safety issues at this junction, specifically in 

relation to the pedestrian crossing on Shaw Lane. This is covered in Gordon 

Robertson’s Proof of Evidence in paragraph 5.82. The proposed changes to 

the junction seek to amend this existing issues and this is covered in Gordon 

Robertson’s Proof of Evidence in paragraphs 5.83 and 5.88. 

2.14. The promoters would be pleased to continue to work with the Leeds Cycling 

Campaign to consider their issues and help refine the layout at the detailed 

design stage.  

Rebuttal Argument 6: 

2.15. Response prepared on Item 3 by Mr G. Robertson on Major concerns over 

the design of the scheme at three important locations (ii) At Hyde Park 

Corner. (Drawing Ref 312694/TD/021). 

2.16. The suggestion of an ‘all stop’ stage for pedestrians and cyclists to cross is 

not needed, and does not reduce delay for cyclists. In fact off peak it would 

prevent moving to a shorter cycle time, which would increase the delay for all 

users. The ‘all red’ stage is not needed as the proposed junction operates as 

a two stage junction. That is, if a person is waiting to cross the road at a red 

man signal, the next stage will be a green signal for them. 
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2.17. The statement that private vehicle traffic is prioritised over pedestrians is not 

correct. With the timings used in the analysis, the crossings across 

Woodhouse Street and Hyde Park Road in the morning peak will show a 

green man for 51 seconds out of 90, and across Woodhouse Lane 16 secs 

out of 90 (all currently get 7 secs out of 120). In the evening peak the 

crossings across Woodhouse Street and Hyde Park Road will show a green 

man for 47 seconds out of 90, and across Woodhouse Lane 20 secs out of 

90 (all currently get 7 secs out of 100). The proposed design represents a 

considerable improvement for people using the signalled crossings. 

Rebuttal Argument 7: 

2.18. Response prepared on Item 3 by Mr J. Smith on Major concerns over the 

design of the scheme at three important locations (ii) At Hyde Park Corner. 

(Drawing Ref 312694/TD/021). 

2.19. The points raised are generally dealt with in my Proof at paragraphs 10.2.10 

to 10.2.12.  

2.20. The Danish style two stage right turn from Headingley Lane into Hyde Park 

Road has been considered  during the consultation phase but there are 

concerns over storage space within the junction and how it would operate. A 

similar layout at Itchen Bridge, Southampton has recently been implemented 

and is currently under review. This layout has not been included in the 

current plans as the promoters would want to consider it in more detail, in 

particular safety outcomes at other sites in the UK where such an 

arrangement has been used or is being proposed. As mentioned in 

paragraph 10.2.12 of my Proof (APP 3-2) this layout has not been ruled out 

and the promoters will continue to work with the Leeds Cycling Campaign on 

this issue. 

2.21. Due to traffic capacity reasons it is not possible to introduce a pedestrian and 

cycle crossing of the northern arm (Headingley Lane) of the junction and this 

is considered in the evidence of Mr Robertson. Achieving a junction working 

within its design capacity will be a benefit for all street users including 

cyclists. The existing mixture of permitted and prohibited right turns is a 
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potential source of confusion to drivers and taken with the limited waiting 

room within the junction for right turners, may be a contributory factor in 

collisions. The Transport Assessment has identified the Hyde Park junction 

as having the highest number of collisions on the North Line, with 25 

collisions over the 5 year period. Of the 25 collisions, 12 occurred when a 

vehicle was turning right and seven when a pedestrian stepped out into the 

road when they did not have right of way. The NGT proposals to prohibit the 

primary conflict at the junction, which is the right turns, will therefore lead to a 

safer layout. In addition there are benefits for pedestrians at this junction due 

to the proposed design and operation and these are covered in paragraph 

5.119 of Gordon Robertson’s Proof of Evidence. 

2.22. The objector suggests that a cycle flyover should be provided at this junction, 

in particular to connect with the cycle tracks on Woodhouse Moor. There 

does not appear to be sufficient space to create a ramp clear of the 

carriageway and footway which is also clear of shop thresholds and building 

openings, as well as NGT overhead line equipment whilst accommodating 

support columns which are clear of the footway and underground public 

utilities. In addition there would be impacts from the high level lighting which 

would affect third parties, significant heritage issues in this conservation 

area, and the objector makes no assessment of any impacts. A cycle flyover 

would also raise safety and security concerns for example lack of passive 

surveillance on the flyover may lead some cyclists not to use the facility. 

Rebuttal Argument 8: 

2.23. Response prepared on Item 3 by Mr G. Robertson on Major concerns over 

the design of the scheme at three important locations (iii) At City Square. 

(Drawing Ref 312694/TD/029) 

2.24. Bishopgate Street is not changed with the NGT design. Leeds City Council 

has already demonstrated its commitment to pedestrians and cyclists on 

Bishopgate Street by reducing the number of lanes from 3 to 2, adding a 

cycle lane and increasing the size of pedestrian refuges. I am unclear as to 

what the objectors ‘multiple lanes’ refers to as Bishopgate Street is two lane 

and Park Row and Boar Lane are one lane in each direction. 
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Rebuttal Argument 9: 

2.25. Response prepared on Item 3 by Mr J. Smith on Major concerns over the 

design of the scheme at three important locations (iii) At City Square. 

(Drawing Ref 312694/TD/029) 

2.26. The points raised are generally dealt with in my Proof at paragraph 10.2.13. 
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Appendix 1 – Cycling and Walking Appraisal of NGT Facilities 
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To Tom Gifford 

Cc Jon Peters, Neil Chadwick 

From Viviana Farbiarz, Peter Zanzottera 

Date 9 April 2014 

Project Economic assessment of cycling facilities of NGT  Project No. 22494404 

Subject Cycling and Walking Appraisal of NGT Facilities 

 

Introduction 

1.1 This memo summarises a cycling and walking appraisal of the NGT scheme 

proposals as represented in the ‘design freeze seven’ drawings. A site audit was 

carried out on the 10th and 11th March 2014 and the qualitative and quantitative 

results are summarised below. The audit was carried out by Pete Zanzottera and 

Viviana Fabiarz Castro (workstream leader). Pete is the leader of the cycling 

team at Steer Davies Gleave and has developed cycle audit methods for a number 

of local authorities and London Boroughs. Pete is a Bikeability Instructor, an 

experienced cyclist, and also an advisor to Metro on CityConnect and other 

projects. 

1.2 For the purpose of the analysis, the NGT corridor was divided into 19 sections and 

5 specific junctions. Figure 1 of the Appendix to this note shows the corridor and 

the corresponding sections and junctions. 

1.3 For the qualitative assessment the future provision of the infrastructure was 

analysed against existing conditions with a particular emphasis on safety, 

continuity, quality of design and user attractiveness. For the qualitative 

assessment the impacts for cyclists were estimated and monetised. 

Qualitative Assessment 

1.4 The purpose of the qualitative assessment was to determine whether the new 

infrastructure will be safer and more attractive than the existing today, and to 

identify sections where design refinements can be proposed, in order to increase 

the overall quality of cycling and pedestrian infrastructure across the corridor. 

The method involved scoring each section for benefits and disbenefits to cyclists 

and pedestrians. Scores were given (and weighted) for safety (40%), continuity 

(20%), quality of design (20%) and attractiveness/ambience (20%), Table 1 in the 

Appendix summarises the reasoning for the scoring. The scores for cyclists and 

pedestrians are presented in Table 2 in the Appendix.  

1.5 The results show that for cyclists, the North and City Centre Sectors of the 

corridor have some sections (such as C and F) where a considerable improvement 

will be delivered. In other sections a negative score was given, either because 

the new proposals were considered to be a lower quality option than existing (as 

in section B), or because they will create additional conflicts, such as in sections 

G and H. The southern sections of the corridor will have a more neutral effect, 
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with sections N and P resulting in an improvement when compared with current 

situation, while the other sections of this sector will present similar conditions to 

today. 

1.6 Pedestrians will experience a greater improvement than cyclists in both North 

&City Centre and South sections mainly from the increase in the number of 

signalised crossing points. Similarly to cyclists, the North &City Centre sections 

will have better conditions than the South, with the sections achieving the 

highest scores corresponding to the ones in which there is higher land take.  

1.7 The general conclusions derived from the qualitative assessment are listed below: 

I For cyclists the overall impact is slight positive but this masks some local 

strong positives (new urban realm improvements) and a number of adverse 

impacts.  

I Within the establishes limits there is potential to refine the design further 

before intervention, ensuring opportunities to link provision are taken and 

that the scheme is ‘future proofed1’. 

I For pedestrians there are a lot of positives and few adverse impacts.  

I It is, however, noted that single stage straight crossings closer to desire lines, 

are generally preferred by pedestrians over the mostly staged, staggered and 

guard-railed crossings proposed. 

Quantitative Assessment 

1.8 The quantitative analysis was undertaken only for cyclists, as recent counts were 

not available for pedestrians. The methodology to appraise cycling infrastructure 

is based on Transport Analysis Guidance (WebTAG) Unit A5.1, where 

quantification and monetisation of health improvement, journey ambience 

enhancement, absenteeism reduction, and environmental and accident reduction 

impacts is suggested2.  

1.9 The appraisal of active modes infrastructure is not routine in major transport 

scheme appraisal practice, but is becoming more common. In Leeds the most 

recent example was the business case for the Cycling Ambition Project Bid 

‘Highway to Health’, a route from East Leeds to Bradford Centre , where a full 

cost benefit analysis was undertaken in line with WebTAG. In this study, a similar 

structure to the assessment was followed, and similar assumptions were 

undertaken where considered to be appropriate. 

1.10 The appraisal process is based on the quantification of impacts that the 

infrastructure is estimated to bring to existing and additional users. In this sense, 

an estimation of the actual level of cyclists is needed for the Do Minimum (DM) 

                                                 

1 The DfT has set up a cycle proofing working group as part of the Prime Minister’s announcement on 

Cycling in Oct 2013. By the time NGT is constructed there will be significant improvements to the 

Leeds Cycle network. 

2 TAG unit A5.1 also suggests including journey time savings impacts in the analysis. In this case, the 

proposed facilities for cyclists and pedestrians are not expected to materially reduce journey time, 

and therefore these impacts were not appraised.  
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scenario. In this case, traffic counts available across the NGT corridor were 

analysed to obtain daily cycling trips. The majority of the traffic counts were 

taken in early July 2012, with some points in the south taken between the end of 

March and the beginning of April 2013. 

1.11 The increase in the number of cycle trips resulting from the construction of new 

facilities (the Do Something(DS) demand) was estimated based on the elasticity 

estimate approach set out in TAG Unit A5.1. The method suggests a demand 

elasticity (for cycling) of 0.05 for the proportional change in the total length of 

facilities across the route. Given that the number of (DM) cyclists varies 

significantly between sections (and therefore few if any individuals would 

experience the impact of the full route), the potential impact of each section has 

been derived in isolation by calculating the proportional change in the total 

length of facilities per section and then multiplying it by the suggested elasticity. 

1.12 To maintain the integrity of the many cycle journeys which do use multiple (but 

not all sections) all the individual impacts per section were combined to 

represent an overall demand impact factor for the route. This combination has 

been weighted by sectional cyclist-km, maintaining the relationship with both the 

distance over which the impact is felt and the proportion of cyclists experiencing 

the impact. With the described method, the DS demand was obtained when 

applying a uplift factor to DM demand of 0.34%. This overall factor therefore 

considers the positive and negative impacts of each section. 

Impact Assessment and Assumptions 

1.13 The appraisal of impacts was developed following WebTAG economic appraisal 

assumptions. Below are listed the set of general assumptions considered in the 

appraisal to monetise each type of impact: 

 Appraisal period: 60 years after the scheme starts operation (i.e: until 

2080)3  

  Ramp up of benefits: It was assumed that 100% of the benefits would be 

achieved after 5 years 

 To annualise daily cycle trips, a factor was derived assuming 252 week 

days, 112 weekend days (accounting for 8 bank holidays) and an illustrative 

factor of 0.5 for deriving weekend demand out of average weekday 

demand.  

 To derive annual growth rates in cycling demand, DfT National Trip End 

Model forecasts were used. It was assumed that there would be no growth 

in demand after 2030. 

 The monetary values used to calculate each type of benefit are assumed to 

grow over time in line with GDP growth forecasts related in WebTAG Data 

Book 

1.14 The sections below explains each type of impact included in the appraisal and the 

particular assumptions considered in each case. 

                                                 

3 The appraisal period of 60 years is consistent with the NGT business case appraisal period. It is also 

considered that the cycling facilities of the corridor will be maintained as part of the whole scheme. 
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Health Improvement Impacts:  

1.15 Higher levels of physical activity will reduce death risk because of an 

improvement in health conditions. The methodology suggested was the HEAT tool 

developed by the WHO, which is based on the calculation of the reduction in 

mortality risk. This reduction is then applied to national mortality rates4 figures, 

and multiplied by the value of a fatality5 to obtain the economic impact of health 

improvements. The following assumptions were considered:  

 90% of the trips were return trips. This figure was based on the 

comparisons of cycle counts in both directions. 

 Average cycling speed of 13 km/h based on Highway to Health Bid 

Assumptions and the route characteristics. 

Journey Ambience Impacts:  

1.16 The full value of the enhancement of the journey environment is received by 

existing users while the rule of a half is applied to new users (in line with 

WebTAG). The guidance suggests values (see Table 3 in the Appendix) for time 

spent in different types of infrastructure. Each section of the corridor was 

classified into the categories in Table 3, and the time spent by users in each 

section was estimated using an average speed of 13 km/h. 

Absenteeism reduction impacts:  

1.17 The benefit of reduction in absenteeism to work is received by employers rather 

than employees and is applicable to commuting trips only. In order to calculate 

these benefits the following assumptions were considered: 

I Average absenteeism rate of 4.4 days/person /year based on national figures 

form the ONS6. 

I Average resource cost of £18.24/ hour with an average working day of 8 hours. 

This is based on WebTAG. 

I Reduction in absenteeism rate due to scheme of 6%. This assumption is based 

on similar figures reported in WebTAG examples for appraising active modes 

infrastructure. 

I 27%  of the trips using the NGT corridor are commuting trips. This assumptions 

is consistent with the assumptions made in the Leeds Transport Model (LTM) 

economics file. 

Environmental and accident reduction impacts:  

1.18 These benefits are related to the reduction in car usage due to mode shift to 

cycling, and therefore the reduction in the negative externalities of motor 

traffic. The related impacts correspond to decongestion benefits and therefore 

the Marginal External Costs methodology described in WebTAG Unit A5.4 was 

applied to derive these impacts. The calculation of the car-kilometres saved is 

                                                 

4 A mortality rate for England and Whales of 0.0024 was used based on figures from the ONS  

5 The value of a prevented fatality of £1’645 822 registered in the TAG data book A4.1.1 was used 

6 Office for National Statistics, February 2014: Sickness Absence in the Labour Market. 
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based on an illustrative assumption that 50% of the new cycle trips will come 

from car trips. 

Results and Conclusions 

1.19 The results obtained from the appraisal are illustrated in Figure 1 overleaf. Using 

the above methodology, it is estimated that the scheme will generate £27.85 

million of present value benefits in 2010 prices. The BCR of the whole NGT 

scheme increases from 2.90 to 3.08 when the cycling benefits are included. 

FIGURE 1 APPRAISAL RESULTS 

 

 

 

1.20 The northern section has the highest number of cyclists along the scheme, and is 

the most cycled corridor in Leeds connecting the residential, education and 

business sectors  to the city centre and local amenities. After the implementation 

of the scheme, the northern section is expected to continue to be important for 

cycling and consequently it is estimated to have the majority of the benefits, 

particularly between the outer ring road and the University.  

1.21 The benefits related to an improvement in health conditions account for the 

majority of the benefits of the scheme. Since the corridor is used by a relatively 

high number of cyclists, journey ambience impacts have an important 

contribution as this impact is fully perceived by existing users. Absenteeism 

reduction impacts are not expected to contribute significantly as they correspond 

to 9% out of the total benefits. In this case the 6% absenteeism reduction rate 

Area Section Total Benefits

North A £1,044,478

North J1 £462,960

North J2 £620,160

North B £5,612,896

Headingley C £2,447,166

Headingley D £4,159,360

Headingley J3 £1,533,923

Woodhouse Lane E £3,148,117

University F £1,794,078

City Centre J4 £833,324

City Centre G £275,852

City Centre H £642,135

City Centre I £854,907

South J £69,513

South K £103,546

South L £233,787

South M £221,309

South N £653,926

South O £1,243,606

South P £581,747

Belle Isle J5 £209,769

Belle Isle Q £322,295

Belle Isle R £658,627

Belle Isle S £120,295

Total Benefits £27,847,775
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included in the appraisal is considered a conservative assumption7, if higher 

absenteeism reduction rates are used, the related impacts are expected to have 

a bigger contribution. Environmental impacts make the smallest contribution as 

they are derived from mode shift of new users from cars, and the resulting 

increase in cyclists is forecast to be modest. 

1.22 It is important to note that the quantitative impacts by section cannot be directly 

compared with the qualitative assessments of each section. This is because the 

increase in cycling trips calculated in the quantitative methodology cannot be 

calculated individually for each section; an average value has to be calculated for 

the whole corridor. Therefore for some sections in which the qualitative 

assessment suggests a negative score, there is a quantitative benefit because of 

the overall improvement to cycling facilities on the corridor, as calculated by the 

DfT WebTAG method. 

 

 

                                                 

7  An absenteeism reduction rate of 6% is considerably low compared with other case studies. (i.e: 

19% was considered in the business case for the Cycling Ambition Project Bid ‘Highway to Health’ 

estimated  
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Appendix: Figures and Tables 

1.23 This appendix contains the figures and tables referred in the main text. 

FIGURE 2 ROUTE SECTIONS 
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TABLE 1 SCORING RATIONALE FOR THE QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT  

Score Indicative reasoning 

+3 Improvement to urban realm and wider environment in addition to +2 

+2 Improvements to connecting infrastructure and traffic calming in addition to +1 

+1 Improvements to crossings 

0 Neutral impact 

-1 Removal of some facilities or replacement with an inferior option 

-2 Additional conflicts  

-3 Creating additional danger 

 

TABLE 2 RESULTS OF THE QUALITATIVE ASSESMENT  

Scores: North & City Centre Sections Scores: South Sections 

Section 
Overall score 

for Cyclists 

Overall score for 

Pedestrians 
Section 

Overall score for 

Cyclists 

Overall score 

for Pedestrians 

A 0.0 0.8 I 0.0 0.0 

J1 0.2 1.4 J 0.6 -0.4 

J2 1.0 1.4 K 0.2 0.6 

B -0.2 0.8 L 0.0 2.0 

C 2.6 2.6 M 0.4 1.2 

D -0.4 1.0 N 1.8 1.2 

J3 0.6 0.8 O -0.2 1.0 

E 0.8 1.8 P 1.6 2.2 

F 2.0 2.8 J5 0.0 0.0 

J4 0.0 1.0 Q 0.0 0.4 

G -1.0 2.0 R 0.2 1.0 

H -0.8 0.2 S 0.2 1.8 

Weighted 

average 

score 

0.41 1.38 

Weighted 

average 

score 

0.38 0.92 
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TABLE 3 VALUES OF JOURNEY AMBIENCE (TAG UNIT A5.1) 

Scheme Type 

Value  

(2010 pence/min) Source 

Off-road segregated cycle track 7.03 Hopkinson & Wardman (1996) 

On-road segregated cycle lane 2.99 Hopkinson & Wardman (1996) 

On-road non-segregated cycle lane 2.97 Wardman et al (1997) 

Wider lane 1.81 Hopkinson & Wardman (1996) 

Shared bus lane 0.77 Hopkinson & Wardman (1996) 
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