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1. Preamble 

1.1 We (NWLTF) would like to place on record our disquiet at the disadvantageous 

position under which we are having to act.  Namely: 

 The extremely short time scale available for us to respond to the Promoters’ 

documents (Promoters’ proofs were not received until 1st April and we have had 

to respond to these, comprising 48 volumes, at the same time as reading and 

digesting their rebuttals of our Proofs) in a very short time span. 

 Key matters of fact have not been revealed in the Proposer’s documentation. 

 Information which has been requested (some of it via Freedom of Information 

requests) has still not been provided. 

 Key results of the analysis and modelling are constantly changing (their proofs 

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

January 2014 analyses, and their rebuttals of our Proofs contain even more). 

 The fact that our response is produced entirely by volunteer effort whereas the 

Proposers have access to a (publicly funded) team of legal and technical advisers. 

1.2 As a consequence of these difficulties, our rebuttals cannot be regarded as complete 

and we anticipate raising further issues at the Inquiry. 
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2. Rebuttal of Proof of Evidence submitted by Martin Farrington 

 

2.1 (his paragraphs 3.7 – 3.8)  We note that several of the councillors whose names 

appear among those who voted in favour of the resolutions in July and November 

have since stated that they only voted in favour because they were whipped to do so 

and/or that they were voting in favour not because they support the proposals or 

the granting of the TWAO but because they ‘wished to see the proposals scrutinized 

in a Public Inquiry’. 

2.2 (his paragraph 3.24)  We note the City Region’s request for devolved power to spend 

the ‘ring-fenced’ government funding for NGT.  We would see this as a positive move 

if it were to enable the City Region to spend the funds on a more appropriate 

scheme (or schemes), but not if it simply gave them the power to circumvent any 

conditions which DfT would otherwise impose on the release of funds for the 

project. 

2.3 (his paragraphs 5.10 and 6.7)  We note that the Victoria Gate project will not be 

served by the proposed NGT but that this fact has not, apparently, dissuaded the 

developers. (In paragraph 6.7 he claims that ‘making areas more accessible attracts 

developers and investors’ but NGT is clearly not a precondition for this). 

2.4 (his paragraph 5.22)  We do not accept his un-evidenced assertion that NGT is key to 

the continued success of the Leeds economy. 

2.5 (his paragraph 6.8)  We note his assertion that, ‘for Leeds to be considered 

competitive by business to European Cities like Lyon, Copenhagen, Dublin, Vienna and 

Warsaw, it needs comparable high quality transport which at present it does not 

have’.  To support this assertion, he draws attention to appendix 1.3.4 (The 

European Cities Monitor).  This is interesting because page 22 of that appendix 

shows that all of the above mentioned cities are perceived by business leaders as 

being more difficult than Leeds to travel around in.  Leeds actually performs very 

well on this index – well above many comparator cities which have rapid transit, 

tram or underground systems. This is further support for our assertion that NGT is 

not a necessary condition for the future success of the Leeds economy. 

2.6 (his paragraph 6.14)  We do not accept his claim that investment in NGT is essential 

to prevent an increase in the economic disparity between Leeds and its comparators. 
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We do not dispute the need for investment in transport in Leeds but we do dispute 

the assumption that the proposed trolley bus system is an appropriate investment. 

2.7 (his paragraph 6.33)  We note his reference to Mr Chadwick’s suggestion that the 

NGT project could support a further 4,000 jobs in Leeds.  We do not accept this 

assertion (most particularly given NGT’s deleterious impact on business traveller 

costs but also given its deleterious impact on door-to-door accessibility for many 

commuters). 
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3.  Rebuttal of Proof of Evidence by David Haskins 

 

3.1 (his paragraph 3.2)   David Haskins refers to Mr Farrington having ‘demonstrated’ the 

need for investment with 4 particular characteristics. We point out that Mr 

Farrington simply stated that these characteristics were required and that no 

evidence has been produced to identify their necessity. 

3.2 (his paragraph 3.4)  We note his reference to document C-4-2 which he introduces as 

summarising a systematic review of a range of possible ways of improving Leeds’ 

transport network. However, we note that page 19 of that document includes the 

statement that ‘NGT is at the heart of our approach’ and this supports the belief that 

the decision to proceed with NGT preceded the subsequent analysis. 

3.3  (his 3.33)  We note that his reference to the time constraint on DfT funding and 

deduce that this is the main reason why the consideration of alternatives and the 

analysis of the proposal has received less careful  attention than would have been 

desirable, and why the lead up to this Inquiry has been so hectic. 

3.4 (his 3.41)  This section addresses the supposed need for the scheme.  In the second 

bullet we note that the phrasing – ‘the A660 Otley Road and A61/M621 corridors 

have the demand characteristics necessary, and fulfil the criteria, to support a rapid 

transit scheme….as well as present the opportunity to implement one’ suggests that 

the aspiration to build an NGT came ahead of any consideration of whether or not 

the corridors needed one. 

In the third bullet we note the claim that the permanence offered by the NGT ‘would 

encourage people to locate to these areas’.  We are not aware that that there is any 

problem attracting people to locate in the A660 corridor. 

3.5 (his 4.10) We note the claim that there is a good fit between NGT outcomes and the 

national Door to Door (2013) strategy.  However, we note that one of the aspirations 

of the strategy (quoted in his 4.9) is ‘to help reduce the complexities of travel’.  We 

suggest that NGT manifestly fails in that respect – given that it will require users to 

choose which system to use, to walk further, to wait longer and, for shorter journeys, 

to negotiate two different fare structures. 
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3.6 (his 4.19 and 4.20) We note that the inclusion of NGT as a priority activity in LTP3 is 

put forward as evidence that NGT fits with local policy.  However we suggest that, 

since the Promoters were the authors of LTP3, this should not be considered to be 

independent evidence. 

3.7 (his 4.21 and 4.22)  We note that the UDP identified the need for a rapid transit 

network  (including a city centre loop and an East line) and did not identify a need for 

a system comprising only of the North and South lines.  We suggest that the east and 

south routes, together with the city centre loop were actually the most attractive 

features of the scheme envisaged in the UDP. 

3.8  (his 6.10 to 6.14)  We note the decision not to seek public feedback on the principles 

of the scheme because of pressures on time and budget and that it was assumed 

that, since ‘nothing had substantially changed in terms of the scope of the scheme’, 

the feedback sought in summer 2009 could be assumed to be still valid.  The 

Promoters are aware that the consultation exercise conducted by NWLTF (included 

as Appendix I to NWLTF’s Statement of Case – NWLTF-1) showed overwhelming 

public rejection of the scheme, yet they choose to make no reference to it.  Instead 

they continue to quote the results of the 2009 survey which related to a different 

scheme (a network of routes) specified only in outline. 

3.9 (his 6.19) We note the claim that the business community was consulted and assume 

that this is a reference to large businesses and developers (the Inspector will be 

aware that small businesses along the A660 feel that they were not consulted until 

very late in the process and that their views have been ignored). 

3.10  (his 8.1-8.13)  We address these issues in our rebuttal of Mr Chadwick’s evidence. 

3.11 (his 9.4) We note that the Promoters have decided to accept the revenue risk and 

further note the statement that ‘if the revenue falls short of the contracted costs of 

operation, the Promoters will need to make up the shortfall from their own 

resources’. We point out that the revenue will also need to cover the cost of the 

required borrowing and that, ultimately, it is the public, not the Promoters, who 

would have to make up any shortfall. 

3.12 (his 9.16)  We note that the Gateway Review process is claimed as external 

confirmation of the deliverability of the NGT.  We also note the claim (in his 11.61) 

that ‘there is no evidence to suggest that the Gateway Reviewers were anything 
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other than impartial’.  But we observe that, given that the reveiwers’ identities have 

not been revealed, the absence of evidence is hardly surprising. 

3.13 (his 11.21)  In the context of a discussion of the special risks involved in having to 

obtain right hand drive trolley vehicles we note, with a mixture of amusement and 

incredulity, that the decision to specify bespoke vehicles is regarded not as a risk but 

as an opportunity.  The element of risk seems to have been ignored completely.  

3.14 (his 11.25)  We note the dismissal of objectors’ claims that the plans were pre-

decided.  The NWLTF objection was that the fundamental principles of the scheme 

had been pre-decided and we note that, in his 6.14, Mr Haskins states that ‘my team 

were no longer consulting on the principles of the scheme’.  Our objection still stands. 

3.15 We note that the list of Proofs includes reference to ‘APP 2.3 (appendices to Mr 

Haskins’ Proof )’  but we have not received any such document. 
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4. Rebuttal of Proof of Evidence submitted by Jason Smith 

 

4.1 (his 5.2.6) Regarding the removal of existing provision for off peak parking along 

Otley Road (eg to the north and south of Far Headingley), we note the reference to 

‘consultation with potentially affected parties’.  The Inspector will be aware that 

traders in Far Headingley and on Cottage Road do not think the impact of this change 

on their businesses has been given due weight and that several of them had no 

recollection of any consultation. 

4.2 (his 5.3.3) We note that bus stops which have no layby are to be placed downstream 

of NGT stops because, if so positioned, the buses ‘would not block an NGT vehicle 

from getting to its stop and would have time to clear their own downstream stop 

before NGT sets off again’.  We note that this implies that delay to buses is 

considered to be less important that delay to NGT vehicles and/or that the NGT 

vehicles will spend longer at stops than buses will do. The former is indicative of the 

treatment of buses in the NGT design process and the latter is inconsistent with the 

run-time assumptions.  

4.3 (his 7.5.2)  We note the claim that, in section 5.4 of his Proof, he has dealt with ‘the 

reasons for not sharing stops between NGT and other buses’.  We cannot find any 

text addressing this issue in Section 5.4 and are still unconvinced that there are any 

insurmountable obstacles to allowing stops to be shared. 
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5. Rebuttal of Proof of Evidence submitted by John Henkel 

 

5.1 (his 4.1) We note that, in his second bullet, he indicates that ‘a more efficient public 

transport network would encourage economic growth’.  We point out that the 

relevant requirement is for efficiency in the entire transport network (not just the 

public transport network). 

5.2 (his 4.14 and 4.15)  We note the ticketing specification which the NGT operator will 

have to meet and point out that all of these could, in principle, be met by an 

operator of ‘conventional’ buses. 

5.3 (his 4.16)  We note the proposals for the NGT fares and ticketing, and point out that 

all these could, in principle, be met by an operator of ‘conventional’ buses. 

5.4 (his 4.17) We note the reference to emerging ticketing technology such as BIBO, and 

point out that such technologies could, in principle, be used by operators of 

conventional buses. 

5.5 (his 5.4 to 5.8)  We note the reference to use of a Quality Contract Scheme (QCS) to 

compliment NGT and are aware of previous references to the use of a QCS to ‘lock 

in’ the NGT benefits.  We believe that the relevant authorities would judge that this 

use of a QCS would be anti-competitive because its prime purpose would be to 

protect the NGT from competition. 

5.6 (his 6.6)  we note the anticipated reductions in the frequency of the existing number 

1 and number 6 buses and see no mention of any anticipated reductions in the 

frequencies of the numbers 28 and 97. We see no justification for assuming that the 

existing frequencies could be maintained since their revenue will be reduced. 

5.7 (his 6.7)  We note that Mr Henkel does not anticipate sustained competition from 

bus operators.  Given the experience in Sheffield (where, despite significant 

investment in a publicly owned tram system, bus operators competed with the tram 

in so vigorous a fashion that public ownership of the tram system became 

unsustainable and the system had to be sold to the commercial bus operators. We 

cannot accept that this is not a likely outcome for NGT and note that, were it to 
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occur, many of the Promoters’ objectives for the NGT system would be 

compromised. 

5.8 (his 6.9)  We note that Mr Henkel envisages that ‘the majority of residents in the 

vicinity of the proposed NGT route would benefit from enhanced travel 

opportunities’.  We dispute this and note that the NWLTF opinion survey (Appendix I 

of the NWLTF Statement of Case) revealed that 61% of respondents thought that the 

public transport service would be much worse with NGT than without it. 

5.9 (his 6.10)  We note that Mr Henkel envisages that, once NGT services are 

operational, bus operators might recast their service patterns to create new cross-

city services ‘from South Leeds to St James’s Hospital and growth areas in East 

Leeds’.  We suggest that such changes are no more likely with NGT in place than 

without it. 

5.10 (the first bullet of his 6.17)  We note the reference to the possibility that, if an 

existing bus operator were to win the contract to operate NGT, the impact on 

competition with NGT and on existing services beyond the NGT route might be 

‘different’. We would anticipate a third party objection on the grounds that such an 

arrangement would be anti-competitive.  

5.11 (the second bullet of his 6.17) We note the reference to the use of a QCS to control 

and specify bus services.  We again suggest that the relevant authorities would judge 

that this use of a QCS would be anti-competitive.  

5.12 (point 2 of his 8.17)  We note the reference to the West Yorkshire Plus Transport 

Fund and Mr Henkel’s suggestion that it could not be used to fund alternative 

measures in the NGT corridors because the NGT scheme was included as part of the 

Do Minimum scenario during package development.  Mr Henkel appears to be 

suggesting that Leeds and Metro have thereby closed off any possibility of access to 

the WYPTF if the NGT proposal does not go ahead.  Further, he appears to be 

suggesting that partners in the WYPTF would not allow any flexibility in the 

allocation of funding projects in the Leeds area were the NGT project not to proceed.  

These suggestions seem extraordinary. 

5.13 (his 8.24)  In attempting to deny that bus service frequencies might be reduced, Mr 

Henkel appears to be suggesting that, in the case of the number 28 service, for 

example, the loss of revenue from trips which start and end on that part of the route 
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which runs along the A660, would have no impact on the profitability of the number 

28 service as a whole. We cannot agree with him. 

6. Rebuttal of the Proof of Evidence by Paul Hanson 

 

6.1 (his 3.5)  We note the reference to the structured process described (and 

represented in E-3-1 figure 1) for the development of a business case. However, we 

note that the consultation stage is supposed to cover a range of alternative solutions 

and that this was not done in the case of NGT. 

6.2 (his 4.5)  We note the claim that the LTM was developed in line with guidance in 

Webtag 3.11.1 (that ‘zones should generally be sufficiently small for it to be realistic 

to expect people to walk from anywhere in the zone to the nearest public transport 

stop or station’).  However we note that this guidance appears not to have been 

followed in the case of the zones for which we have seen maps (see Appendix B to 

the NWLTF Statement of Case NWLTF-1). 

6.3 (his 4.10)  We note that, while the replication of observed public transport flows can 

be tested, a model’s ability to accurately forecast use of a new mode (such as NGT) 

cannot be tested in advance. We address this problem in our evidence. 

6.4 (his 5.10)  We note the statement that ‘congestion will moderate traffic growth on 

the A660’.  We would welcome confirmation that this ‘moderation’ implies diversion 

to other routes, modes or times of day rather than suppression of trips.  There has 

been some confusion over this issue in the published documents. 

6.5 (his 6.6)  We note the claim that guidance in paragraph 6.5.3 of Webtag (detailed in 

E-3.17) has been followed in respect of the treatment of quality factors in the LTM.  

We note that this advice includes (in its paragraph 6.4.1) reference to use of an 

overcrowding factor (of 1.5) depending (as detailed in its paragraph 6.4.2) on the 

degree of crowding, ability to get a place and the amount of standing. However, we 

note that, despite the lack of seats in the NGT vehicles, no overcrowding factor has 

been applied and indeed that factors have been used which relate to a situation 

when there are ‘plenty of seats available’  (see Table 2 of document C-2.4). 

Furthermore, recalling the claim that advice in E-3.17 has been followed, we note 

that Table 2 of E-3.17 provides values (e.g. 3.7 minutes for CCTV, 1.08 minutes for 

provision of shelters and 1.47 minutes for real-time information at stops) which are 
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significantly lower than those which were used in LTM (which, for commuters, used 

values of 11.42, 13.98 and 10.19 respectively). We therefore assert that the Webtag 

guidance has not been followed appropriately. 

6.6 (his 6.7)  We note the reference to the scale of the assumed perceived benefits of 

improved service quality which have been included in the LTM and note that they 

are not consistent with the results of the stated preference work described in C-4.24.  

We address this point further in our rebuttal of Mr Chadwick’s Proof of Evidence. 

6.7 (his 7.2)  We note that, due to a late-discovered  error in the specification of bus 

service frequencies, the results for the LCA presented in document C-1.9 have now 

been superseded, and that the new results are based on the assumption that the 

current (2013) frequencies will still apply in 2031.  This seems to be an extraordinary 

assumption. 

6.8 (his 8.13)  We note the mention of the late discovery of an error in the 

representation of fares in the LTM which results in a 4% decrease in NGT demand.  

More needs to be known about the nature of this error and its impact on the 

forecasts of revenue, road traffic, congestion, emissions, fuel tax receipts, etc. 

6.9 (relating to his 7.2 and his 8.13)  We ask whether, following discovery of these two 

errors, revised forecasts have been produced for the DM, PA, NBA and LCA scenarios 

and for all the sensitivity analyses (it is unsafe to assume that the correction of these 

errors will have no material impact on conclusions drawn from the analyses). 

6.10 (his 8.14-16)  We sympathise with Mr Hanson in respect of the extra complications 

he faces in the light of the January 2014 changes in DfT’s guidance on the Value of 

Time.  However we would welcome an indication of the anticipated effect of these 

changes on NGT revenues in 2016 and 2031 (we note that he indicates a 2% 

reduction in public transport demand and assume that this would imply a similar 

reduction in NGT revenues and some increase in road congestion). 

6.11 (his 8.17-20) Mr Hanson describes model runs which have been conducted to test 

the uncertainties inherent in the representation of NGT and of the operator’s 

response.  However, we note the absence of any tests of the following assumptions: 

 that passengers do not value their on-vehicle journey time in line with the 

results to the stated preference study described in C-4-24. 
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 that NGT passengers value of journey time would be unaffected by the 

likelihood of their having to stand. 

 that the perceived bus stop penalties will remain as supposed (eg because  

facilities at bus stops will never be improved – we have noted Mr Henkel’s 

acknowledgement (in para 8.26 of his proof) that high quality stops could be 

provided for conventional buses). 

 that bus operators will not reduce their fares, increase their frequencies and 

offer new buses. 

We believe that these assumptions, which are inherent in the NGT Business Case, 

are unfounded and suggest that their impact on outputs must be tested.  

6.12 (his 8.21)  We note the claim to have ‘demonstrated that the impacts of NGT on the 

public transport and highway networks are not significantly affected by general 

forecasting uncertainties’. However, we reject this claim  because: 

 The impact of several key uncertainties have not been explored at all 

 The combined impact of key uncertainties has not been tested (e.g. 

combining all the tests described in our 6.11 above with the assumption that 

Leeds population growth will be the same as the national average1 and that 

NGT run times are 10% higher than anticipated). 

 The sensitivity analyses were conducted prior to the discovery of a number of 

errors in the LTM. 

                                                             
1 We note that the central case is based on the assumption that the growth in Leeds 

population between 2011 and 2021 will, at 11.8%, be more than twice that achieved 

between 2001 and 2011 and considerably higher than the 7% forecast for the region or the 

8.6% forecast for the nation as a whole. We therefore suggest that the result of the “low 

growth” sensitivity test should receive greater prominence. We note that the low growth 

assumption reduces reduces NGT revenues by around 7% and reduces the BCR from 2.96 to 

2.50  -  and presumably to below 2.50 after the known errors in the model are corrected.  
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7. Rebuttal of the Proof of Evidence of Gordon Robertson 

 

 

7.1 (his 3.24)  We note that one reason for the practical limit on priority for conventional 

buses is the variability in bus dwell times at bus stops and that this is due to buses 

having one door and on-bus ticketing.  We note the implication that this problem is 

reduced if buses have multiple doors and more efficient boarding procedures. 

7.2 (his 5.41-5.46)  We note the potential for improving the performance of the junction 

between the A660 and the Leeds Outer Ring Road by replacing the existing 

roundabout by a signalled junction.  We note that, if the provision for NGT at this 

junction were omitted, the improvements for other traffic would be greater still. 

7.3 (his 5.83)  We note the beneficial effects of a bus gate on the southbound approach 

to Shaw Lane and note that it could benefit the Do Minimum and Low Cost 

scenarios. 

7.4 (his 5.89)  we note the claim that the ‘southbound traffic will clear through the Alma 

Road junction before Alma Road changes to a green signal in time to let the NGT 

right turn onto Otley Road’. However, we note the observation (in the final bullet of 

his 5.8.3) that the North Lane/Otley Road junction is unchanged and ‘will continue to 

be a capacity restraint’ and so deduce that the Alma Road junction will continue to 

suffer (as it does now) from traffic blocking back from North Lane. 

7.5 (his 8.27 – 8.29) We note that the timings for the DN and DM calculations were 

based on those currently in place and that these have been fine-tuned to the current 

situation.  We suggest that, in the absence of NGT, Mr Robertson would recommend 

a continued program of fine-tuning to reflect changes over time (changes in demand 

patterns, changes in vehicle acceleration profiles, changes in traffic mix etc).  We also 

note that the turning movement capacities used in the LTM DN are based on these 

same timings.  We therefore repeat our assertions that signal timings were 

optimised for the Do Something scenario but not for the Do Minimum scenario. 
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8. Rebuttal of the Proof of Evidence of Neil Chadwick 

 

8.1 (his 3.18) We note that the current status of the NGT project is based on the 

business case submitted in March 2012 but that the case was revised in January 

2014.  We also note that, subsequent to the discovery of errors in the estimation of 

the January 2014 calculations, further revisions to the calculated VfM and BCR have 

been made. We note that the BCR was estimated as 3.86 in March 2012, and as 2.96 

in January 2014. Less than two months later it is now estimated as 2.90. We draw 

attention to the trend.  

8.2 (his 3.29)  We agree that a central principle of DfT guidance is that, where costs and 

benefits can be monetised in a consistent and comparable way, they should be 

included in the Cost Benefit Appraisal. We do not believe that this principle has been 

adhered to. A major cause for concern is the fact that assumed increases in journey 

quality have been added in with time savings (without being separately identified) 

and montetised in the CBA while reductions in other ‘qualities’ have been ignored in 

the CBA calculation (note, for example, the Treasury Green Book’s reference to 

Social Cost Benefit Appraisal and the substantial literature on the use of willingness-

to-pay as a method by which to value assets such as landscape and heritage). 

8.3 (his 3.31.f)  We note that DfT guidance requires transport appraisal to be based on 

rationally defined equity values of time and that Mr Chadwick claims to have 

followed this guidance.  However, we note that the results presented in the TEE 

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

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

quality factors.  We further note that the analysis of Monitored Costs and Benefits 

table (AMCB) (e.g. as attached as his appendix 7.3.2) is misleading in that it claims 

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

calculation of benefits).  The desirability of being able to identify the contribution 

made by quality factors is implicit in its identification as a separate element of the 

AMCB table and the Appraisal Summary table and in the advice in paragraph 6.2.13 

of Webtag A41 that if the impact of journey quality factors is not otherwise 
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identifiable ‘consideration may need to be given to running TUBA twice: once with 

other measures only, and then again with the inclusion of soft measure inputs’.  We 

think that the Promoter’s failure to identify the specific contribution of assumed 

quality factors to the overall value for money and their failure to distinguish it from 

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

appreciating the true nature of the business case. 

8.4 (his 3.38)  Mr Chadwick’s description of the Do Minimum scenario is very brief and 

does not draw attention to some key assumptions which are fundamental to its 

performance and thus to the appraisal of NGT (and of all the other alternatives).  We 

elsewhere draw attention to our concerns about the assumption that the established 

practice of continual refinement of signal settings will cease and that no further 

progress will be made in the improvement of facilities at bus stops but, this being a 

rebuttal of Mr Chadwick’s Proof, we draw particular attention to the assumption that 

new buses (as defined in the stated preference work led by Mr Chadwick) will never 

be introduced.  We regard this as an unjustified assumption which materially affects 

the appraisal. 

8.5 (the second bullet of his 3.42) We note the reference to table A1 in his appendix 

7.3.1 and ask whether these values are still valid (given the revisions to the estimates 

of journey time changes which have been introduced in paragraph 2.3 of REB-2 

OBJ/1719). 

8.6 (the third bullet of his 3.42)  We note the absence of any detailed description of the 

derivation of the quality factors which are fundamental to the predicted demand for 

NGT services.  This is particularly disappointing because, in his paragraph 6.6, Mr 

Hanson indicated that Mr Chadwick would ‘explain the stated preference work’.  

8.7 (further to his 3.42)  Mr Chadwick does not mention one of the key inputs – namely 

the assumed difference between the perceived quality of journeys on conventional 

buses and those on NGT vehicles.  Mr Chadwick has advised that passengers can be 

assumed to value their time on board NGT vehicles as if they were on a ‘very new 

bus’ with ‘plenty of seating spaces’ even though his stated preference work clearly 

supports quite different assumptions.  At the same time he advises that passengers 

on buses will value their time as if they were on an ‘old bus’ (circa 1970 according to 
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the graphics used in the stated preference work).  We regard these as unjustified 

assumptions which materially affect the appraisal. 

8.8  (his 3.45)  We note that, despite guidance in Webtag A4.1 (paragraph 6.2.13), TUBA 

was not used to distinguish between quality benefits and time savings based on 

equity values of time. 

8.9 (his 3.48) We note the reference to punctuality benefits and note that they were 

calculated without allowing for the fact that the variation in term time and non-term 

time journey times on the A660 is largely predictable.  Professor Bonsall will pursue 

this issue further when he presents his Evidence. 

8.10 (his 3.52)  We note the claim that the AMCB table ‘summarises all the costs and 

benefits which are regularly or occasionally presented in monetised form’  but note 

again that the AMCB tables provided are misleading in suggesting that journey 

ambience has not been valued. 

8.11 (his 3.70)  We note that Mr Chadwick quantifies the additional travel distance as a 

marginal increase on an average trip.  In the interests of fair comparison, we would 

have expected him to similarly quantify the journey time saving for public transport 

users as a marginal change on the average public transport trip (we refer, of course, 

to door-to-door journey time, un-weighted and without the addition of any quality 

factors). 

8.12 (his 3.73)  We note the suggestion that, if the TWA Order is granted, the design 

would be improved.  Presumably, if the TWA Order were not granted, Leeds and 

Metro would similarly seek to improve on their designs for the Low Cost 

Alternative/Do Minimum. 

8.13 (his 3.76)  We note the suggestion that it is ‘conventional’ not to seek to monetise 

the impacts during construction because, given the uncertainties, it would be 

difficult to produce an accurate estimate.  This is clearly very unsatisfactory and 

prevents any meaningful consideration of the business case.  We invite the 

Promoters to produce an estimate (or a range of estimates) to help the Inspector 

appreciate the scale of the impact which is envisaged.  He would, of course, need to 

see the basis of that estimate. 

8.14 (his 3.97)  We note the acknowledgement of another ‘arithmetic error’ in the 

calculation of the benefits and that this reduces the NPV and BCR of the scheme. 
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8.15 (his 3.103)  We note the claim that the estimate of punctuality benefits is 

conservative but refer to our paragraph 8.9 above. 

8.16 (his 3.104)  We note the claim that the ambience benefits cannot be separated from 

elements of journey time.  We draw attention to paragraph 6.2.13 of Webtag A4.1 

respecting use of TUBA to identify such benefits and note that it should be possible 

to produce relevant cost-skims from the LTM assignment model.  Failing that, a back-

of-envelope calculation could be made in the light of the average value of the non-

NGT stop penalty and the average value of the NGT vehicle quality factor. 

8.17 (5th bullet of his 3.107) We note the reference to a ‘re-assessment’ of bus run times 

since January 2014 and suggest this is indicative of lack of attention to this issue at 

an earlier stage. 

8.18  (his 3.108) We note that DfT deflated the BCR estimated March 2012 from 3.86 to 

2.7 (a factor of 0.699) and simply note that application of a similar factor to the latest 

BCR (2.90) would give a BCR of 2.02. 

8.19 (the third bullet of his 3.109) We note that DfT believed that the optimism bias 

assumed in the March 2012 business case was too low.  

8.20 (his 3.113)  We note the reference to tests of changes in individual parameters.  We 

think it important to conduct tests to show the combined effects of changes in two 

or more parameters. 

8.21 (his 3.114) We note the caveat that the revenue test does not allow for the positive 

impact on BCR of any increases in bus revenue, but note that this positive effect 

would not apply if the reduction in NGT revenue was due to increases in NGT costs 

or to competition from cheaper bus fares. 

8.22 (his 3.115)  We note that the BCR is sensitive to a drop in public transport user 

benefits and that Mr Chadwick regards this as evidence of the importance of capital 

investment in segregation and system quality.  An alternative explanation is that it is 

evidence that the estimation of benefits is crucially dependent on his assumptions 

about users’ perception of quality. 

8.23 (his 3.116)  Again we note that the robustness of the BCR to simultaneous 

occurrence of multiple downside risks has not been explored.  We regard this as a 

serious deficiency in the analysis. 
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8.24 (his 3.122) We note the comment that ‘well-specified transport schemes deliver 

economic benefits that are not considered in the CBA’.  We draw attention to the fact 

that these benefits are conditional on the schemes being well-specified. We also 

draw attention to the need to look at the overall impact of the scheme not simply, 

for example, at its impact on in-vehicle journey times for one mode of public 

transport.  For example, in the context of estimation of development and 

regeneration benefits, Webtag guidance (5.11.5 of Webtag unit 3.5.6) envisages the 

use of total (door-to-door) generalised costs for all modes when seeking to measure 

accessibility improvements. 

8.25 (his 3.128)  We note the claim that NGT will support regeneration and development 

in the Aire Valley Action Plan area.  We note that no information has been published 

to show the supposed improvement in connectivity offered to this area by NGT.  For 

example, what is the difference in the average generalised costs of travel (with and 

without the controversial quality penalties) by each mode of transport to the centre 

of the Aire Valley Action Plan Area with and without the NGT scheme? (We would 

recommend a Hansen-type accessibility measure weighing each potential origin by 

its population). 

8.26 (the first bullet of his 3.130)  We note the assumption that a localised and transient 

impact is ‘as such’, neutral and repeat our assertion that some attempt should be 

made to quantify the construction impacts.  The Inspector will be aware that local 

traders are concerned that these localised and transient impacts could put them out 

of business. 

8.27 (the first bullet of his 3.131)  We note that the description of impacts on physical 

activity omits reference to the fact that NGT is forecast to reduce the use of active 

modes. 

8.28 (the third bullet of his 3.131) We note that the description of impacts on accessibility 

refer only to the speed of NGT and provision of a cross-city route.  Despite the 

Webtag guidance referred to above, it ignores the impact on access by other modes 

and does not consider the full (door-to-door) journeys.  It also ignores the possibility 

that new cross-city links could be provided by conventional buses. 

8.29 (the fourth bullet of his 3.131) We note that the additional pedestrian crossings are 

expected to contribute to the claimed strong beneficial impact on severance but 
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query whether full account has been taken of the delay to pedestrians which would 

be associated with introduction of bus priority at pedestrian crossings in the NGT 

scenario.  

8.30 (the final bullet of his 3.131)  We note the reference to option values makes no 

mention of the option values of those people whose bus services are likely to 

deteriorate as a result of the introduction of NGT.  It is also interesting to note that 

although, internationally, the main use of the concept of option values has been in 

the context of willingness to pay for the preservation of landscape and heritage 

assets, no attempt has been made by the Promoters to estimate the option value 

associated with landscape, townscape and heritage assets along the NGT route. 

8.31 (his 3.136)  We note that the CBA of the NBA assumes that the ’vehicles would be 

perceived to have the same quality as existing buses’ (‘old buses’ as described in the 

original stated preference work).  We suggest that this is an unjustifiable assumption 

which materially affects the appraisal. 

8.32 (his 3.138)  Mr Chadwick introduces some further sensitivity tests which explore 

some alternative assumptions about the way that the NBA might be perceived by 

users.  He argues that the ‘full quality’ assumption is unjustified for the NBA vehicle 

but we note that the NBA vehicle’s claim to inherit the values (identified in the 

stated preference work) for a  ‘very new bus’ are at least as strong as those of the 

NGT vehicle.  We note that, at 3.49, the BCR for this NBA comfortably exceeds the 

2.90 achieved by the Preferred Alternative scheme. 

8.33 (his 3.140 and 3.141)  We note that Mr Chadwick identifies a Voluntary Partnership 

Agreement as a route to achieve the results quoted for the ‘full quality’ NBA.  He 

notes that a VPA would provide opportunity to influence maximum fares but he 

identifies the inability to guarantee a uniform service and fare offer as a drawback to 

this procurement route.  However, we observe that the Promoter’s preferred route 

to procurement gives them control only of the trolleybus fares and services without 

the influence over maximum bus fares available via a VPA.   

8.34 (his sixth bullet of his 3.141)  We note that Mr Chadwick identifies several positive 

features of a QPS scheme. 

8.35 (his 3.145)  We note that the ‘inferior economic performance’ of the VPA and QPS 

routes to procure the NBA is primarily due to the different treatment of revenue. 
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and repeat the observation (see 8.32 above) that, treated like for like, the full quality 

NBA achieves a higher BCR than does the preferred option. 

8.36 (his 3.147)  We note the claim that the LCA option includes ‘some on-street priority 

additional to the Do Minimum, which would improve bus journey times and their 

punctuality’.  However, we note from the table in his appendix 7.3.1 that the LCA bus 

journey times between Bodington and the city are worse than those in the Do 

Minimum case.  This finding supports our contention that the design and 

specification of the LCA leaves a lot to be desired. 

8.37 (his 3.150)  We note acknowledgement of the discovery, since January 2014, of a 

further error in the representation of the LCA in the LTM which increases its NPV by 

£75.9m and increases its BCR from 0.0 to 0.59  - again suggesting that less than full 

attention had been paid to the LCA. 

8.38 (his 3.152)  We note that the continued rejection of the LCA is based on the 

assumptions, in our view unjustified, about the achievable run times and bus stop 

quality – we have noted Mr Henkel’s acknowledgement (in para 8.26 of his proof) 

that high quality stops could be provided for conventional buses - and about use of 

‘old’ (circa 1970) buses. 

8.39 (his 3.154)  We note that all the new LCA tests retain the controversial assumptions 

outlined above and appear to have been specified in order to confirm the need for 

major expenditure (phrasing used by Chadwick in his para 3.146) rather than in a 

genuine attempt to explore what could be achieved without the NGT infrastructure.  

We note, for example, the decision to assume that conventional buses would not call 

at the Bodington Park site and that the frequency of express buses would not be 

adjusted to maximise performance.  We would welcome sight of the detailed 

assumptions and model predictions but cannot accept that these tests establish the 

necessity for NGT. 

8.40 (his 3.158)  We note the statement that there is no clear funding route for the LCA 

and observe that, to the extent that the statement is true (which we dispute) it 

would be a problem caused by Leeds and Metro’s decision to respond to Alistair 

Darling’s invitation to submit a scheme based on buses by proposing a trolleybus 

rather than by considering the alternatives then available. 
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8.41 (his 4.10, 4.11 and 4.12)  We note that it is assumed that, even if the cost and 

revenue assumptions are correct, the scheme will not provide a cumulative financial 

surplus until the end of the eighth year of operation.  We believe that this leaves the 

scheme exposed to a ‘Sheffield’ outcome (see our 5.7 above). 

8.42 (his 6.1, 6.2 and 6.30) We do not accept that he has addressed the material 

objections submitted by North West Leeds Transport Forum. 

8.43 (his 6.16)  We note the claim that ‘careful consideration was given to potential bus 

operator responses’ but note the absence of any modelling work to test the 

implications of reductions in bus fares, increases in bus frequency, improvements in 

bus boarding/ticketing procedures or enhancements in vehicle characteristics. 

8.44  (his 6.19) We repeat our observation that the performance of the Low Cost 

Alternative has been constrained by unjustified assumptions and that there is little 

evidence of a serious attempt to specify attractive alternatives to NGT. 

8.45 (his 6.25)  Mr Chadwick directs us to Mr Smith’s response to the Objectors’ concerns 

about lack of integration between NGT and conventional bus.  Mr Smith (in his 

section 10.3) summarises the degree of separation between bus stops and NGT stops 

describing examples where the stops are within 20,30,60,80,100 and 120 metres of 

each other (although he does not detail the distance between NGT stop behind 

Headingley Arndale Centre and the bus stop in front of it).  We feel obliged to point 

out that all of these separations imply a walk/dash to get from one stop to the other 

which is not currently required.  Mr Chadwick does not respond to our concern that, 

if NGT is introduced, potential passengers will not only have to choose between 

services but will also be faced with different fare structures and ticketing 

arrangements. 
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