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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 The Leeds New Generation Transport (NGT) proposal is being promoted by 1.1
Metro (West Yorkshire PTE) and Leeds City Council. NGT will provide a high 
quality, highly segregated rapid transit service with greater reliability and faster 
journey times than existing bus services. NGT will provide a much needed step 
change in the quality of public transport in Leeds. 

 Informed by the business case set out in this document, Metro and Leeds City 1.2
Council (the Promoters) request that the Secretary of State reinstates NGT‟s 
Programme Entry status. This submission is accompanied by a suite of 
documents supporting the Promoters‟ updated Programme Entry Business 
Case submission to the Department for Transport. 

The Project  

 NGT is a 14km trolleybus-based rapid transit scheme that via Leeds City 1.3
Centre will link Stourton to the south of Leeds with Holt Park in the north west 
of the city. A Park & Ride site with access to the M621 will be provided at 
Stourton. A further Park & Ride site will be provided at Bodington, adjacent to 
the A6120 Leeds Outer Ring Road.  

 In the corridors that it will serve, NGT will deliver a step change public transport 1.4
provision. NGT has been designed to deliver the majority of the benefits of a 
tram system (by having many comparable characteristics to a tram system) but 
at a substantially lower cost. Overall, in the corridors that is serves NGT will 
deliver: 

 Faster journey times; 

 A more reliable journey time; 

 A more attractive mode of transport;  

 Better quality vehicles and stops; and  

 Significant local environmental benefits. 

 Economic analysis has been undertaken which demonstrates that: 1.5

 NGT will lead to the creation of around 4,000 additional jobs in Leeds city 
centre by 2030, representing a 4% increase in city centre employment; 

 A further 250 jobs will be created directly as a result of operating and 
maintaining NGT; 

 The people employed from the jobs created as a result of NGT live in both 
North and South Leeds; 

 NGT will result in a 14% uplift to conventional scheme economics; and 
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 There will be a £176m (or 2.9%) annual GDP uplift arising from the 
scheme. 

Background 

 A Major Scheme Business Case (MSBC) for NGT was submitted to the 1.6
Department for Transport (DfT) in October 2009. Programme Entry status was 
awarded by the Department in March 2010. Following the election and the 
formation of the Coalition Government the Major Schemes process was 
suspended and the DfT initiated a review of all schemes seeking Major 
Scheme funding. As part of this review, the DfT placed NGT in the 
„Development Pool‟ and initiated a process in which promoters were invited to 
review the scale and scope of their proposals as well as their proposals for 
local funding contributions.  

 In September 2011, Metro and Leeds City Council (LCC) submitted a Best and 1.7
Final Funding Bid (BAFFB). In its December 2011 decision letter, the DfT 
recognised that a strong strategic case has been made for NGT. However, the 
DfT decision letter on the BAFFB submission went on to say that Ministers 
were not able to reach a decision on the bid due to some unresolved issues 
around aspects of the Value for Money case for the proposal.  

 Consequently, Ministers invited Metro and LCC to work with the Department, to 1.8
update the Value for Money case and to submit a revised business case. It was 
stated that if a submission was made by the end of March 2012, a Programme 
Entry decision would be made within two months.  

This Submission 

 Although only some elements of the NGT business case have changed since 1.9
the BAFFB submission, there is merit in presenting a clear, coherent and 
consistent view of the NGT scheme business case. This business case 
submission provides a standalone assessment of NGT and encompasses all 
aspects of the Five Case Business Case model, including:  

 Strategic Case; 

 Economic Case;  

 Financial Case; 

 Commercial Case; and  

 Management Case. 
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Value for Money Assessment 

 Since the conclusion of the BAFFB process, Metro and LCC have undertaken 1.10
substantial work to review and respecify the Value for Money case of NGT. 
There have been a number of technical meetings with DfT officials in the 
preparation period for this submission. The Promoters are grateful for the 
engagement and guidance provided by DfT officials. The Value for Money case 
presented in this submission has been materially revised to address the issues 
raised by the Department in the December decision letter. 

 It can be seen from Table 1.1 that NGT central case economic appraisal offers 1.11
high Value for Money. The demand forecasting and appraisal has been 
undertaken based on WebTAG guidance and a range of scenario and 
sensitivity tests have also been undertaken which demonstrate that the 
proposals are robust. The specification of these tests has been agreed with the 
DfT. 

Table 1.1: Central Case NGT Economic Appraisal 

Discounted 2002 Prices and Values £m 

Present Value of Benefits PVB £292 

Present Value of Costs to Government PVC £76 

Net Present Value NPV £217 

Benefit Cost Ratio BCR 3.86 

 In the December decision letter, the DfT also raised a number of specific 1.12
issues regarding the Value for Money case. The Promoters believe that these 
concerns have now been resolved as described in Table 1.2.  

Table 1.2: Response to DfT December Decision Letter 

 DfT Comment Mitigation by Promoters 

1 

Some of the data is 
relatively new and 
cannot yet be 
verified.  

A large number of model development tests have been 
undertaken since December. The specification and 
conclusions of these tests have been following discussion 
with DfT.  

As a result of these development tests, this business case 
submission includes a revised central case Value for Money 
assessment. The data underpinning these tests has also 
been provided and discussed with DfT. A range of sensitivity 
tests on the new central case have been undertaken.  
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2 

The data on the 
forecast number of 
passengers do not 
appear credible 
and needs further 
analysis. 

The Promoters agree that there were modelling issues with 
the BAFFB central case economic appraisal, which led to 
unrealistic passenger numbers being presented in the 
BAFFB submission.  

As a result of the development tests undertaken since 
December and the revised central case presented here, the 
forecast passenger numbers for NGT presented here are 
15m in 2031 compared with 27m at the time of BAFFB. This 
scale of passenger numbers is much more comparable with 
other rapid transit systems and current demand in the 
corridors that NGT serves. 

Scheme Funding  

 For the BAFFB submission, a funding proposition was put forward with the 1.13
amount of funding requested from DfT reduced significantly from £235.2m at 
Programme Entry Approval to £193.5m. This was achieved by  

 Reducing the overall capital cost of the scheme through a value 
engineering exercise;  and 

 The Promoters underwriting a much greater proportion of scheme costs. 

 There are further opportunities to reduce the call on Central Government 1.14
funding, but these require either further work to progress the schemes 
development (in particular the powers process) and the future development of 
a number of government initiatives towards implementation. The Promoters will 
explore funding an additional proportion of scheme costs (or reducing costs) 
through a variety of potential sources. These include  

 Reducing upfront scheme costs through innovative approaches to 
procurement; 

 TIF2 opportunities;  

 The emerging City Deal asks; and  

 The developing West Yorkshire Transport Fund (akin to the Greater 
Manchester Fund).  

 As part of the BAFFB submission made in December 2011, the Promoters put 1.15
forward a proposition to reduce the £193.5m DfT contribution by a further £30m 
subject to the introduction of Tax Increment Financing 2 (TIF2) in Leeds.  Due 
to the current uncertainty surrounding this, it was not possible to underwrite this 
figure at this point in time. This £30m offer still remains and we will continue to 
work with DfT and Treasury to establish where acceptable scope may exist to 
reduce the £193.5m figure. We propose that these discussions will take place 
in April and early May.  
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 The DfT funding requested by the Promoters is specifically to fund the 1.16
construction costs of NGT. The development costs, a proportion of the 
construction costs and any additional costs incurred over and above the 
scheme costs stated in this document will be funded through the Local 
Authority Contribution. 

Table 12.1: Summary of Funding Sources 

Item £m % Notes 

Metro and Leeds 
City Council 
Contribution 

57.1 23% 
Further details in Funding Approvals Report at 
Appendix 23 

Further Contribution 
from local sources 

Up to 
30.0 

12% 

Up to £30.0m from Tax Increment Finance 2 or 
other available local funding sources.  

Under this scenario LCC and Metro are not 
able at present to underwrite the additional 
£30m, but will be prepared to discuss the 
means by which they can work towards it. 

DfT funding 
requested (subject 

to above) 
163.5 65% 

This is towards construction costs only. The 
Promoters are happy to discuss with DfT and 
Treasury the precise timing of funding 
required. Construction is expected to 
commence in 2015/16 the system would be 
operational by 2018/19. 

Total Outturn Cost  250.6   
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STRATEGIC CASE 

2. Scheme Context  

 The Strategic Case for NGT was set out in both the Major Scheme Business 2.1
Case submission in October 2009 and updated in the Best and Final Funding 
Bid (BAFFB) submission document in September 2011. The DfT 
acknowledged that the strategic case for NGT has been made when the 
scheme was granted Programme Entry status in March 2010 and subsequently 
reiterated this acknowledgement in their December 2011 response to the 
BAFFB.  

 Given that the scheme proposed in this Programme Entry Business Case 2.2
Submission is identical to that proposed in the BAFFB submission and since 
that time there have been no material changes to that would affect the strategic 
case, the Promoters consider that the established NGT strategic case remains 
valid. No further work on the strategic case has been identified as required for 
this submission.  

 For completeness, a summary of the NGT strategic case is provided below. 2.3
Further details on the derivation of the MSBC Preferred Option are provided in 
Chapters 4 to 7 of the MSBC. 

Population 

 Leeds is the third largest city in the UK and with a population of 800,000 is one 2.4
of the fastest growing UK cities. Based on ONS projections the population of 
Leeds is forecast to increase by 12.8% in the decade to 2018, compared to a 
forecast regional increase of 8.5% and a national increase of 7.4%. 

Economy 

 Leeds has one of the most diverse and successful economies in the UK, with 2.5
strengths in financial and business services, healthcare, creative industries, 
retail and manufacturing. The value of the city‟s economy in 2008 was £17.8 
billion, contributing 20% of the region and a third of the Leeds City Region‟s 
economies (ONS).  

Employment 

 Leeds is the largest employment centre in the Region with 427,800 employees. 2.6
(Yorkshire Forward/ Experian Business Strategies, Spring 2011) Leeds 
accounts for a quarter of all jobs in the Yorkshire region and 48% in the Leeds 
City Region. (State of the City Report, 2011). Employment rates in the city are 
broadly in line with regional and national averages at 69%. (ONS, April 2010 to 
March 2011). Almost 75% of jobs in Leeds are located within the Leeds Urban 
Area with key employment areas being the city centre hospitals and the 
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universities. The Leeds economy supports more jobs than can be filled by its 
population and as result there is net inward commuting.  

 There has been significant job growth in Leeds over the last decade and 2.7
although growth has been more muted in recent years, a number of different 
sources have predicted that Leeds is in a stronger position than most cities to 
stage a sustained recovery from a recession (State of the City Report, 2011). 

Development 

 Over the past decade Leeds has been a magnet for development activity with 2.8
£4.3 billion of major development schemes being completed. The city centre 
(including Holbeck Urban Village) has been the focus of much of the 
development activity, with completed schemes since 2000 equating to £3 
billion. Development has decreased since the economic downturn; however 
there are signs of recovery with £638 million of development schemes, being 
under construction at the end of 2010. There is also £5.9 billion worth of 
schemes proposed or hold (State of the City Report, 2011).  

 Key developments are: 2.9

 Trinity Leeds - £350 million retail development due for completion in 2013. 

 The Leeds Arena due for completion in 2013. 

 Leeds City Region‟s Enterprise Zone, which will be located in Aire Valley 
Leeds. When fully developed it is projected to create 40,000 new jobs and 
12,000 new homes. 

 Eastgate Quarters – the £600 million retail-led scheme. Proposals to 
commence with Phase 1 of the development are currently under 
discussion.  Opening year is envisaged at 2016. 

 Proposals for the Sovereign Street site in Leeds City Centre, which will 
link the proposed Southern Entrance to Leeds City Station and City 
Square with the city‟s south bank proposals. 

 East and South East Leeds (EASEL) – a long term regeneration plan for 
the eastern part of the inner city has been developed which covers 1,700 
hectares and is currently home to 79,000 people. EASEL aims to create 
sustainable mixed use communities, with improved housing being a core 
element of the plan; and  

 West Leeds and Leeds city centre - city centre development will be 
focussed around regenerating existing office and industrial space to 
provide new retail, offices and housing.  

Transport 

 It is clear that local and regional travel to Leeds will continue to grow, given the 2.10
city‟s position as a regional shopping centre, key employment provider and 
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transport interchange. If the economic benefits of this growth are to be fully 
realised, the city‟s transport network will have to further develop. 

 A significant body of work has been undertaken to establish current and future 2.11
transport problems in Leeds and the light of these and the City‟s growth 
prospects identify the opportunities for affordable and value for money 
enhancements to the city‟s transport system. A summary of Leeds‟ transport 
problem and opportunities are provided below. 

Table 2.1 Leeds Transport problems and Opportunities 

Item Problems Opportunities 

Public 
Transport 
Network 

Bus “bunching” caused by traffic 
congestion 

Provision of greater segregation for 
public transport and traffic 
management/UTMC measures to 
provide more reliable and punctual 
journeys 

Unreliable bus journey times caused by 
congestion 

Poor quality public transport vehicles, 
with relatively poor environmental 
performance 

Provision of high quality vehicles with 
lowest emissions  

Increasing public transport demand 
from numerous land use 
developments, but limited PT capacity 

Provision of additional public 
transport services and capacity to 
areas which generate the highest 
demand 

Highway 
Network 

Increasing highway demand creates 
congestion and contributes to 
environmental impacts 

Improved public transport to reduce 
car use and result in lower 
congestion and greenhouse gas 
emissions 

Increased peak spreading due to a lack 
of highway capacity at peak times 

High quality public transport with Park 
& Ride will provide an attractive 
alternative to the car 

60% of commuting trips into Leeds City 
Centre originate from outside of the 
Outer Ring Road, 50% of these trips 
are made by car and make a significant 
contribution to congestion levels 

Social 
Equity 

Need for regeneration in south and 
east Leeds 

Provide public transport services to 
assist in the regeneration of pockets 
of deprivation 

High levels of households without a car 
or van in central, south and east wards 

Provision of improved public transport 
services to link people to employment 
opportunities 

Costs of bus travel rising substantially 
more than car travel 

Introduce a public transport system, 
where the Promoters can influence 
fare levels while securing financial 
sustainability 

Economy 

Limited opportunity to increase 
capacity for road-based commuting into 
Leeds to support economic and 
employment growth  

A new, high quality bus-based 
system with Park & Ride will offer an 
attractive alternative 

High levels of unemployment in central, 
south and east wards  

Provision of improved public transport 
services to link people to employment 
opportunities 
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 Looking at the NGT corridors in particular, the NGT line to the North East of the 2.12
City serves the A660 Otley Road corridor. It links the City Centre with Leeds‟s 
two universities, the two campuses of Leeds Metropolitan University and 
serves a large population. It serves large areas of low car ownership. As well 
as demand generated locally, the A660 is the main route from the commuter 
town of Otley as well as serving flows from Ilkley and beyond. In the corridor: 

 Bus demand is high, but bus services are characterised by delay and 
bunching due to traffic congestion. This contributes to excess waiting 
times, on-bus crowding and an effective bus frequency lower than 
timetables would suggest. In turn this imposes an economic cost and 
reduces the attractiveness of public transport. 

 Traffic congestion as indicated by the difference between peak and off-
peak journey times is amongst the worst in Leeds. Traffic-related air 
quality in the centre of Headingley is a concern and continues to be 
monitored closely. 

 The inner parts of the corridor are characterised by lower incomes, low 
car ownership and high housing density. 

 There are very limited opportunities for further traffic management 
measures to improve traffic flow. The corridor is served peripherally by 
rail, which is not a practicable alternative for most journeys.  

 In the corridor to the South linking Stourton to the City Centre: 2.13

 Bus demand is lower in this corridor than the Otley Road, although buses 
still experience congestion and delay. 

 Traffic flows are high and there is congestion at peak times. The corridor 
is one of the main access routes to the City from the M1 and M621 to the 
South and has a large proportion of longer distance commuters. Following 
the opening of the Leeds Inner Ring Road Stage 7, no further 
enhancements to the road network in this area are planned or envisaged. 

 The population in the corridor is calculated by high levels of social 
deprivation and transport need. Car ownership is low. 

 The corridor serves areas which are a principal focus for urban 
regeneration and would link the City Centre and railway station to a 
number of significant brownfield sites. 

 A number of transport improvements are planned for Leeds in addition to the 2.14
NGT scheme: 

 Quality bus corridor improvements on the A65 Kirkstall Road, due for 
completion in 2012; 

 Leeds Station Southern Entrance which is due for completion in 2014; 
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 High Speed Rail – envisaged completion in 2032.  Key issues around 
location of, and access to a city centre terminal; 

 TPE electrification and rolling stock strengthening; 

 Further enhancements to the Calder Valley rail route; 

 New stations at Kirkstall Forge and Apperley Bridge both with park and 
ride, due for completion in 2014. 

Scheme Objectives 

 In April 2011, the five West Yorkshire districts and West Yorkshire ITA adopted 2.15
their Local Transport Plan (LTP) for the period 2011 to 2026. The third West 
Yorkshire LTP establishes three key objectives which together take into 
account the national, regional and local policy context and form the foundation 
for the LTP strategy and implementation plan.   

 The three objectives of the LTP are: 2.16

 Economy. To improve connectivity to support economic activity and 
growth in West Yorkshire and the Leeds City Region. 

 Low Carbon. To make substantial progress towards a low carbon, 
sustainable transport system for West Yorkshire, while recognising 
transport's contribution to national carbon reduction plans. 

 Quality of Life. To enhance the quality of life of people living in, working in 
and visiting West Yorkshire 

 Given the contribution that NGT will make to the attainment of the objectives 2.17
for the third Local Transport Plan, the LTP establishes NGT as a priority 
scheme to be progressed in the first three year period of LTP strategy. 

 The three LTP objectives are complementary and consistent with the more 2.18
comprehensive set of NGT scheme objectives as set out in Table 3.7 of the 
NGT Major Scheme Business Case (October 2009), which is Appendix 32 to 
this submission. 

 The NGT scheme objectives have informed the selection of routes and vehicle 2.19
technology, the approach to system specification and procurement as well as 
details of the design. Table 2.2 presents the scheme objectives and sets out 
how quantitative and qualitative measures have been used to assess the 
degree to which the NGT proposals meet them.   
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Table 2.2 NGT Scheme Objectives 

Objective Detail 

1. Maximise growth of the Leeds 

economy by enhancing its 

competitive position and 

facilitating future employment 

and population growth 

In quantitative terms this means maximising the 
Net Present Value (NPV) of the proposal – as 
conventional benefits form part of Objective 4, the 
focus here is on Wider Impacts. It also recognises 
the population/household growth pressures. In 
qualitative terms it is about „quality of life‟ and 
„putting Leeds on the map‟. 

2. Support and facilitate the 

sustainable growth of Leeds, 

recognising the importance of 

its city centre to the future 

economy of the Leeds City 

Region 

This is about increasing person capacity into the 
city centre especially during peak periods, 
recognising the constraints on road capacity, car 
parking capacity and without further investment, 
rail capacity. This captures the spatial dimension of 
where we want growth to happen. 

3. Support and facilitate targeted 

regeneration initiatives and 

economic growth in the more 

deprived areas of Leeds 

This is about improving the links between the more 
deprived areas of Leeds and 
employment/education opportunities, as well as 
explicitly supporting the delivery of other policy 
initiatives such as EASEL. This too has a spatial 
dimension, but it is more about the beneficiaries of 
growth. 

4. Improve the efficiency of the 

City‟s public transport and road 

networks. 

This is the conventional DfT Value for Money case: 
user benefits (journey time, quality, but also 
reliability, option value etc.) and non-user benefits 
(impact on congestion). „Improve‟ should be taken 
as relative to the Do Minimum rather than now. 

5. Reduce transport‟s emissions of 

CO2 and other greenhouse 

gases 

Environment is split into two: global (CO2 etc.) and 

local. The impacts on the local environment 

incorporate townscape, local air quality, noise, etc. 

It captures making best use of existing assets. 

Safety is also captured in Objective 6. Again the 

comparison („reduce‟ and „promote‟) are against 

the Do Minimum. 

6. Promote quality of life through a 

safe and healthy built and 

natural environment 

7. Contribute to enhanced quality 

of life by improving access for 

all to jobs and services 

Key services include but are not limited to 
hospitals (LGI, St James‟s), tertiary education 
(University, Leeds Met, and College of 
Technology). It could also include the railway 
station, bus station etc. (access to national 
networks). „Improving‟ should be taken as relative 
to the Do Minimum rather than now. 
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3. Option Generation and Selection Process  

 A comprehensive option generation and selection process has been 3.1
undertaken to identify the Promoters‟ preferred option. In 2007 Metro and 
Leeds City Council (LCC) commissioned a review of the Strategic Context for 
Public Transport in Leeds. This report identified the existing and likely future 
problems on the key radial corridors approaching Leeds city centre and 
considered the applicability of alternative interventions. This work was 
summarised in Investing in Public Transport: A Framework for Leeds (2009), 
which was later subsumed and incorporated into the LTP3. 

 The strategic context work identified a number of key problems affecting the 3.2
radial approaches to the city including: 

 Road congestion; 

 Crowded/unreliable buses; 

 Poor accessibility; 

 Crowded rail services; and 

 Rail car parks at capacity. 

 The following possible interventions were also identified through this work: 3.3

 New Generation Transport (high quality Bus Rapid Transit); 

 Bus network enhancement; 

 Tram train;  

 Rail network enhancement; and 

 Park & Ride. 

 As a result of this work, three corridors were identified as having the greatest 3.4
initial potential for NGT. These were the A660 Otley Road corridor, the east 
Leeds corridor and the A61 Wakefield Road corridor.  

 Consideration was given to all available modes and through a comprehensive 3.5
assessment process; an appropriate mode was selected for NGT.  

 Route corridor audits were undertaken on the three NGT corridors. The audits 3.6
identified a long list of rapid transit alignment options which were further 
assessed during the design process as follows: 

 Design Stage One: High level consideration to assess and reduce the 
long list of route options; and 

 Design Stage Two: Development of the short-listed route options to 
provide sufficient design detail to allow the selection of preferred 
alignments. 
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 This led to the identification of the Promoters‟ MSBC Preferred Option, as it 3.7
best delivered against the scheme objectives. Subsequently the option was 
further modified when Programme Entry was awarded. Full details of the 
Preferred Option are set out in Chapter 4. 

Specification of the Next Best Alternative and Low Cost Alternative 

 To meet the project‟s objectives, the trolleybus Preferred Option has been 3.8
designed to have the greatest degree of priority over other traffic that is 
affordable within the overall expenditure limit and fits with other deliverability 
constraints. 

 Due to the strength of the strategic case for NGT and the DfT approval of the 3.9
strategic case following submission of the MSBC and BAFFB, further 
consideration of the Next Best Alternative (NBA) and Low Cost Alternative 
(LCA) options is not included within this Programme Entry Business Case 
Submission. 

 However, for completeness, a summary of the NBA and LCA is provided 3.10
below. The options can be summarised as follows: 

 The Next Best Alternative: leased high specification diesel-electric hybrid 
articulated buses running across the same three corridors as the 
Preferred Option, but with sections of off-highway busway removed from 
the specification. Upgraded bus routes would provide the service on the 
North Lines and a tendered Park & Ride service would be procured on the 
South Line. 

 The Lower Cost Alternative: bus priority measures implemented across 
the same three corridors as the Preferred Option, served by upgraded 
existing diesel bus services and a tendered Park & Ride service procured 
for the south line. These measures were largely on-highway. The 
procurement constraints for the Lower Cost Alternative were identical to 
those for the Next Best Alternative. 

 The 2009 MSBC set out the justification for the specification of the Next Best 3.11
Alternative and Low Cost Alternative and this is provided in Appendix 37 to this 
submission. Unlike trolleybuses, the modes considered for the NBA and LCA 
are not specifically named in the Transport and Works Act. A Transport and 
Works Act Order is only available for guided bus-based projects and only then 
for the guided section and associated ancillary works. If the technology is not 
trolleybus then the maximum degree of possible system segregation (and 
hence also the maximum degree to which the system could be guided) is 
unlikely to be sufficient to warrant a whole system TWAO. For the NBA and 
LCA, alternative approaches to powers and procurement are needed. This has 
two consequences: 
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 The infrastructure for a hybrid/diesel vehicle option can only be 
implemented using a bundle of processes. The Promoters would have to 
proceed with utilising planning and Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) 
powers to build the system, and then procure operations at a later date. 
The planning and CPO powers may constrain the procurement approach 
which could be put in place. 

 The operation of the hybrid/diesel vehicle could take place in either a 
„status quo‟ environment (i.e. operators register services commercially in 
the established way and Metro tenders additional services it sees as 
socially necessary), through Voluntary Partnership Agreements (VPAs), 
under a Quality Partnership Scheme (QPS), or as part of a Quality 
Contract Scheme (QCS). 

 The Promoters carefully considered the procurement options available for the 3.12
NBA and LCA (see Chapter 7 of the MSBC). It was concluded that there no 
significant deliverability issues for the Quality Partnership Scheme (QPS) 
option and so this is a viable way forward. Under a QPS the use of NBA/LCA 
infrastructure, including off-highway busways would be available to any 
operator that met the defined quality threshold. The Promoters could not set 
the quality threshold for services so high that this introduced a disproportionate 
barrier to entry into the market for new operators, or otherwise 
disproportionately affected existing competition.  

 The Promoters therefore had to plan on the basis that NBA/LCA infrastructure 3.13
would be available to a volume of vehicles akin to the current flows. This 
means that the Promoters could not provide the same level of priority at 
junctions as is prescribed for the Preferred Option.  

 To be comparators of worth the NBA and LCA each need to be deliverable 3.14
options. The consideration of the powers and procurement options set out 
above shows that the NBA/LCA cannot simply be the Preferred Option using 
alternative vehicle technologies. Rather an alternative infrastructure 
specification is also required which goes as far as possible to meet the 
Promoters‟ objectives while reflecting deliverability constraints. The key 
constraints are a combination of the available mechanisms to obtain powers to 
build and operate the system as well as the public and political acceptability of 
using those powers. 

 With these considerations in mind the NBA has been specified to mirror the 3.15
Preferred Option‟s infrastructure insofar as possible but reflecting that: 

 Any new infrastructure would have to be available to all buses that met a 
specified standard on the corridor, which for planning purposes has to be 
taken to be all vehicles currently operating on those corridors covered by 
the QPS. A QPS could not be used to specify a particular make or model 
of vehicle, or a particular power source (e.g. diesel/electric hybrid, or bio-
fuel). As well as reducing the journey time and punctuality and reliability 
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benefits compared with the Preferred Option, this also raises issues 
where segregated alignments could potentially be used for high volumes 
of buses with consequent adverse impacts on noise, severance, urban 
realm and potentially, air quality;  

 Signal priorities would have to be shared with all buses on the corridor 
that met the QPS standard. Given junction capacity constraints this 
means that the same level of priority could not be given as for the 
Preferred Option. In turn this means that infrastructure required to support 
the use of this priority may also not be required, for example bus pre-
signals can be ineffective with high demand and any loss of pre-signals 
may mean that a section of approaching bus lane then has no merit; and 

 It is not desirable to split services operating on the same corridor between 
two similar routes with the same catchment area. 
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4. The NGT Scheme 

Alignment 

 The transit mode for the NGT is a single deck, articulated trolleybus. 4.1
Programme Entry status was awarded to a network comprising: 

 South Line to Stourton, with Park & Ride at Stourton with 1,500 spaces; 

 North Leeds to Holt Park, via A660 Otley Road and with Park & Ride at 
Bodington with 800 spaces; and 

 A link through the city centre.  

 It is this Programme Entry network that is the subject of this business case 4.2
submission. An overview plan of the network is provided at Figure 4.1. 

 Approximately 56% of the NGT route will be segregated from general traffic, 4.3
6.1km of which is new NGT-only route where NGT is 100% segregated. Priority 
and traffic management measures are planned where NGT is mixed with 
general traffic to ensure adequate levels of reliability. 

South Line 

 The South Line will run between city centre and a Park & Ride site at Stourton, 4.4
adjacent to Junction 7 of the M621 (with 1,500 spaces). This route serves 
several major redevelopment sites on the southern fringe of the city centre, 
including Brewery Wharf and Clarence Dock. It also passes through Hunslet 
District Centre, serving commercial, industrial and residential areas. The route 
includes a new segregated alignment between Balm Road and Wakefield Road 
via the Hallam & Pontefract railway corridor, alongside the existing heavy rail 
alignment approaching the Stourton Park & Ride site.  

North Line 

 The North Line will run from the City Hub to a new Park & Ride site at 4.5
Bodington (with 800 spaces) and then on to the district centre at Holt Park. It 
will serve the heavily congested A660 corridor, catering both for local trips and 
the longer distance market. NGT links the city centre with Leeds‟ Universities 
and campuses and the Hospital. It also provides links to the communities of 
Hyde Park, Headingley and West Park.  

Operations 

 The central Value for Money case set out in this report proposes a service 4.6
frequency of ten buses per hour in each direction between Stourton and 
Bodington, with every other service continuing to Holt Park. As the scheme 
develops it is envisaged that the service specification will be refined to 
maximise the scheme‟s financial and economic case. NGT will provide a high 
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quality, largely segregated, rapid transit service with high capacity, greater 
reliability and improved journey times than the current bus-based network. 

 To ensure that the NGT scheme delivers its objectives and forecast economic 4.7
benefits, it has been identified that it is necessary to limit access to the use of 
NGT‟s infrastructure to use by NGT vehicles. This is essential in protecting the 
forecast journey time and reliability benefits.  

Vehicles 

 NGT will be operated by trolleybuses, which will run on rubber tyres and be 4.8
powered by two overhead electric wires. It is currently envisaged that vehicles 
will be single articulated, single deck buses which are fully DDA compliant. 
Consideration will be given to longer bi-articulated vehicles if capacity forecasts 
suggest that they would be beneficial. 

 The trolleybuses will have a form of back-up power to overcome of a loss of 4.9
overhead power supply and to meet the need for a diversion away from 
overhead wires. 

Powers 

 An order application under The Transport and Work Act (1992) (TWAO) will be 4.10
submitted once Programme Entry Approval is reinstated by the DfT. Delivering 
the scheme through a single works and planning consents process will also 
offer the option to take the powers to let an NGT operating concession. This is 
considered the optimum procurement approach to deliver NGT‟s objectives as 
in particular it enables promoters to protect journey times and reliability benefits 
by prioritising NGT over other vehicles.  

 Further detail on the powers and consent required for NGT are provided in 4.11
Chapter 14 of the MSBC document. 
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Figure 4.1 NGT Preferred Option 
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ECONOMIC CASE 

5. Capital Costs 

 The capital cost of the scheme is £250.687m (outturn). The capital costs have 5.1
not changed since BAFFB submission. 

Changes in Capital Cost since Programme Entry Approval 

 The Promoters adopted a two stage process to develop NGT‟s specification 5.2
and capital costs for the BAFFB submission: 

 Stage 1 was to recalculate the cost of the Programme Entry scheme to 
reflect design refinements that had taken place subsequent to 
Programme Entry as well as the latest available information on the costs 
associated with the diversion of utilities. This is referred to as the Design 
Freeze 6 (DF6) cost estimate. 

 Stage 2 was to undertake a scope review and value engineering exercise 
with the goal of reducing the scheme capital cost derived in Stage 1. 

 As part of Stage 2, a number of possible scope changes and value engineering 5.3
options were identified and details of these are set out in the report Capital 
Cost and Value Engineering Update which is Appendix 19. This report sets out 
the rationale for rejecting a number of the identified options as well as why 
certain options were taken forward. 

 Through a comprehensive cost review and value engineering process that has 5.4
built on the detailed work to MSBC and associated QRA processes, a number 
of areas for cost reduction have been identified, leading to a cost reduction of 
£29.0m from the DF6 figure (this is set out in Table 5.1). These have been 
specified to maintain the outcomes and so benefits of the scheme.  

 The seven substantive reductions are: 5.5

 Ticketing – further alignment to Metro‟s post MSBC submission wider 
smartcard strategy allows descoping of Ticket Vending Machines (TVMs) 
at each NGT stop and instead greater use of conductors. This leads to a 
capital cost saving of £2.3m. The cost of employing additional conductors 
is reflected in a revised NGT operating cost. 

 Stop specification – Whilst maintaining the step change in quality from the 
existing bus offer and the benefits that this will bring, the NGT stop 
specification has been tailored to demand. Less well used stops have a 
lower specification when compared to the MSBC, while the busiest stops 
have a higher specification. There is a net saving of £4.1m. 

 Stourton Park & Ride – The decision was taken to reduce the size of the 
Stourton Park & Ride site from 2,200 spaces to 1,500 spaces. This 
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reduces the overall scheme cost by £1.1m. Land is available for 
subsequent expansion of the site if warranted. 

 Pepper Road Stop – The stop at Pepper Road on the South Line has 
been removed from the scheme specification. This stop was one of the 
less well used stops on the network. As well as saving the cost of the stop 
itself, there are also savings as a number of retaining structures as well 
as junction modifications are no longer required. This leads to a cost 
reduction of £1.9m. (The equipment/TVM costs savings are included in 
the ticketing and stop specification savings quoted above.) 

 Balm Road Railway Bridge – Value engineering has now been 
incorporated on the design and specification of Balm Rd Bridge. 

 Leeds Bridge - the South Line crosses the River Aire using Leeds Bridge. 
This bridge has a weak deck and currently has weight restrictions. The 
MSBC proposal was to add a third lane over Leeds Bridge and this would 
require bridge strengthening. The specification has now been modified to 
a two lane solution and the approach modified to accommodate this 
resulting in a £2.5m cost saving. There is a small run time penalty as a 
result.  

 Fleet size – as part of the Value Engineering process run times have 
been reassessed. This has resulted in a reduction of the peak vehicle 
requirement (PVR) to 19.  

 It is worth noting here that the Promoters gave careful consideration to 5.6
removing the section of route between Bodington Park & Ride and Holt Park. 
However, this section of route is important for extending the geographic scope 
of the benefits of NGT and makes an important contribution to the attainment of 
the Promoters‟ objectives. For these reasons, it has strong political support. 
The decision was therefore taken to retain the Bodington to Holt Park section 
of route. 

 The cost savings from the value engineering and scope review exercise are 5.7
summarised in Table 5.1 below. 
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Table 5.1 Cost Savings Included In Estimate (2008 prices) 

Description 
Cost Change 

(£m) 

Ticketing -2.3 

Transit stops -3.9 

Land - 

Stourton P&R -1.1 

Pepper Road -2.0 

Balm Road Bridge -4.2 

Leeds Bridge -2.6 

Total Construction Cost Saving  Q1 2008 -16.0 

Vehicles -0.6 

TROs, Testing/Commissioning, monitoring & evaluation -0.4 

Risk -6.5 

Total Cost Saving from Value Engineering Q1 2008 -23.5 

Inflation -5.5 

Total Change in Outturn Scheme Costs -29.0 
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Total Scheme Capital Costs 

 The overall costs for the Programme Entry scheme, following DF6 and for this 5.8
submission are set out below in Table 5.2. The outturn capital cost for the 
scheme is £250.687m 

Table 5.2 Scheme Capital Costs 

(£000) 
Programme 

Entry Approval 
(PEA) 

Base Scheme 
Cost (DF6) 

Base Scheme 
Cost (DF6) + 

Value 
Engineering 

Construction Cost £125,456 £142,954 £126,938 

Development Costs £17,675 £26,251 £26,251 

Land Acquisition and 
Compensation 

£28,900 £26,900 £26,900 

Vehicle Purchase £14,400 £12,000 £11,400 

TROs, Testing/Commissioning, 
monitoring & evaluation 

£3,249 £3,249 £2,826 

Project Costs Q1 2008 £189,680 £211,354 £194,315 

Risk £36,070 £21,671 £15,195 

Project Costs & Risks £225,750 £233,025 £209,510 

Inflation £28,491 £46,668 £41,177 

Outturn Scheme Cost  £254,241 £279,693 £250,687 

Net saving versus DF6 scheme  £29,006 
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6. Revenue Costs 

 This Chapter sets out the approach to quantify the costs of operating services 6.1
and maintaining vehicles and infrastructure. 

NGT Run Times 

 Micro-simulation modelling work has been undertaken and an updated run time 6.2
projection has been calculated between the Stourton Park & Ride site and the 
City centre. A summary of the micro-simulation derived run times for the South 
Line is given in Table 6.1 below. 

Table 6.1 South Line Run Time Summary 

Stourton to Lower Briggate (City 
Centre) 

Inbound Outbound 

Major Scheme Business Case 12m 15s 12m 15s 

Updated AM Peak 8m 54s 10m 35s 

Updated PM Peak 9m 45s 9m 45s 

 For the North Line an average run time is derived for both AM and PM peaks. 6.3
For the BAFFB and for this submission, this has been projected to be 27m 51s 
from Holt Park to the city centre, a reduction of 2 minutes compared with the 
MSBC figure. 

 Further details on the assessment of NGT run times can be found in Appendix 6.4
24, (Estimation of NGT Run Times, July 2011). 

Operating Costs 

 The scheme‟s operating costs have been reviewed to reflect the revised run 6.5
times and service specification. They have been updated to reflect the greater 
use of conductors for revenue collection. NGT service pattern has been 
reviewed against forecast demand, which has led to reductions in operating 
costs from BAFFB submission.  

 As with the MSBC, there are operating cost savings which arise from the 6.6
removal of parallel competing bus routes from the North Corridor. The 
proposed NGT service will parallel some existing bus services, particularly on 
the North Line. The eventual reaction of the incumbent operators to NGT will of 
course be determined by the operators and not by the Promoters. However, a 
long term view of likely changes to the incumbent operator bus network has 
been assumed for the MSBC. For each corridor the pattern of existing services 
has been considered and a possible operator reaction has been assumed. 
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 On the South Line NGT cuts across services from Wakefield and from 
Middleton. The degree of replication of these routes, which go some 
distance beyond where NGT parallels them, is not considered sufficient 
for any service rationalisation to be likely. 

 On the North Line the degree of replication between NGT and existing 
services is much greater. Service 95, which runs between Bodington Hall 
and the city centre, is assumed to be entirely replaced by NGT which 
would offer a better service over the same route. Services 1 and 96 
extend beyond the Bodington Park & Ride site to Holt Park district centre, 
but parallel NGT for the majority of their route. For these services it has 
been assumed that the frequency would be halved between Holt Park and 
the city centre. 

 Various components within operating costs are expected to change over time 6.7
at different rates. Inflation assumptions for these different items have been 
made based on previous patterns of change and expectations of future 
conditions as follows: 

 Fuel at RPI (0% real); 

 Labour at 1% p.a. above RPI; 

 Technology at 1½% p.a. below RPI; and 

 Other at RPI (0% real). 

 These assumed inflation rates have been benchmarked against similar 6.8
operating cost models and are broadly consistent. The annual operating costs 
for this submission are summarised in Table 6.2 below. 

Table 6.2 Scheme Annual Operating Costs (2020/21) 

Costs Central Case  

NGT Operating Cost £9.1m 

Bus Operating Costs Avoided £4.2m 

Net Position £4.0m 
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7. Demand and Economic Benefits Forecasting Approach 

Introduction 

 Here we set out our approach to forecasting NGT demand, revenue and 7.1
economic benefits for this submission.  

 One of the March 2011 Programme Entry award conditions was that future 7.2
NGT demand and benefit modelling should use the Leeds Transport Model 
(LTM), which at the time of Programme Entry was in development. 
Development of LTM continued through 2010 and into 2011 leading to the 
adoption of LTM as the modelling platform for NGT.  

 LTM was used to forecast NGT demand, revenue and benefits for the 7.3
September 2011 BAFFB submission. Subsequent analysis by the Promoters 
and by DfT indicated that further modelling work was needed to increase the 
confidence in the projections of NGT demand, revenue and benefits. This 
further modelling work underpins this submission. 

 The further modelling work that has been undertaken has not altered the 7.4
functionality or structure of LTM. The demand model is unchanged. Rather it 
has focussed on the public transport supply model, in particular how NGT and 
other public transport modes are represented within the model. 

 The modelling work undertaken to support this submission has benefitted from 7.5
the interaction between the Promoter team and DfT officials. This has been 
used as an opportunity to discuss and explain emerging findings and agree a 
way forward. 

The Leeds Transport Model 

 The LTM is a Multi-Modal Transport Model developed through the Transport for 7.6
Leeds project between 2008 and 2011. Development of the model was co-
funded by DfT, Metro, Leeds City Council and Yorkshire Forward. The LTM 
comprises a public transport model, which utilises Cube Voyager software, a 
SATURN highway model and a demand model utilising EMME software. It 
covers the West Yorkshire region with a focus on Leeds metropolitan district. 
The model was developed by AECOM in association with Denvil Coombe 
Practice. 

 The LTM has been designed to be as consistent as practicable with the latest 7.7
WebTAG and DMRB guidance. It provides a step-change in the functionality of 
the analytical framework available to Metro and Leeds City Council to assess 
transport schemes/policies in the West Yorkshire region.  

 The LTM explicitly models distribution and time of day choice as well as mode 7.8
choice. Demand is segmented by journey purpose, income and car availability. 
As well as highway and public transport assignment models, it also has a 
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model of parking choice. The demand model considers AM peak, inter-peak, 
PM peak and off peak time periods and assignment is undertaken for all 
periods other than the off-peak period. Within the AM and PM peak periods 
micro time choice is modelled between the three hours that comprise the 
respective peak period.  

 Further details on the specification of LTM can be found in the following report: 7.9

 Appendix 6: LTM Demand Model Validation Report 

 The model has 2016 and 2031 forecast years.  7.10

 Consideration of DfT guidance indicates that LTM: 7.11

 Is fit for purpose; 

 Meets WebTAG/DMRB criteria well; 

 Has proven to have stable iterative processes and converges well; 

 Is suitable for testing impacts of a range of highway and PT schemes that 
impact on the highway network; and 

 In particular, LTM provides a suitable and appropriate platform for forecasting 7.12
NGT demand, revenue and benefits to the standard required for a Programme 
Entry appraisal. 

Base Model Fit 

 Details on the calibration and validation of LTM can be found in the following  7.13
reports: 

 Appendix 2: LTM Addendum Validation Report 

 Appendix 6: LTM Demand Model Validation Report; 

 Appendix 7: LTM Highway Model Validation Report; 

 Appendix 8: LTM Public Transport Model Validation Report; and 

 Appendix 9: LTM NGT Validation and Forecasting Report. 

 From these reports it can be seen that the highway and public transport models 7.14
validate satisfactorily against WebTAG criteria and that the demand model has 
implied elasticities within the range established by WebTAG. 

Modelling NGT  

 Since the submission of the BAFFB, changes have been made to the way that 7.15
NGT is modelled in four areas. 
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 NGT will provide a step-change in the quality of public transport in the corridors 7.16
that it serves. This enhanced quality will make NGT attractive to existing public 
transport users and to non-users. For NGT demand and benefit forecasting 
boarding and stop penalties are used to capture the quality differential between 
NGT and existing bus services. The development of this submission has been 
used as an opportunity to review the quantification of boarding and alighting 
penalties used in the modelling, in particular to ensure that recent and 
anticipated developments to the bus offer are captured in the description of the 
do-minimum.  

 Work has also been done to look at the way that interchange penalties are 7.17
modelled. Interchange penalties are additional to the boarding penalties and 
represent the additional deterrence to interchange over and above the access 
time to stops, wait times and appropriate boarding penalty. In LTM the 
interchange penalty between two bus routes or between bus and NGT has 
been set to be equal. The values of the interchange penalty have been 
modified such that the proportion of NGT trips interchanging to other modes is 
similar to that observed currently in Leeds. 

 A further area of work has focussed on a number of the controlling model 7.18
parameters that influence the sensitivity of trip makers to the cost difference 
between alternative modes. It was found that at the time of BAFFB submission, 
LTM was over sensitive to the cost difference and as a consequence NGT was 
seen as more attractive than it ought to have been. 

 The final area of work is that a thorough review has been undertaken of the 7.19
way that NGT journey time is represented in the supply side model and in 
particular how those journey times are carried over into the demand model. 

 All the amendments made to the modelling approach have been discussed 7.20
with DfT officials in advance of this submission. This includes the following 
appendices: 

 Appendix 34: Impact of LTM PT Model Parameters 

Economic Benefit Assumptions 

 No substantive changes have been made to the approach for calculating 7.21
economic benefits between BAFFB and this submission, although all 
procedures have been thoroughly audited and where appropriate streamlined. 

Annualisation 

 Separate factors have been derived for highway and public transport. No 7.22
changes have been made to the approach to annualising demand, revenue 
and benefits applied at BAFFB. The key annualisation factors are presented in 
Table 7.1 below. Full details on the derivation of annualisation factors can be 
found in this report: 
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 Appendix 12: Annualisation Factor Derivation Report 

Table 7.1 Public Transport Model Annualisation Factors 

Modelled Period Annualisation Factor 

AM Peak 772 

Inter peak 2,782 

PM Peak 514 

NTEM 

 LTM utilises NTEM 6.2 as an input to its trip generation modelling. 7.23

Appraisal Methodology 

 Appraisal has been undertaken using TUBA 1.8 with modifications to the 7.24
default economics file to allow the number of user classes to match better LTM 
segmentation. In addition: 

 Highway, parking and public transport are represented in separate TUBA 
model runs, each with two forecast years. 

 Public transport is a single combined rail/bus/NGT assignment. NGT 
provides an alternative to existing PT served OD pairs. It is therefore not 
required to address the „new mode‟ problem.  

 Equity values of time are being applied with behavioural time weightings 
for walk and wait time to ensure the necessary consistency with demand 
model responses. 

 Mode constant values (in this case vehicle and stop quality benefits) are 
included within TUBA runs. Total benefits are fully disaggregated into time 
and quality for the central case only. 

 Revenue impacts by sub-mode are represented directly in the economic 
appraisal spreadsheet. They cannot be skimmed by sub-mode from the 
Voyager software. Separating revenues by sub-mode is necessary to 
represent the NGT proposal for the public sector to take revenue risk. 

 Reliability impacts are represented within the economic appraisal 
spreadsheet.  

 Accident impacts are represented within the economic appraisal 
spreadsheet based on an updated MSBC analysis.  

 Details of the modifications to the default TUBA economics file can be provided 7.25
if requested. TUBA files have been provided to DfT to support this submission. 
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Optimism Bias 

 Following HM Treasury and DfT Guidance, NGT has been classified as a 7.26
„combined‟ project, in light of the fact that components which could be 
classified non-standard civil engineering make up less than 30% of the total 
cost. Therefore assuming that the basic „non-standard civil engineering‟ 
recommendation for optimism bias is not appropriate for the project. 

 A mitigation analysis, as described in HM Treasury Green Book Supplementary 7.27
Guidance has been completed for the project and is set out in Appendix 30 
Optimism Bias Paper. The conclusion of this analysis was that the programme 
entry optimism bias assumption of 44% should be reduced to a combined 
project mitigated optimism bias level of 29.3%. The preferred option is 
therefore based on 29.3%, but appraisal sensitivity tests have been undertaken 
using 44% Optimism Bias. 
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8. Scheme Benefits 

 In this chapter we set out the Central Case forecast outcomes and benefits of 8.1
the NGT scheme; including an update of its impacts on Central Government 
sub-objectives reflecting these latest forecasts. 

 Scenario and sensitivity testing around the Central Case are described in 8.2
Chapter 9 of this document. The overall appraisal performance of the 
proposals is set out in Chapter 10 as a Value for Money Statement. 

Forecast Scheme Impacts 

 It is forecast that in 2016 (assuming that this is full, mature year of NGT 8.3
operation), NGT will cater for 11.8m passengers. By 2031, annual demand will 
increase to 14.9m. For comparison, the forecast 2016 demand at Programme 
Entry stage was circa 10 million, if the latest annualisation factors were used. 
Tables 8.1 and 8.2 present the daily and annual forecast annual NGT demand 
and revenue. It should be noted that the average yields presented below are 
for single journeys and include senior, disabled and young person‟s 
concessionary travel that do not produce revenues. 

Table 8.1 Daily Forecast Central Case NGT Demand and Revenue 

Modelled Period 
(2002 Prices) 

2016 2031 

Demand Revenue Demand Revenue 

AM Peak 2,667 £3,328 3,308 £4,611 

Inter peak 2,787 £2,286 3,569 £3,272 

PM Peak 3,808 £4,035 4,717 £5,560 

Table 8.2 Annual Forecast Central Case NGT Demand and Revenue 

Modelled Period 
(2002 Prices) 
£m 

2016 2031 

Demand Revenue Yield Demand Revenue Yield 

AM Peak 2.06 £2.57 £1.25 2.55 £3.56 £1.39 

Inter peak 7.75 £6.36 £0.82 9.93 £9.10 £0.92 

PM Peak 1.96 £2.07 £1.06 2.42 £2.86 £1.18 

Total Annual 11.77 £11.00 £0.93 14.91 £15.52 £1.04 

 Tables 8.3 and Table 8.4 present daily and annual demand by source for the 8.4
Central Case scenario. 
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 Table 8.3 NGT Demand Forecasts 2031 by Modelled Period 

Demand Source AM Peak Inter peak PM Peak 

Total NGT demand 3,308 3,569 4,717 

Transfer from bus 2,417 2,460 3,842 

Transfer from car 206 310 171 

Park & Ride Transfer 504 518 590 

Active Mode 181 281 114 

Table 8.4 NGT Annual Demand Forecasts 2031 (m) 

Demand Source AM Peak Inter peak PM Peak 
Annual 

total 

Total NGT demand 2.55 9.93 2.42 14.91 

Transfer from bus 1.86 6.85 1.96 10.67 

Transfer from car 0.16 0.86 0.09 1.11 

Park & Ride Transfer 0.39 1.44 0.31 2.14 

Active Mode 0.14 0.78 0.06 0.99 

 Figures 8.1 and 8.2 present modelled NGT line loadings by forecast year, 8.5
direction and time period.  

 Tables 8.5 and 8.6 sets out the same data presented as forecast northbound 8.6
and southbound boardings and alightings by stop.



Page 33 of 87                                     NGT Programme Entry Business Case submission:  March 2012 

 

Figure 8.1 Forecast Line Loadings – Northbound  
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Figure 8.2 Forecast Line Loadings – Southbound 
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Table 8.5 Forecast Central Case Boardings and Alightings 

 

 

  

On Off On Off On Off On Off On Off On Off

Stourton P&R 250 0 117 0 62 0 333 0 151 0 79 0

Flax Mill Lane stop 138 4 146 1 63 2 175 4 188 2 76 2

Penny Hill Centre stop 56 3 40 4 56 1 69 3 51 5 69 1

Joseph St 27 9 32 6 23 4 44 12 43 8 26 5

Crown Point Rd stop 60 5 40 5 33 3 76 7 52 6 37 4

Brewery Wharf 85 31 77 21 177 8 107 40 96 26 211 10

Lwr Briggate 0 3 0 3 0 4 0 4 0 4 1 5

Trinity 107 126 103 45 199 37 137 165 135 58 244 47

City Square 246 168 314 229 614 123 309 217 417 294 747 155

Cookridge Street 133 134 176 112 329 91 165 188 230 151 404 112

Civic stop 22 103 50 79 116 49 26 124 60 98 137 57

University stop 35 242 127 126 339 90 43 305 157 159 433 106

Woodhouse stop 1 6 10 29 8 48 2 9 11 38 11 61

Hyde Park Corner stop 63 64 30 68 27 166 78 78 36 89 32 216

Headingley Hill stop 16 49 22 129 3 451 19 63 28 172 2 524

Headingley Centre stop 28 30 31 61 3 226 33 38 39 80 3 263

St Chads stop 16 17 4 36 1 38 18 24 5 49 1 50

Churchwood stop 5 40 1 30 1 60 6 46 2 36 1 71

West Park stop 1 110 3 74 3 41 1 134 4 92 3 52

Lawnswood stop 1 49 8 13 1 62 2 61 10 16 1 75

Bodington P&R 4 45 11 151 9 345 5 54 13 196 13 450

Holt Park_Int 14 28 3 84 0 134 17 32 4 105 1 159

Holt Park 0 46 0 38 0 84 0 57 0 47 0 105

Totals 1310 1310 1345 1345 2066 2066 1667 1667 1732 1732 2529 2530

Northbound

2016 2031

AM IP PM AM IP PM



Page 36 of 87                                     NGT Programme Entry Business Case submission:  March 2012 

 

Table 8.6 Forecast Central Case Boardings and Alightings 

 

 

On Off On Off On Off On Off On Off On Off

Holt Park 86 0 84 0 54 0 104 0 102 0 62 0

Holt Park_Int 135 5 85 9 94 9 167 6 105 11 113 11

Bodington P&R 280 0 161 2 101 6 334 0 206 3 119 7

Lawnswood stop 39 6 62 1 26 2 47 8 78 2 32 2

West Park stop 35 5 48 15 29 19 44 6 60 18 35 20

Churchwood stop 26 1 21 0 67 0 27 1 26 1 87 0

St Chads stop 55 3 68 7 49 5 73 3 101 8 55 6

Headingley Centre stop 184 5 83 27 92 10 218 6 104 34 107 12

Headingley Hill stop 133 13 112 16 80 10 156 15 134 20 95 12

Hyde Park Corner stop 120 37 71 22 62 49 154 49 90 28 76 58

Woodhouse stop 20 12 6 8 12 29 26 16 8 10 15 36

University stop 46 294 141 192 200 102 47 354 182 233 253 123

Civic stop 22 68 83 65 74 30 26 78 103 80 99 36

Cookridge Street 78 189 150 173 188 127 93 232 198 236 244 163

City Square 47 366 178 358 399 282 61 434 227 451 509 325

Trinity 22 111 47 114 130 168 30 133 63 147 177 223

Lwr Briggate 0 7 0 10 0 23 0 8 0 12 0 29

Brewery Wharf 12 96 21 80 65 116 15 112 26 104 81 145

Crown Point Rd stop 0 18 6 45 7 107 0 27 8 55 9 129

Joseph St 7 9 8 18 4 58 11 11 10 29 5 98

Penny Hill Centre stop 2 34 4 54 8 99 3 45 5 68 11 121

Flax Mill Lane stop 6 49 1 108 0 207 7 61 2 142 0 263

Stourton P&R 0 28 0 116 0 285 0 35 0 147 0 370

Totals 1357 1357 1441 1441 1742 1742 1642 1642 1838 1838 2187 2187

Southbound

2016 2031

AM IP PM AM IP PM
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 Tables 8.7 and 8.8 presents forecast annual public transport revenue impact by 8.7
mode. The derivation of this information from modelled periods to annual is 
based on the annualisation factors presented in Chapter 7 of this report. 

Table 8.7 Daily Forecast Central Case Net PT Revenue 

Modelled Period 
(2002 Prices) 

Bus Rail NGT Net 

2
0
1
6

 

AM Peak -£1,594 -£329 +£3,328 +£1,405 

Interpeak -£1,140 -£199 +£2,286 +£948 

PM Peak -£2,123 -£315 +£4,035 £1,597 

2
0
3
1

 

AM Peak -£2,096 -£333 +£4,611 +£2,182 

Inter peak -£1,626 -£267 +£3,272 +£1,380 

PM Peak -£2,830 -£271 +£5,560 +£2,458 

Table 8.8 Annual Forecast Central Case Net PT Revenue 

Modelled Period 
(2002 Prices) £m 

Bus Rail NGT Net 

2
0
1
6

 

AM Peak -£1.23 -£0.25 £2.57 £1.08 

Interpeak -£3.17 -£0.55 £6.36 £2.64 

PM Peak -£1.09 -£0.16 £2.07 £0.82 

Total -£5.49 -£0.97 £11.00 £4.54 

2
0
3
1

 

AM Peak -£1.62 -£0.26 £3.56 £1.68 

Inter peak -£4.52 -£0.74 £9.10 £3.84 

PM Peak -£1.45 -£0.14 £2.86 £1.26 

Total -£7.60 -£1.14 £15.52 £6.79 

 Appendix 39 provides Excel sector to sector demand and benefit data. Due to 8.8
the time required to create the data set, this data has not been provided for 
each individual modelled sensitivity test. If the data is required for specific 
modelled sensitivity tests, this can be provided upon request.  
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Highway Impacts 

 The NGT scheme has a number of impacts on highway travel. Firstly it offers 8.9
the opportunity for highway trips to switch to NGT thus relieving congestion 
levels. On the other hand however, the NGT scheme requires a small amount 
of highway capacity to be removed in some places. This will increase 
congestion levels. Park and Ride will also remove some trips from the highway 
network but can increase traffic volumes locally around the Park and Ride 
sites.  

 At a more global level the scheme has a slight impact on the total distance and 8.10
time travelled on the highway network and on average speed. This varies 
between time periods depending on whether the loss of highway capacity is 
greater than the decongestion benefits arising from modal transfer. These 
values have been calculated across the whole of Leeds. 

 In the majority of time periods the travel distance has increased. This is a result 8.11
of increased levels of congestion with some vehicles having to use alternative 
routes to avoid the extra congestion. The changes are generally less than 1% 
of the total. 

Economic Appraisal 

 Chapter 7 of this report gives an overview of the approach to the forecasting of 8.12
demand, revenue and economic benefits. This information is combined with 
capital and operating costs in an economic appraisal spreadsheet. A copy of 
this for the central case version is included in Appendix 15.  

 The functionality and structure of the economic appraisal spreadsheet has not 8.13
materially changed since BAFFB. The spreadsheet includes the conversion of 
costs into WebTAG compliant appraisal values, essentially market prices in 
2002 units and discounted to 2002. 

 The economic appraisal of NGT reflects the core assumption that the public 8.14
sector takes revenue risk for NGT. This assumption has a material impact on 
the Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) as a revenue surplus acts to reduce the value of 
the Present Value of Costs (the denominator in the BCR calculation), rather 
than increasing the Present Value of Benefits (the numerator in the BCR 
calculation). The scheme‟s impact on rail revenue is also assumed to accrue to 
the public sector, where it would transfer at the next refranchising to TOCs and 
remain there for the majority of the appraisal period.  

 The quality benefits of NGT referred to in Chapter 7 of this report are integral to 8.15
the demand and revenue forecasting process. The economic benefit 
calculations within TUBA use composite costs from the public transport 
assignment software for input to TUBA. It has been demonstrated in the 
preparation of this submission that this is a fundamental requirement for 
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scheme appraisal using LTM because its model structure includes an 
integrated public transport sub-mode assignment. 

 Fares are extracted from this composite cost and input to TUBA as a separate 8.16
matrix. This extraction is valid only because in the central case NGT fares are 
assumed to be the same as existing bus fares. While the quality benefits differ 
between existing bus services and NGT; these cannot be separated from the 
composite costs in the same way that fares can be. In the central case results 
presented in this chapter, NGT quality benefits are included with the standard 
time and operating cost impacts. 

 The central case Transport Economic Efficiency (TEE) table, representing 8.17
NGT‟s impacts on the private sector, is presented as Table 8.9. The equivalent 
Public Accounts table, representing the NGT impacts on local and central 
government, is presented as Table 8.10. MS Excel versions of these pro-
formas are included within the economic appraisal spreadsheet which 
accompanies this submission. 
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Table 8.9 Central Case Transport Economic Efficiency Table 

 

 

ALL MODES BUS and COACH OTHER

TOTAL Passengers

£207,843 £203,371

£1,007

-£16,755 -£22,138

£0 £0

£192,094    (1a) £181,233 £0

ALL MODES BUS and COACH

OTHER

TOTAL Passengers

£211,655 £217,538

-£731

£6,521 -£8,033

£0 £0

£217,444    (1b) £209,504 £0

Goods Vehicles

Business Cars &

LGVs Passengers Freight Passengers 

-£95,360 -£49,561 -£71,420 £25,621

-£6,962 -£3,983 -£2,980

-£825 £0 -£131 -£694

£0 £0 £0 £0

-£103,147    (2) -£53,544 -£74,530 £24,927 £0 £0 £0

Freight Passengers 

-£158,136 -£137,111 -£21,024

-£64,188 -£64,188

-£155,740 -£155,740

£289,851 £268,827 £21,024

-£88,213    (3) -£88,213 £0 £0 £0

£0    (4)

-£191,360

£218,179

Non-business: Commuting ROAD RAIL

User benefits Private Cars and LGVs Passengers

Travel time £4,472

Vehicle operating costs £1,007

User charges £5,383

During Construction & Maintenance £0

NET NON-BUSINESS BENEFITS: COMMUTING £10,861 £0

Non-business: Other ROAD RAIL

User benefits Private Cars and LGVs Passengers

Travel time -£5,883

Vehicle operating costs -£731

User charges £14,554

During Construction & Maintenance £0

NET NON-BUSINESS BENEFITS: OTHER £7,940 £0

Business

User benefits 

Travel time

Vehicle operating costs

User charges

During Construction & Maintenance

Subtotal

Private sector provider impacts

Revenue

Operating costs

Investment costs

Grant/subsidy

Subtotal

Other business impacts

Developer contributions

NET BUSINESS IMPACT   (5) = (2) + (3) + (4)

TOTAL

All entries are discounted present values, in 2002  prices and values

Present Value of Transport Economic Eff iciency Benefits 

(TEE)   (6) = (1a) + (1b) + (5)

Notes:  Benefits appear as positive numbers, w hile costs appear as negative numbers
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Table 8.10 Central Case Public Accounts Table 

 

 

 

ALL MODES

TOTAL

-£258,854

£23,125

£21,700

£0

£167,284

-£46,746   (7)

£21,024

£0

£0

£0

£101,542

£122,567   (8)

£19,403   (9)

£75,821

£19,403

 RAIL  OTHER

Local Government Funding INFRASTRUCTURE

ROAD  BUS and COACH

Developer and Other Contributions

Operating Costs £23,125

Revenue £20,674 -£279,529

Investment Costs £21,700

NET  IMPACT £20,674 -£67,420 £0 £0

Grant/Subsidy Payments £167,284

Revenue £21,024

Central Government Funding: Transport

Investment Costs

Operating costs

Grant/Subsidy Payments £101,542

Developer and Other Contributions

   

NET IMPACT £0 £101,542 £21,024 £0

Indirect Tax Revenues -£1,322 £20,725

Central Government Funding: Non-Transport

TOTALS  

Wider Public Finances   (11) = (9)

Broad Transport Budget   (10) = (7) + (8) 

Notes: Costs appear as positive numbers, w hile revenues and „Developer and Other Contributions' appear as negative numbers

All entries are discounted present values in 2002 prices and values
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 A range of modelled and appraisal scenario and sensitivity tests are presented 8.18
in Chapter 9 of this document. These tests include a representation of the 
project where the private sector takes revenue risk and the derivation of a 
central case appraisal where the quality benefits are separated from the 
conventional transport economic efficiency impacts. 

Reliability Benefits 

 A detailed study was undertaken on behalf of Metro and LCC, in parallel to the 8.19
preparation of this MSBC, investigating the levels of travel time reliability on 
current bus services in Leeds and how they could potentially improve as a 
result of the NGT scheme. Particular attention was given to the impact of bus 
priority on the level of travel time variability. It is expected that the NGT service 
would have some similar features, in terms of its reliable performance, to those 
bus services that are given priority in an efficient way. 

 The study examined day-to-day variations in travel times on most bus routes in 8.20
Leeds, based on information from an Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL) 
system. For each route, each segment between consecutive stops was 
analysed separately and so was each departure throughout the day. 

 This analysis was combined with a study of travellers‟ attitudes to unreliability, 8.21
which was part of the SP study mentioned earlier. The joint knowledge from 
these studies looks at the effect of reliability from both the demand perspective 
and the supply perspective. This informed the approach for assessing the 
reliability improvement that NGT will bring in economic terms. The inclusion of 
the analysis of reliability within the economic appraisal results in benefits of 
around £94m PV in addition to transport economic efficiency benefits set out 
above, and this has not changed for this submission. Further details on 
reliability benefits are provided in Appendix 38. 

Unquantified Benefits 

 Certain benefits cannot be included within the modelling Framework therefore 8.22
the modelled results take a prudent approach to quantifying scheme benefits. 
Additional benefits that have not been modelled relate to: 

 Ride quality and comfort; 

 The legibility of the system; 

 The permanence of the trolleybus network and overhead lines; and 

 The perception/prestige of the system. 

Social and Distributional Impacts 

 As part of the BAFFB process a scoping note on Social and Distributional 8.23
Impacts was submitted to DfT for consideration. In the lead up to this 
submission DfT provided comments on this paper, requesting further 
information and/or analysis in the areas of: Accessibility; User Benefits; 
Affordability and Noise. 
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 The further assessment of social and distributional impact on Accessibility, 8.24
User Benefits and Affordability is presented as Appendix 31. 

 No further analysis has been deemed necessary with respect to noise. The 8.25
NGT specification does not include PA or any other noise source at the stops. 
The NGT vehicle slowing for or accelerating away from a stop will result in very 
little noise. The only potential noise source at stop is therefore from the 
passengers themselves. 

 The majority of NGT stops are located on existing highways close to or at 8.26
locations where existing bus stops are provided. The small number of off-
highway stops, which include: behind the Headingley Arndale Centre; on the 
South Line; and at the Park & Ride sites, are not located close enough to 
residential dwellings or other sensitive receptors for noise at stops to be a 
concern. For this reason it is not considered that there would be any additional 
social or distributional impact of noise above that considered in the screening 
note previously supplied. 

Wider Impacts 

 Subsequent to the submission of the MSBC, wider impacts of Programme 8.27
Entry NGT scheme were calculated using the Urban Dynamic Model. This 
model provides a simulation of how an urban area evolves over time, focusing 
on the linkages between: transport; businesses and the local economy; 
population; and land use. It projects changes in population and employment as 
a result of changing transport conditions. Over recent years, Metro has 
provided significant investment in this model. It has been used as part of the 
evidence base for development of the Leeds City Region transport strategy, 
LTP3 and for scheme prioritisation purposes. It has also been used to 
calculate the wider impacts and incremental tax receipts of schemes including 
NGT. The outputs of this work have been previously presented to DfT. 

 NGT will generate jobs by relieving future constraints to the transport network. 8.28
For example, future increases in population and land-use create additional 
pressures on the transport network. However, increases in transport demand 
are not balanced by growth in the transport network capacity. Without 
intervention this „chokes off‟ economic growth. Introducing NGT increases 
„high-quality‟ transport capacity, and releases economic growth. The 
assessment made for MSBC submission is that this additional economic 
growth creates additional employment in Leeds: 

 New employment is predominantly focussed on Central Leeds as a result 
of improvements in connectivity to the city centre due to NGT. The 
forecast is for around 4,000 additional jobs in Leeds city centre by 2030; 

 Leeds city centre current employment is around 100,000. Therefore NGT 
is generating a 4% increase in employment in the city centre; 

 Unemployment reflects where people live. Reductions in unemployment 
are distributed across the City Region; 
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 In addition to the additional jobs presented below, a further 250 jobs will 
be created directly as a result of operating and maintaining NGT; 

 The people employed from the jobs created as a result of NGT live in 
both North and South Leeds. 

 The Urban Dynamic model was also been used to calculate the economic 8.29
Wider Impacts from NGT, using then standard DfT methods. These are 
principally agglomeration benefits. The results of this work are summarised 
below: 

 A 14% uplift to conventional scheme benefits; 

 Leeds city centre GDP increases by £176m (2.9%) annually. Like other 
transport investments, the majority of this is from redistribution but some 
is from additional productivity  

 Lower levels of GDP growth are seen outside of Central Leeds due to 
relocation of employment activity towards the city centre. 

 While work has been previously undertaken to quantify the wider impacts, it 8.30
has not been repeated for this submission and consequently the monetised 
wider impacts do not form part of the central case BCR. 

Carbon Impacts 

 Within the BAFFB submission the appraisal included the net impact of NGT on 8.31
greenhouse gas emissions from general highway traffic, calculated by TUBA, 
and from the net change in bus service km operated, calculated within the 
economic appraisal spreadsheet based on WebTAG 3.5.6 formulae. This 
calculation did not take account of the differential in rates of carbon dioxide 
emissions from NGT and diesel fuelled bus vehicles. For the purposes of this 
submission this calculation has been updated to take this factor into account. 

 The NGT operating cost calculations are based on a value of 0.97 kWh per km 8.32
operated. This value has been applied to the NGT service km within the 
economic appraisal spreadsheet to calculate total annual energy consumption 
in kWh. The Carbon Trust[1] publishes a value of 0.5246 kg of Carbon Dioxide 
per grid electricity kWh. To allow consistency between modes carbon emission 
data from this same source has been applied to the general highway 
emissions taken from TUBA and derived for the anticipated bus rationalisation. 
The impact of this change on the BCR is inconsequential, however it is 
material in terms of the relative performance of modes. Table 8.11 sets out the 
derived net Carbon Dioxide position by tonne and monetised. 

  

                                            
[1]

 www.carbontrust.co.uk/cut-carbon-reduce-costs/calculate/carbon-footprinting/pages/conversion-
factors.aspx 
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Table 8.11 Forecast Change in Carbon Dioxide Emissions 

 Highway Bus NGT Net 

2016 tonnes 575 -1,064 701 212 

2031 tonnes 1,542 -1,064 701 1,179 

PV Carbon -£9.01m £6.74m -£4.44m -£6.71m 

 Within this table positive numbers of tonnes represent an increase in 8.33
emissions and therefore a disbenefit (negative) within the economic appraisal. 
Conversely reductions in carbon emissions (shown as negative) are a benefit 
within the economic appraisal. The specific carbon impact of electrically 
powered NGT vehicles is exceeded by the savings in carbon emissions from 
reducing (fewer) diesel bus operated service km. However the net impact of 
NGT on the highway network results in increased carbon emissions. Taken 
together the proposals result in a modest increase in tonnes of carbon emitted 
and a small present value disbenefit in monetised terms. 

Other Environmental Impacts 

 The introduction of NGT infrastructure has an impact on general highway 8.34
capacity along the corridors, also banning turns and restricting general 
highway movements at some locations. The scheme therefore has an impact 
on route choice and traffic flows on links change. Where material these 
changes can result in environmental impacts, specifically changes in noise and 
air quality. 

 At the time of submission of the Major Scheme Business Case the WebTAG 8.35
worksheets detailing the noise and air quality impacts were provided to DfT, 
based on the previous traffic model. These worksheets have not been updated 
for this submission. If this submission is successful the scheme Environmental 
Statement will be updated for the TWAO application based on LTM forecasts. 

 A high-level review of the likely environmental impacts has been undertaken 8.36
for this submission, by comparing traffic flows with and without the scheme 
and considering the scale and location of the main changes. Similar to the 
traffic flow differences from the previous model, the LTM central case forecasts 
show a balance between increases and decreases in vehicle numbers. In 
contrast to the previous model, the material (in this case > 5%) flow 
differences are less dispersed across the city and more concentrated on the 
corridors where NGT is proposed. 

 There are three areas where NGT infrastructure appears to have a material 8.37
impact: 

 Lawnswood Roundabout: proposed traffic signal layout results in some 
reassignment of traffic to avoid this junction. The increased flows are on 
roads with little residential frontage; 
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 Hyde Park Corner/Woodhouse Moor: the scheme includes bans on some 
turns at these locations and therefore traffic reroutes to the planned 
alternative routes. The increased flows are on roads with little residential 
frontage; and 

 Woodhouse Lane/Blenheim Walk: the proposals include changing 
Blenheim Walk to two way operation and diverting general traffic from 
Woodhouse Lane on to it). The increased flows are on roads with little 
residential frontage. 

 The first review of the potential change in environmental effect leads to the 8.38
conclusion that the most significant impacts are a direct consequence of the 
scheme infrastructure and have therefore been anticipated in the design. 
There do not appear to be any material traffic changes resulting in noise or air 
quality impacts in areas that were not considered at the time of MSBC 
submission. Therefore it is believed that the previous assessments of NGT‟s 
impact on Noise and Air Quality remain robust. 

Assessment of Sub Objectives 

 Following the structure of the Appraisal Summary Table, the approach to 8.39
assessment of sub-objectives is summarised in Table 8.12 below. 

Table 8.12 Assessment of Sub objectives 

Sub Objective Approach 

Economy 

The quantitative and monetised impact on business users & transport 
providers have been reassessed using outputs from the LTM and the 
revised appraisal assumptions set out in Chapter 4. 

Reliability impacts have not been recalculated using LTM outputs. 

As the anticipated outcomes from this submission option are 
substantially unchanged from the Programme Entry option, 
regeneration there has been no requirement to reassess regeneration 
impacts. 

Wider impacts have not been recalculated which is a conservative 
position. These impacts are not included within the central case 
economic appraisal. 

Environmental 

As the anticipated impacts from this submission option are substantially 
unchanged from the Programme Entry option, there has been no 
requirement to reassess regeneration impacts the qualitative 
environmental impacts. 

Outputs (traffic flows etc.) from LTM have been reviewed and from this 
review it was concluded that for this submission there is no requirement 
to recalculate the impacts on noise and air quality. 

Greenhouse gas impacts have been recalculated as part of the 
appraisal. 

Social 
The quantitative and monetised impacts on commuters and other users 
have been reassessed using outputs from the LTM. 

Reliability impacts have not been recalculated which is a conservative 
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position. 

Accident impacts have been recalculated using outputs from the LTM. 

As the anticipated outcomes from this submission option are 
substantially unchanged from the Programme Entry option, no further 
changes have been made to the assessment of other social impacts.  

Public 
Accounts 

Public accounts impacts have been recalculated to reflect the current 
scheme specification and the outputs from LTM. 

Assessment of Alternatives 

 The Promoters‟ assessment is that NGT remains the optimum solution for the 8.40
North and South Leeds corridors. For the MSBC a Next Best Alternative (NBA) 
and Lower Cost Alternative (LCA) to the Preferred Option were defined and 
these were described in Chapter 3. 

 The NBA comprised leased high specification diesel-electric hybrid articulated 8.41
buses running across the same corridors as the Preferred Option, but with 
sections of off-highway busway removed from the specification. Upgraded bus 
routes would provide the service on the North line and a tendered Park & Ride 
service would be procured on the South line. The LCA comprised bus priority 
measures implemented across the Preferred Option corridors served by 
upgraded existing diesel bus services and a tendered Park & Ride service 
procured for the south route.  

 The MSBC clearly demonstrated that both the NBA and LCA performed poorly 8.42
against the Promoters‟ objectives. The economic appraisal showed that the 
NBA option failed to deliver a positive benefit stream, while for the LCA the 
present value of costs exceeded the present value of benefits. 

 For the BAFFB submission, the Promoters reconsidered the specification of 8.43
the NBA and LCA and concluded that the MSBC specification remains valid. 
The Promoters also considered that re-modelling the NBA and LCA using LTM 
would not produce a materially different assessment of their benefits and so 
such effort would be nugatory. This position was discussed and agreed with 
DfT, prior to submission of the BAFFB. Since BAFFB submission there have 
been no material changes that require this position to be reviewed. 
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9. Sensitivity Test Results 

Introduction 

 A number of sensitivity tests around the Value for Money case have been 9.1
undertaken. The submission considers two types of sensitivity tests.  

 Modelling Sensitivity Tests 

 Appraisal Sensitivity Tests 

 Each of these types of sensitivity test is covered individually below. The 9.2
specification and prioritisation of the tests has been agreed with DfT. 

Modelling Sensitivity Tests 

 Table 9.1 below presents the modelling sensitivity tests that have been carried 9.3
undertaken. The specification and results of each test are provided in 
Appendix 35. Each test has been agreed in advance with the DfT. 

Table 9.1 Specification of Modelling Sensitivity Tests 

No. Test 

Full Demand Model Public 
Transport 
Model DS 

Assignment 
Only 

Model Year 

DM DS 2016 2031 

CC Central Case  



 

1 
40% Reduction in 
Quality 



   

2 Premium Fare 







 

3 Removal of Holt Park 





 



4 South Line Only 





 



5 
Run Time Savings 
Reduction 





 



6 
Alternative Operator 
Response 

 







7 High Growth  



 

8 Low Growth  



 

9 
Alternative 
Development 
Assumptions 





 

10 PT Model Parameters     
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Appraisal Sensitivity Tests 

 A range of standard appraisal sensitivity tests is included within the economic 9.4
appraisal spreadsheet supplied, informed by discussions with DfT in advance 
of submissions. 
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10. Value for Money Statement 

Summary 

 Table 10.1 presents the Analysis of Monetised Costs and Benefits (AMCB) 10.1
table, setting out the derivation of the Central Case Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR). 
This table is also provided in the required electronic format within the 
economic appraisal spreadsheet in Appendix 15. 

 The AMCB shows that the NGT scheme represents High Value for Money to 10.2
the public sector, based on the aspects of the scheme captured within the 
economic appraisal and DfT‟s categorisation of BCRs. The High Value for 
Money category applies to schemes with proposals with BCRs between 2.0 
and 4.0. NGT is comfortably within this category being close to the „very high‟ 
benchmark and considerably higher than the „low‟ benchmark. 

Table 10.1 NGT Central Case AMCB Table 

 

 Within Table 10.1 the quality benefits of the scheme are included within 10.3
Transport Economic Efficiency benefits, rather than separated out as Journey 
Ambience benefits. There is no impact of this simplification on the resulting 
BCR. Although it is accepted that quality benefits should be identified 
separately, as a result of the approach taken to assess quality within the Leeds 
Transport Model, there is currently no straightforward mechanism for splitting 
these benefits from the TUBA appraisal. A test which allows the inference of 
this division of benefits is included within Chapter 9 of this document. 

 The Appraisal Summary Table (AST) for the NGT scheme is provided in 10.4
electronic format in Appendix 16.  The AST includes both monetised and non-
monetised impacts of the proposals and can highlight any material impacts not 
included within the BCR but which may having a bearing on the overall Value 
for Money category.   

Noise Not Valued (12)

Local Air Quality Not Valued (13)

Greenhouse Gases -£6,713 (14)

Journey Ambience Not Valued (15)

Accidents £6,256 (16)

Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Commuting) £192,094 (1a)

Economic Efficiency: Consumer Users (Other) £217,444 (1b)

Economic Efficiency: Business Users and Providers -£191,360 (5)

Wider Public Finances (Indirect Taxation Revenues) -£19,403 - (11) - sign changed from PA table, as PA table 

represents costs, not benefits

Option Values Not Valued (17)

Reliability £94,125 (18)

Present Value of Benefits (see notes) (PVB) £292,444 (PVB) = (12) + (13) + (14) + (15) + (16) +

               (1a) + (1b) + (5) + (17) + (18) - (11)

Broad Transport Budget £75,821 (10)

Present Value of Costs (see notes)  (PVC) £75,821 (PVC) = (10)

OVERALL IMPACTS

Net Present Value  (NPV) £216,623   NPV=PVB-PVC

Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) 3.86   BCR=PVB/PVC

Note :  This table includes costs and benefits which are regularly or occasionally presented in monetised form in transport appraisals, together with some where monetisation is in 

prospect. There may also be other significant costs and benefits, some of which cannot be presented in monetised form.  Where this is the case, the analysis presented above does 

NOT provide a good measure of value for money and should not be used as the sole basis for decisions. 
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 The AST identifies two areas where there is a material benefit arising from the 10.5
scheme but is not included within the economic appraisal: Security and Option 
Values.  

 Two environmental aspects are noted as being adversely impacted by NGT: 10.6
Landscape (slight); and Biodiversity (moderate); the latter a result of a loss in 
woodland habitats and mature trees on offline sections and some disturbance 
of protected species scored in line with WebTAG. 

 Other adverse impacts were noted within the Social and Distributional Impact 10.7
assessment but are exceeded within the net assessment by the benefits to 
other groups/areas. These include: 

 Some adverse impacts on highway users resulting from reallocation of 
highway capacity to NGT, which are exceeded by the benefits to public 
transport passengers. This impact is included within the BCR; 

 Some local adverse noise and air quality impacts resulting from the 
increased vehicle flows approaching the park & ride sites, which are 
exceeded by the benefits from the net reduction in vehicle km travelled; 

 Modest adverse impact on some current public transport passengers 
north of Bodington where the assumed service rationalisation reduces 
the frequency of bus services for some movements, which are exceeded 
by the benefits from improved public transport service offer including 
NGT. This impact is partly included within the BCR 

 On balance it is considered by the Promoters that the modest adverse 10.8
impacts, limited in scope and distribution, are not sufficient to justify a 
reduction in the Value for Money categorisation based on the BCR alone.  

Comparison with Previous Funding Submissions 

 Table 10.2 provides a comparison of NGT Value for Money case at  10.9

 Programme Entry Submission (October 2009)  

 BAFFB submission (September 2011); and  

 This Programme Entry submission (March 2012) 

 The NGT Value for Money case is now higher than at Programme Entry 10.10
submission. This increase in BCR is driven by a material reduction in the 
Present Value of Costs to Government (PVC), a result of the increased 
revenue surplus which is assumed to be retained by the public sector and 
reduction in the assumed level of optimism bias. 

 The Present Value of Benefits (PVB) is lower than presented within the BAFFB 10.11
submission, a combination of the reduced NGT line loading and reduction in 
the assumed level of quality benefits received for each NGT trip, which was 
described earlier in this document.  
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 In comparison to the BAFFB submission, the PVC has also reduced, a result 10.12
of the removal of the service intensification, particularly from 2031 onwards, 
required to accommodate the forecast demand. Although the demand has 
materially reduced the revenue received by the public sector has not dropped 
proportionally, because the vast majority of trips no longer carried were short 
distance and low yield. 

Table 10.2 Economic Appraisal Comparison 

 

2002 Prices and Values  

At Programme 
Entry 

Submission 

(3 line network) 

BAFFB 
submission 

Programme 
Entry Business 

Case submission 

Date submitted to DfT October 2009 September 2011 March 2012 

Present Value of Benefits PVB £551m £674m £292m 

Present Value of Costs 
to Government 

PVC £210m £120m £76m 

Net Present Value NPV £341m £554m £217m 

Benefit Cost Ratio BCR 2.62 5.61 3.86 

 Table 10.3 presents a comparison of NGT patronage. The table shows that 10.13
demand for NGT remains higher than was forecast at MSBC. This is due to: 

 The base travel market in LTM being bigger than the MSBC model, due 
to LTM making use of substantially updated and more recent count data, 
which has led to a general increase in the overall market in the future; 

 The NGT run times have been reviewed, notably on the South line where 
the improvement is greatest. This increases the attractiveness of NGT 
relative to other modes; 

 The approach to the valuation of the NGT quality attributes has been 
updated; 

 The migration to LTM has also necessitated a revised approach to 
annualisation. This is principally because LTM considers more time 
periods than the MSBC modelling approach. 

Table 10.3 Forecast Annual Demand Comparison 

NGT Patronage  

At Programme 
Entry 

Submission 

(3 line network) 

BAFFB 
submission 

Programme Entry 
Business Case 

submission 

Annual Patronage 

2016 8.8m 21.5m 11.8m 

2031 10.6m 27.1m 14.9m 
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 In arriving at the revised central case presented in this report, the Promoters 10.14
have undertaken substantial development and testing of LTM results. This has 
included considerable dialogue and discussion with the DfT regarding the 
specification of development test runs. Table 10.4 provides a summary of the 
development tests undertaken. Appendix 34 provides further description with 
regards the specification of each development test.  

Table 10.4 NGT Development Tests 

Test Description 

1 The original demand and network from the BAFFB submission 

2 
BAFFB Do Minimum Demand – This test assigns the Do Minimum demand at 
BAFFB stage to the NGT network from BAFFB stage this isolating the demand 
model impacts 

3 
Network changes – This test assigns the Do Minimum demand at BAFFB stage to 
the current network (but retaining the assignment parameters from BAFFB) 

4 
Assignment Parameter Changes – This test is based on Test 3 but uses the new 
assignment parameters rather than those at BAFFB stage 

5 
Quality Factor Test – This is based on Test 4 but the quality factors at NGT bus 
stops have been set to the same level as other bus stops. 

6 As Test 4 but with Shortestwalk set to T 

7 As Test 4 but with Shortestwalk set to F 

8 
As Test 4 but with additional 10 minute transfer penalty for trips interchanging 
with NGT 

9 
As Test 10 but with NGT stop quality set the same as in Test 5 (same as other 
bus stops) 

10-13 As Test 6 but with various combinations of Xfer and CHOICECUT values 

14 
This forms the basis of the full demand model run that took place over the 
weekend 9

th
 – 12

th
 March. It is based on Test 10 but reduces the NGT stop quality 

to reflect the improvement in CCTV on normal bus services 

15-17 
Tests to understand the impact of CHOICECUT with lower NGT quality differential 
and higher interchange penalty 

 Based on the analysis undertaken since December, the Promoters 10.15
believe that the central case presented in this report represents a credible 
forecast of the impacts of NGT. The differences in the economic appraisal from 
MSBC and BAFFB stages have logical explanations. Therefore it is considered 
that the appraisal presented in this document is a robust representation of the 
NGT proposal. 
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FINANCIAL CASE 

11. Funding Requirements  

 This Chapter sets out the approach to determining the funding requirements 11.1
for delivering the NGT Scheme. Chapter 5 sets out the capital costs for the 
scheme. 

Key Assumptions 

 The assumptions include the construction period of NGT and include 11.2
macroeconomic factors; scheme timing; capital expenditure (the costs that 
build up the base cost); risk; the treatment of inflation; and funding. 

 The base case assumptions have been subjected to sensitivity analysis to 11.3
provide an indication of the robustness or otherwise of the project cash flows 
to changes in assumptions.  

Inflation 

 A key assumption to determining scheme outturn costs is the level of forecast 11.4
annual inflation anticipated to occur to construction/development prices. 
Inflation is applied to real scheme costs, to determine scheme outturn costs. 
Outturn scheme costs provide the actual cost of the scheme in cash terms.  

 Base inflation has been assumed at 2.7% per year, with no real construction 11.5
cost increase. A specific risk of inflation being higher than this assumption is 
included within the QRA. 

Outturn Scheme Cost Estimate 

 Table 11.1 presents the outturn scheme costs for the scheme. The outturn 11.6
costs have not changed since the BAFFB submission. 

Table 11.1: Outturn Scheme Costs 

Cost Item £ 

Construction Cost £126,938 

Development Costs £26,251 

Land Acquisition and Compensation £26,900 

Vehicle Purchase £11,400 

TROs, Testing/Commissioning, monitoring & evaluation £2,826 

Project Costs Q1 2008 £194,315 

Risk £15,195 

Project Costs & Risks £209,510 

Inflation £41,177 

Outturn Scheme Cost  £250,687 
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12. Sources of Funding  

 The strategy for funding NGT has been developed in accordance with DfT 12.1
guidance. A range of funding options continues to be considered for the 
scheme. 

 In advance of securing powers there is limited opportunity to secure additional 12.2
third party funding from developers. Once TWAO powers are secured and 
there is greater surety on the scheme specification, the Promoters will seek to 
secure additional developer contributions as opportunities become available 
(either directly or as part of a wider CIL initiative).  

 It is also the intention of Metro and Leeds City Council that in due course an 12.3
operating concession will be developed for NGT and this provides a further 
opportunity to realise local contribution.  It is premature, however, to define the 
scope and nature of this concession in advance of securing TWAO powers 
and further scheme development. Once the Promoters have TWAO Powers in 
place, the Promoters will be able to better consider a range of further options 
to reduce the DfT‟s and overall public sector contribution to scheme funding, 
including: 

 Private sector leasing for vehicles and depot funded from revenue 
surplus; and 

 A range of other funding sources, such as media, branding and 
advertising rights. 

 Exploratory discussions have taken place with potential financiers for vehicles 12.4
and depot. There has been interest in this prospect from the private sector. 
This is unlikely to be a viable option until Powers are in place and the scheme 
is closer to construction. 

Scheme Funding  

 For the BAFFB submission, a funding proposition was put forward with the 12.5
amount of funding requested from DfT reduced significantly from £235.2m at 
Programme Entry Approval to £193.5m. This was achieved by 

 Reducing the overall capital cost of the scheme through a value 
engineering exercise; and 

 The Promoters underwriting a much greater proportion of scheme costs. 

 There are further opportunities to reduce the call on Central Government 12.6
funding, but these require either further work to progress the schemes 
development (in particular the powers process) and the future development of 
a number of government initiatives towards implementation. The Promoters 
will explore funding an additional proportion of scheme costs (or reducing 
costs) through a variety of potential sources. These include: 
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 Reducing upfront scheme costs through innovative approaches to 
procurement; 

 TIF2 opportunities;  

 the emerging City Deal asks; and  

 The developing West Yorkshire Transport Fund (which is akin to the 
Greater Manchester Fund).  

 As part of the BAFFB submission made in December 2011, the Promoters put 12.7
forward a proposition to reduce the £193.5m DfT contribution by a further 
£30m subject to the introduction of Tax Increment Financing 2 (TIF2) in Leeds.  
Due to the current uncertainty surrounding this, it was not possible to 
underwrite this figure at this point in time. This £30m offer still remains on the 
table, however we will continue to work with DfT and Treasury in the areas 
identified above to establish where scope may exist to reduce the £193.5m 
figure subject to certain conditions. We envisage that these discussions will 
take place in April and early May.  

 The DfT funding requested by the Promoters is specifically to fund the 12.8
construction costs of NGT. The development costs, a proportion of the 
construction costs and any additional costs incurred over and above the 
scheme costs stated in this document will be funded through the Local 
Authority Contribution. 

Table 12.1: Summary of Funding Sources 

Item £m % Notes 

Metro and Leeds 
City Council 
Contribution 

57.1 23% 
Further details in Funding Approvals Report at 
Appendix 23 

Further Contribution 
from local sources 

Up to 
30.0 

12% 

Up to £30.0m from Tax Increment Finance 2 or 
other available local funding sources.  

Under this scenario LCC and Metro are not 
able at present to underwrite the additional 
£30m, but will be prepared to discuss possible 
options. 

DfT funding 
requested (subject 

to above) 
163.5 65% 

This is towards construction costs only. The 
Promoters are happy to discuss with DfT and 
Treasury the precise timing of funding 
required. Construction is expected to 
commence in 2015/16 the system would be 
operational by 2018/19. 

Total Outturn Cost  250.6   

 Table 12.2 provides further detail on the local funding contribution, which has 12.9
not changed since BAFFB submission. The Funding Report Appendix provides 
further context on the LCC and ITA funding approvals for the scheme. 
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Table 12.2: Local Funding Sources 

£m 
Scheme 

Development 
Land 

Contribution 

Contribution 
towards 

Construction 

Total Local 
Contribution 

LCC Allocated Capital 
Programme  

19.9 - 0.7 20.6 

LCC LTP3 Allocation 1.5 - - 1.5 

LCC S106 funding 2.4 - 1.1 3.5 

Metro LTP3 Allocation 1.5 - - 1.5 

Further LTP3 re-allocation - - 2.0 2.0 

Metro Existing Capital 
Reserves 

 - 1.4 1.4 

Metro Borrowing Against 
Scheme Revenues 

 - 15.0 15.0 

Land already in Metro/LCC 
ownership 

- 11.6 - 11.6 

Total 25.3 11.6 20.2 57.1 

Revenue Liabilities during Operation of NGT 

 In the first full year of operation after a period of demand build up, it is 12.10
projected that the scheme will generate a revenue surplus. The exact revenue 
surplus will be a function of the shape and form of the operating concession, 
which is yet to be defined.  

 The Promoters have agreed to underwrite the revenue liability of the scheme. 12.11

Section 151 Officer Sign-off 

 Section 151 Officer declarations were signed as part of the BAFFB process 12.12
and are available in Appendices 21 and 22.  
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COMMERCIAL CASE 

13. Procurement Strategy 

Introduction 

 The purpose of the Commercial Case is to demonstrate a sound Procurement 13.1
Strategy and a rigorous approach to any private sector involvement.  

 The choice of procurement option could materially influence the ability of the 13.2
Promoters to deliver the project in a way that meets the strategic objectives of 
the project whilst securing value for money. These procurement options could 
be used either on their own, or in combination, in order to most effectively 
deliver the various aspects of NGT as a trolleybus scheme (e.g. infrastructure, 
vehicles and operations). 

 In the UK, trolleybus vehicles were last procured over forty years ago. Since 13.3
that time, the regulatory structure for the procurement of transport projects has 
changed significantly. There are therefore no relevant precedents that can be 
used when determining the most appropriate procurement route. 

 Trolleybuses are a distinct mode from bus-based systems and consequently 13.4
they have a distinct set of design, maintenance and operating requirements. 
The OHLE for instance requires particular attention. Unlike many light rail 
systems, NGT is not anticipated to run predominantly on its own segregated 
track/road. Whilst NGT will be separated from general traffic for over 50% of 
the network (in a combination of NGT-only and shared bus/NGT lanes), in 
some places this will involve using the existing highway. As a result, the 
Promoters would not be able to fully control the entire infrastructure that NGT 
requires, due to the interface with the general highway. For the same reasons, 
the maintenance of the infrastructure is considerably different from a light rail 
scheme. 

 The available legislative frameworks for procuring schemes with public service 13.5
vehicles affect the range of procurement options for the operation of NGT. Due 
to the nature of the vehicles, the procurement options for a trolleybus system 
can potentially make use of a range of legislative frameworks that are available 
for use with road vehicles such as buses. The combination of powers available 
to the Promoters and the proposed operating strategy, have a bearing on what 
options are available for procuring other key elements (e.g. infrastructure) of 
the NGT scheme. 

Current Status 

 For the MSBC a high-level appraisal was undertaken of procurement options 13.6
(see Chapter 28). Based on the then current understanding and assumptions 
of NGT, it was determined that a conventional procurement of most parts of 
NGT would offer better value for money and deliverability than combining 
these into a standard PFI. That said, it was recognised that PFI could prove to 
be the most appropriate approach for some elements of the NGT scheme (e.g. 
vehicles, depot etc.) if market conditions change.  



Page 59 of 87                                     NGT Programme Entry Business Case submission:  March 2012 
  

 For the MSBC it was concluded that the preferred procurement route for NGT 13.7
is for a TWAO to be used to gain the necessary powers to operate the scheme 
and to enable an operating concession to be let.  

 It was identified in the MSBC that the Promoters do intend to test further the 13.8
suitability of this model (and alternative approaches), as the scheme design is 
developed and following private sector feedback. This remains the case.  

 For this submission, the Promoters have reviewed the preferred procurement 13.9
route identified in the MSBC and concluded that it should continue to be the 
preferred approach. The Promoters also recognise that this position will need 
to be reviewed as the scheme progresses through its development stages.  

 It is proposed that the Procurement Strategy for NGT outlined below will be 13.10
finalised in the six months following Programme Entry Re-approval. This will 
enable consideration to be made of detailed designs and market testing of 
contractual structures which will be carried out in this period, to ascertain 
which approach will deliver best value. 

Procurement Objectives 

 In terms of reaching a preferred procurement solution, the following approach 13.11
will be adopted:  

 Procurement Objectives agreed by the NGT Project Board;  

 Identification of the legislative frameworks and procurement options that 
are potentially available for delivering NGT;  

 Analysis and appraisal of these options to determine how they would 
meet the Procurement Objectives; and  

 Selection of preferred legislative framework and procurement options and 
development of these to ensure that they are best able to deliver the 
Procurement Objectives for NGT.  

 To provide a basis for the appraisal of procurement options, a number of 13.12
procurement objectives have been identified. These six objectives have been 
used as the basis on which to appraise the advantages and disadvantages of 
the different procurement options. 
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Table 13.1 NGT Procurement Objectives 

Objective Description 

Maximise the deliverability of the 
procurement approach 

There are significant commercial and legal 
constraints (including competition, state aid and 
procurement) that need to be considered when 
developing the procurement strategy for NGT. The 
procurement approach should take these into 
account and maximise the likelihood of the timely and 
affordable delivery of the scheme 

Secure a level of investment that 
optimises the fulfilment of the 

overall NGT Scheme Objectives 

The procurement approach should seek to optimise 
the level of investment in NGT whether from public or 
private sources 

Ensure the long-term affordability 
of NGT for the Promoters  

Revenues from passengers and any grants/subsidies 
from Promoters should be able to pay for all the 
operating and maintenance costs of NGT over the life 
of the scheme. 

Maximise the Value for Money of 
NGT within the affordability 

envelope  

The procurement should be structured so as to 
provide best value to the Promoters.  

Lock-in delivery of the NGT 
Scheme Benefits  

The procurement approach should ensure the 
envisaged benefits of NGT are secured and delivered 
for all stakeholders over the life of the scheme.  

Ensure the scalability of NGT 

Subject to affordability and Value for Money, the 
procurement approach should preserve flexibility for 
NGT to be extended (or reduced) as the Promoters 
may require in due course. 

Legislative Frameworks  

 The legislative framework selected for delivering the NGT system impacts on 13.13
all aspects of the procurement of the system and in particular the operational 
solution within which the services will be delivered.  

 There are a number of frameworks that are available for bus-based systems 13.14
(including trolleybus vehicles). The legislative frameworks reviewed are: 

 Voluntary Partnership Agreement (VPA); 

 Statutory Quality Partnership Scheme (QPS); 

 Quality Contract Scheme (QC); and 

 Transport & Works Act Order (TWAO). 

 These frameworks can either be used on their own or in combination. 13.15

 Following a high-level appraisal based on current understanding and 13.16
assumptions of NGT, it has been determined that a conventional procurement 
of most parts of NGT will offer better value for money and deliverability than 
combining these into a standard PFI. That said, PFI could prove to be the most 
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appropriate approach for some elements of the NGT scheme (e.g. vehicles, 
depot, other) if market conditions change.  

 The preferred procurement route for NGT is for a TWAO to be used to gain the 13.17
necessary powers to operate the scheme and to enable an operating 
concession to be let. The Promoters do however intend to further test the 
suitability of this model (and alternative approaches) as the scheme design is 
developed and following private sector feedback.  

 Following the detailed consideration of potential legislative frameworks, TWAO 13.18
powers appear to offer the process best suited to the promotion of a trolleybus 
based NGT scheme. Used alone or in combination with other legal powers, the 
TWAO would provide the Promoters with the powers to build and operate 
NGT. 

 Within this legislative framework the preferred procurement contracts would be 13.19
either Build (B) or Design & Build (D&B) for the majority of infrastructure 
assets, and D&B contract(s) for the vehicles. The TWAO would give the 
Promoters the powers to operate the system or allow others to operate the 
system on their behalf. Whilst a Voluntary Agreement (VA), VPA or QPS could 
be used to control operation of the system built using a TWAO, the constraints 
identified for these procurement routes would typically still apply. As such there 
are considerable benefits in the operations being procured through a tendered 
Operating and Maintenance (O&M) concession. 

 TWAO is expected to give the Promoters the greatest potential to ensure that 13.20
the necessary inputs to deliver NGT are provided and to ultimately ensure that 
expected scheme benefits are realised. For example, under powers achieved 
through TWAO, the Promoters would have greater scope to influence the 
output specification for the vehicles and infrastructure, priority given, and 
road/infrastructure use, than through any other deliverable options. 

 Using a TWAO, the Promoters are also potentially better able to influence the 13.21
key outputs during operations (e.g. by being able to specify the service 
requirements such as reliability, accessibility and integration of NGT and 
through greater enforcement powers) than with other deliverable options. 

 The ability to ensure that the inputs and the output requirements for NGT meet 13.22
the Promoters‟ expectations means that TWAO powers maximise the potential 
for NGT to deliver the overall scheme objectives, as well as maximising the 
deliverability of the procurement approach itself. NGT authorised through 
TWAO also allows for NGT to be secured over a much longer period. 

 This has a direct impact on stakeholder support for NGT up front as well as 13.23
contributing to the sustainability of NGT over the long term. 

System Procurement Options 

 For purposes of the procurement options appraisal, the requirements of the 13.24
NGT system were split into the following three key elements: 
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 Infrastructure; 

 Vehicles; and 

 Operations. 

 A long list of procurement options was initially identified. A high level appraisal 13.25
was then carried out to produce a shortlist of options for more detailed 
appraisal. The shortlisted procurement options are shown below for each key 
element.  

Infrastructure 

 For purposes of the Procurement Strategy, the requisite infrastructure assets 13.26
were considered as follows: 

 Assets for which the Promoters currently have responsibility and which 
are on the highways (or directly related): e.g. road surface, kerbside 
guidance, shelters, lighting, signalling; 

 Assets that the Promoters have responsibility for, but which are not 
directly related to highways: e.g. Park & Ride sites; 

 Assets that the Promoters have no responsibility for, which are not 
related to highways but are necessary for NGT operations: e.g. Depot 
and control room; and 

 Assets that the Promoters have no responsibility for, but would be linked 
to the highways: e.g. OHLE. 

 The shortlisted procurement options that were assessed in detail are: 13.27

 Separate Design, Build and Maintenance Contracts; 

 Build (B) or Design & Build (D&B) Contract with separate Maintenance 
Contract; and 

 Design, Build and Maintain (DBM) Contract. 

Vehicles 

 There are a number of options available for the procurement of trolleybus 13.28
vehicles, which could be procured either by the Promoters or by the 
operator(s), as a requirement of their operating agreement (or otherwise). The 
flexibility and options would be compatible with the TWAO method of 
authorising the system. 

 For the detailed appraisal, the following options were considered for procuring 13.29
vehicles, assuming that these are to be procured by the Promoters: 

 Build (B) or Design and Build (D&B) with separate Maintenance Contract; 
and 

 Design, Build and Maintain (DBM). 
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Operations 

 A number of operational scenarios were considered. Where the operation of 13.30
the system was to be contractually let, rather than regulated through a QPS, 
the following two procurement options were considered: 

 Operations Contract; and 

 Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Contract. 

Appraisal 

 In order to assess the merits of the legislative frameworks and the three 13.31
components of the NGT system (infrastructure, vehicles and operations), an 
appraisal was undertaken for each individual infrastructure area to assess their 
advantages and disadvantages. This is presented in Table 13.2. 
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Table 13.2 Preferred Approach to Procurement 

Infrastructure Area Preferred Approach 

Assets promoter currently 
has responsibility for: 

Road surface, kerb 
guidance, shelters, lighting 

signalling 

B  

Or  

D & B 

Maintenance to be included in existing Promoters‟ contracts 

Park and Ride Sites 

D&B with O&M   

Or 

D&B with operations subcontracted out with maintenance 
incorporated into existing contracts. 

Assets promoter has no 
responsibility for:  

Depot & Control Room 

 

DBM  

Or  

D&B with maintenance separated out 

 

An options appraisal for the depot will be determined after 
market testing is conducted, to determine which option offers 
best value 

Overhead Electrical Wires 
(OHLE) 

D&B for infrastructure and maintenance transferred to operator 
through an O&M contract 

Or 

Transferred to a specialist contractor either as DBM contract or 
through separate D&B and M contract 

Options appraisal for OHLE will be determined after market 
testing is conducted, to determine which option offer best 
value. 

Vehicles 

D&B or 

DBM contract. 

If not part of a DBM contract, maintenance  could be combined 
with the operating contract or have a separate specialist 
contract 

Market testing will determine which procurement route delivers 
best value once NGT designs are sufficiently advanced. 

Operations 

Operation procured through an O & M contract. 

Contract could also include maintenance of other assets such 
as vehicles, depot and OHLE as detailed above. 
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MANAGEMENT CASE 

14. Project Governance  

 The key to the successful delivery of NGT is a positive approach from all of the 14.1
organisations involved. The Project Team has adopted an evolving, flexible 
approach to the development of NGT, which is able to adapt to the challenges 
faced throughout the project lifecycle. 

 Collaborative working is inherent throughout the project, assisted by the 14.2
initiation of a Joint Venture Agreement (JVA), between LCC and Metro. Both 
LCC and Metro have committed significant resources to the scheme and are 
supported by an extensive team of professional consultants.  

Project Resources 

 The NGT Project Team is a multi-organisational team comprising Metro and 14.3
LCC staff. The NGT Project Team is led by the Project Director with Project 
Manager support. 

 The Promoters have assembled a strong Project Team to lead the 14.4
development and delivery of the NGT project, comprising both internal 
members of staff and external specialists. This team has been working 
together since summer 2007 when the external advisors were appointed on a 
framework basis following a full tendering process. 

 Following the implementation of the revised major schemes process, the 14.5
majority of scheme development work on NGT was paused in line with 
Government guidance to minimise any potentially abortive expenditure.  This 
led to a significant reduction in workload for the Project Team, given that prior 
to the pause in activity the team was engaged in the resource intensive 
process of finalising documentation for the TWAO application.  However 
throughout this period of reduced activity, the Promoters have ensured that the 
necessary skills and experience have been retained in order to remobilise the 
NGT project and to take the scheme through the TWAO process to Full 
Approval and the delivery phase. 

 Metro would utilise the following internal staff upon re-activation of Programme 14.6
Entry Approval: 

 Dave Haskins (Project Director): overall responsibility for all aspects of 
the scheme development and delivery;  

 Tom Gifford (Technical Advisor): overseeing the modelling & appraisal, 
procurement and funding workstreams; 

 Louise Porter (Project Manager): overseeing stakeholder consultation, 
stakeholder management and reporting/approvals workstreams; 

 Catherine Cox (Programme Manager): overseeing cost management and 
risk control; and 

 Joanne Blignaut (Project Assistant): providing support as necessary.  
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 In addition, LCC would utilise the following internal staff upon re-activation of 14.7
Programme Entry Approval: 

 Andrew Wheeler (LCC Coordinator): coordinating all LCC inputs to the 
project; 

 Mark Philpott (LCC Highways Manager): overseeing design, engineering 
and operations workstream; 

 Vanessa Allen (Planning Coordinator): providing planning liaison link and 
overseeing EIS and Design Guide; 

 Sabby Khaira (Highways Design): providing highway design and 
construction liaison role; and 

 Joe Ratcliffe (Land Acquisitions Manager): managing land acquisition 
issues. 

 Metro and LCC also have a wide range of experienced staff that can be called 14.8
upon as and when required to provide input to the NGT project.  This includes 
resources in the following key areas: 

 Marketing and Public Relations teams; 

 Environment and sustainability; 

 Highway and structures design and maintenance; 

 Accessibility and mobility; 

 Procurement; 

 Urban design and landscaping; and 

 Bus network planning.  

 In addition to the internal resources provided by Metro and LCC the NGT 14.9
Project Team would also be supported by a range of specialist external 
advisors to provide further technical skills and expertise.  These advisors have 
been procured on a framework basis rather than for specific fixed tasks. As 
such the contractual arrangements with these advisors are still valid and it is 
intended to use these arrangements to re-establish the wider Project Team 
upon reactivation of Programme Entry Approval (or equivalent). The advisor 
contracts do however allow the Promoters the necessary flexibility to 
renegotiate terms and conditions to secure best value, or if necessary, 
retender.  

 The advisor team is:  14.10

 Project, Cost and Risk Management - Turner and Townsend; 

 Design, Engineering and Operations - Mott MacDonald; 

 Transport Appraisal - Steer Davies Gleave; 

 Demand and Revenue  Forecasting - Aecom; 

 Commercial Finance and Procurement - KPMG; 
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 Contract, Commercial and Land Law - DLA Piper; and 

 Transport Works Act Orders - Bircham Dyson Bell. 

Project Management 

 The project management arrangements would be applied in accordance with 14.11
the 2009 Project Initiation Document (PID). The management of the project is 
structured on two levels: The NGT Project Board and the Project Team 
Management Group (PTMG). The NGT Project Board is ultimately responsible 
for the delivery of the project and the role of the PTMG is to manage the 
delivery of the project. 

 The key roles within the NGT Project are summarised below in Figure 14.1. 14.12

Figure 14.1 Key NGT Project Roles 

 

NGT Project Board 

 The NGT Project Board provides strategic guidance and approvals and 14.13
decision making authority for the project. It also ensures that the project is 
developed and managed appropriately.  

 The Project Board also provides a link to Elected Members and Portfolio 14.14
Holders within both the ITA and LCC. It comprises of senior officers from Metro 
and LCC and representation from the DfT‟s Northern Engagement Team. 

 

Project Team Management Group (PTMG)  
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 PTMG is responsible to the Project Board and will ensure delivery of the 14.15
project within the agreed parameters. Acting in the capacity of a Steering 
Group, it consists of officers from Metro and LCC, in addition to senior 
representatives from the appointed advisors‟ teams.  

 The remit of PTMG is to ensure sustained progress on the development of the 14.16
project, with adherence to identified and agreed target budgets. When NGT 
Programme Entry is reapproved PTMG will return to meeting once a month. 

 PTMG discusses progress across all areas of the project. Progress update 14.17
reports are provided by each advisor team and members of the Project Team 
to identify issues arising since the last meeting as well as forthcoming actions. 
PTMG also provides technical advice to the NGT Project Board as required.  

Project Director 

 Dave Haskins from Metro is the nominated NGT Project Director. His 14.18
responsibilities include day-to-day project management and ensuring that 
resources are allocated and managed appropriately. Andrew Wheeler is the 
LCC NGT Coordinator and he manages the liaison and interaction between 
Metro and LCC. Generic roles and responsibilities for Dave Haskins and 
Andrew Wheeler include: 

 Ensuring the timely delivery of the project;  

 Ensuring that the respective Executive Boards are briefed and 
appropriately equipped to make decisions at the required times; and 

 Managing the resources and interfaces between the various departments 
within Metro and LCC. 

Working Groups 

 Working Groups have been established for each detailed technical 14.19
workstream. Prior to the project pause, there were over 14 Working Groups 
and following Programme Entry re-approval it is anticipated that this level will 
be required again. 

Promotion and Delivery Agreements 

 A Joint Venture Agreement (JVA) has been developed between the scheme 14.20
Promoters, Metro and LCC. It sets out the responsibilities and liabilities of each 
party (and to each other) in relation to advancing the scheme to the next stage.  

 Both parties have agreed that following Programme Entry re-approval, they will 14.21
enter into a further agreement which will cover the detailed working 
arrangements for the next stages of the Project, the details of this have already 
been agreed in principle by the two organisations. 

 A copy of the draft JVA can be supplied separately to the DfT. Both Metro and 14.22
LCC will work towards agreeing the JVA as and when a positive funding 
decision is provided by DfT on NGT.  
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Page 70 of 87                                     NGT Programme Entry Business Case submission:  March 2012 
  

15. NGT Programme 

 Table 15.1 sets out the project timescales for NGT, including milestones and 15.1
expected completion dates. It is worth noting that some of the areas listed 
below remain outside the control of the Promoters (i.e. DfT approvals and 
Inspector/Secretary of State decision on the Public Inquiry), however 
timescales for these activities have been based on Government guidance and 
experience from elsewhere. 

Table 15.1 Key Project Milestones 

Milestone Date 

DfT Programme Entry Re-approval May 2012 

TWAO application March 2013 

Secretary of State decision on TWAO May 2014 

DfT Conditional Approval July 2014 

Selection of preferred tenders November 2015 

Full Approval Submission February 2016 

Contract award April 2016 

Start of construction April 2016 

Start of operations September 2018 

 The activities listed and their durations and dependencies have been based on 15.2
inputs from and consultations with appropriate members of the Project Team. 

 A high level project programme is presented in Figure 15.1 below. 15.3

Figure 15.1 Key Project Milestones 
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16. Powers and Consents 

Introduction 

 The NGT scheme is likely to require the following powers and consents: 16.1

 Authority to construct, operate and maintain the permanent infrastructure; 

 Planning permission; 

 Listed building and conservation area consent; 

 Compulsory purchase powers, including powers to fix overhead line 
electrical equipment to buildings; 

 Powers to modify highways; 

 Traffic regulation controls; and 

 Powers to operate NGT as a transport undertaking. 

 In addition a number of other powers and consents may also be required 16.2
including: 

 Quality Partnership or Contract scheme and a ticketing scheme; 

 Railway possessions and associated consents; 

 Protected species licences; 

 Land drainage consents;  

 Construction noise approval under the Control of Pollution Act 1974; and 

 Powers under the Highways Act to create “Special Streets”. 

Transport and Works Act Powers 

 The majority of the powers required (including all those listed above, other 16.3
than listed building and conservation area consents) can be obtained and will 
be sought by way of an Order under the Transport and Works Act 1992 and an 
associated application for Deemed Planning Consent under section 90(2A) of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  

 The NGT Project team were in the process of compiling the TWAO application 16.4
when the project was paused in June 2010. However, the Promoters are not in 
a position to recommence preparatory work for the TWAO until Programme 
Entry status (or equivalent) is reinstated. Providing DfT funding is made 
available, the date for Order application is currently considered the principal 
determinant of scheme opening date. 

 No TWAO has yet been made for a trolleybus system in the UK, but the 16.5
making of such orders for this purpose is expressly contemplated by the Act. In 
many respects it will be similar to those TWAOs already granted for tram 
schemes in various parts of the country. 
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 The scheme does not fall within the scope of a nationally significant 16.6
infrastructure project that requires a Development Consent order under the 
Planning Act 2008. 

Other Powers Required 

 Listed Building Consent and Conservation Area Consent will be required for 16.7
various aspects of the scheme, particularly in the city centre and in 
Headingley. Such additional consents are required where works affect a Listed 
Building or its curtilage, or take place within a Conservation Area. 

 The Promoters previously identified that a Statutory Quality Partnership (SQP) 16.8
or a Quality Contract under the Transport Act 2000 may be desirable as part of 
the arrangements to govern the relationship between Metro and LCC (as the 
scheme providers) and the bus operators. Such an arrangement could define 
the quality of bus facilities and services to be provided by operators and 
restrict access to transport facilities provided by LCC. Likewise, it may also be 
desirable for there to be a ticketing scheme under the Transport Act 2000. 

 Metro is currently considering the detailed case for developing a Quality 16.9
Contract scheme in West Yorkshire in parallel to considering a partnership 
proposal which has been put forward by bus operators. Both of these options 
would provide significant scope for full integration of NGT with the wider public 
transport network. 

 On the South Line, some interference with operational railway land is in 16.10
prospect. This is likely to require agreement for Railway Possessions and 
associated Asset Protection Agreements. 

 Other ancillary consents may also be required for the purposes of the NGT 16.11
works. These include: 

 Protected species licences e.g. to disturb any bats roosting in property or 
trees interfered with by the NGT works; 

 Consents from the Environment Agency for any works interfering with a 
main river; and 

 Approval from LCC under the Control of Pollution Act 1974 to specified 
noise levels in relation to construction activities. 

Process for Obtaining Powers 

 The process for obtaining a TWAO and associated section 90(2A) Planning 16.12
Direction is governed by the Transport and Works (Applications and 
Objections Procedure), (England and Wales) Rules 2006 and the Transport 
and Works (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 2004. In essence, the process 
involves: 

 An application to the Secretary of State, supported by plans and other 
prescribed documents; 
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 Contemporaneous advertisement and notifications to statutory 
stakeholders and interested parties; 

 A forty two day objection period; 

 Referral of objections which are not resolved by agreement to a written 
representation procedure or to a public inquiry or hearing; 

 A report by the inquiry inspector to the Secretary of State;  

 Determination by the Secretary of State; 

 Referral to Special Parliamentary Procedure if the provisions of the 
Acquisition of Land Act 1981 are triggered in relation to the acquisition of 
common land or public open space; 

 Advertisement of the final determination; and 

 A six week statutory challenge period. 

 At present, in common with other major Transport and Works applications to 16.13
date, it is assumed that a public local inquiry will be required.  

 It is also possible that Special Parliamentary Procedure may apply.  16.14

 Any Listed Building or Conservation Consents must be applied for in the 16.15
conventional way to LCC as the Local Planning Authority. However, assuming 
(as is intended) that the applications are made contemporaneously with the 
TWAO application, they will be subject to automatic call in by the Secretary of 
State for Communities and Local Government. They can then be determined 
contemporaneously with the TWAO. 

 The other powers and consents referred to above, will be applied for under the 16.16
various applicable statutory regimes. It is envisaged that this will take place 
after the TWAO has been obtained, as has happened on other TWAO 
schemes. The exception will be the protected species licences which may 
need to be determined contemporaneously with the TWAO application. 

 It is envisaged that both the TWAO and all other powers and consents will be 16.17
applied for jointly by Metro and LCC. However it is possible that responsibility 
for obtaining some ancillary consent could be delegated to a concessionaire. 
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17. Risk Management  

Introduction 

 A Risk Management Framework has been developed for the project which: 17.1

 Enables risk management processes to be employed and recorded 
throughout the project lifecycle; 

 Details the risk control mechanisms to allow effective monitoring and 
evaluation; and 

 Develops a Risk Register that captures the project risks and evaluates 
them against cost, schedule and quality impacts. 

 The Risk Management Framework is rigorously monitored and updated 
through risk workshops and risk meetings. A Project Manager within the 
NGT Project has responsibility for overseeing the Risk Management 
process.  

Risk Assessment and Review Process 

 Risk Management for the project operates on the premise that risks occur 17.2
across all project phases, therefore it must operate continually and consistently 
at all times. Risk Management is applied on three levels: 

 Strategic Risk Management: applied during the initial project phase and 
is concerned with risks which will influence the achievement of project 
objectives. Risks at this level are high-level and strategic; 

 Project Risk Management: undertaken throughout the project and 
focuses on project level risks to the point of operation, allowing the 
Project Team to create and manage risk contingencies; and 

 Operational Risk Management: this will focus on the risks associated 
with the completed project once operational, and is considered as part of 
the project design process.  

 Figure 17.1 illustrates the process for identifying, evaluating and managing 17.3
risks on the NGT project. Risks are assessed by establishing the likelihood 
(probability) and impacts (consequence – time and cost). The expected risk 
value is estimated using the Monte Carlo modelling tool. 

 Risk owners are assigned to each risk and mitigation/treatment plans are 17.4
developed for each one, with target completion dates. These are reviewed 
monthly to ensure that the risks are actively managed. Risk Status Reports are 
prepared and sent to the NGT Project Board meetings.  

 Periodic evaluation of risk values also takes place to control and further reduce 17.5
the expected value of the total project risk, to ensure a more confident risk 
estimate for the project. 
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Figure 17.1 Risk Management Strategy 

 

Risk Register 

 Two Risk Registers have been developed for the NGT project: 17.6

 Strategic Risk Register: contains high level risks which have significant 
impacts on the programme; and  

 Project Risk Register: contains project risks which were assessed as part 
of the QRA and valued using Monte Carlo modelling. 

 Mitigation actions are developed for each risk to ensure risks proceed to an „as 17.7
low as reasonably practical‟ position. These are summarised on the Risk 
Registers and are reviewed on a continuous basis, including at Project Board 
meetings and during Risk Workshops. 

 The risk register has not changed since time of submission of BAFFB and is 17.8
available upon request. 

Quantified Risk Assessment 

 A robust QRA process has been implemented throughout the development of 17.9
the NGT proposals. Numerous QRA workshops have taken place through the 
project development to review the Risk Management Framework and Risk 
Registers. The results from these workshops have been used to help inform 
the design process for NGT, through incorporating mitigation measures within 
the design where appropriate.  
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On-going Plans for Risk Management  

 The on-going plans for Risk Management vary according to the type of risk as 17.10
follows: 

 Most Significant Risks: reporting must highlight the risks for which 
management actions have the most to gain. Changes to such risks are 
tracked from one review to the next, in order to identify significant 
changes that can be attributed to effective management actions or lack of 
action; 

 New Risks: new risks are identified formally and informally and are 
captured and reported. This is done by submitting the relevant 
information to the Risk Manager using the Risk Identification form, rather 
than waiting for a formal risk review; and 

 Closed Out Risks: will be recorded with details about why the risks are no 
longer valid. 

 The effectiveness of management responses to risk are evaluated at the Risk 17.11
Workshops. Information on this, and that also captured at risk meetings, are 
collated and disseminated to the Project Team and Project Board in Risk 
Workshop Reports. 

Table 17.1 Key Delivery Risks and mitigations 

Risk  
Likelih
ood 

Impact Mitigation 

Leeds Transport Model 

outputs are delayed, 

which delays an approval 

decision from DfT 

High 

Pushes back scheme 

opening date with 

consequent impact on 

scheme outturn costs due 

to inflation resulting in 

scheme becoming 

unaffordable. 

Unambiguous reinstatement of 

Programme Entry status (or 

equivalent) and a clear signal that 

subject to no material change in 

outcomes DfT funding will be 

available. 

TWAO application 

rejected by Inspector or 

Secretary of State, or 

conditions are imposed 

that materially affect 

scheme affordability 

Low 
Promoters abandon 

scheme. 

Promoters devote resources 

required to make the strongest 

possible case at inquiry. Clear 

signal of DfT support for scheme. 

Lack of sufficient market 

appetite for an operator 

for the scheme 

Low 

Promoters cannot deliver 

planned outcomes at 

anticipated cost. 

Market testing process embedded 

within overall work programme. 

 The full NGT Risk Register is available to the DfT upon request. 17.12
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18. Stakeholder Analysis  

 The Promoters have sought to engage with stakeholders throughout the 18.1
development of the NGT trolleybus proposals to date. This has involved 
communicating with individuals and groups, using a variety of techniques to 
reach as wide an audience as possible. The consultation and engagement 
activities undertaken on NGT have built on the long history of communications 
with stakeholders on the former light rail proposals for the city. 

 The NGT Consultation Action Plan informs the development of the NGT 18.2
consultation activities and includes information on consultation aims, 
objectives, roles and responsibilities. 

 Since 2008 three formal public consultation exercises have been undertaken 18.3
on NGT which have demonstrated strong public support for the scheme.  

Phase 1 Public Consultation (November 2008 to January 2009) 

 A series of public exhibitions were held, accompanied by widespread 18.4
dissemination of information through both an NGT information pack and via the 
NGT project website. In total over 1,800 people completed a feedback 
questionnaire.  The consultation asked questions about the principles of the 
scheme and what people would like to see in a new public transport system for 
Leeds. The results showed that: 

 Over 95% of respondents thought public transport in Leeds could be 
improved; 

 There was a positive response to the NGT proposals and people 
welcomed proposals for a high quality public transport system and the 
provision of Park & Ride sites; 

 People wanted to see more frequent and reliable services, cheaper fares, 
more bus lanes and less-crowded services; and 

 Over one third wanted cleaner and more environmentally friendly 
vehicles. 

 A detailed report outlining the findings of the Phase 1 public consultation was 18.5
provided with the October 2009 MSBC submission. 

Phase 2 Public Consultation (June 2009 to September 2009) 

 A series of 18 public exhibitions was held in six different locations along the 18.6
proposed NGT routes in summer 2009. NGT information packs were also 
made available in libraries, on the NGT website and were distributed to 
businesses and members of the public along the routes.  Over 2,500 people 
completed a feedback questionnaire and the results showed a positive 
response to the scheme as follows: 

 77% of respondents supported the proposals;  

 76% of respondents supported the use of trolleybuses; and 
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 81% of respondents would consider using NGT once it is operational. 

 A detailed report of the findings of the Phase 2 public consultation was 18.7
provided as an appendix to the MSBC.  

May 2010 to June 2010: Consultation on Holt Park Extension 

 A third period of public consultation was undertaken in spring 2010 to formally 18.8
seek views on the proposal to extend the North NGT Route to serve Holt Park.  
This was necessary since prior to NGT being awarded Programme Entry 
approval in March 2010, the proposal to extend the NGT network to serve Holt 
Park had only been shown as an aspiration.   

 A public exhibition was held in the Holt Park area and information was also 18.9
available in the local library, on the NGT website and was distributed to 
businesses and members of the public in the local area. In total 140 people 
completed a feedback questionnaire. The results showed that: 

 65% of respondents supported the proposals; and  

 73% of respondents would consider using NGT once it is operational. 

Targeted consultation with affected landowners/residents (January 2010 
to June 2010) 

 During January 2010 a letter was sent to all landowners along the NGT routes 18.10
who are likely to be directly affected by the scheme. The purpose of this letter 
was to alert them to the potential impact of the proposals should they not have 
been made aware of this through previous consultation activities. 
Approximately 160 letters were sent out in total, following which various 
telephone discussions, exchanges of correspondence and meetings took place 
with individual parties.  This process would continue upon reactivation of 
Programme Entry Approval. 

Statutory Environmental Bodies  

 Initial consultation has taken place with a number of Public and Statutory 18.11
Bodies, in relation to the Environmental Scoping Opinion work that was 
undertaken as part of the MSBC. This involved consultation with the following 
organisations in June-August 2009: 

 Environment Agency; 

 Natural England; 

 English Heritage; and  

 Leeds City Council (Sustainable Development Unit). 

 A copy of the responses received from these organisations was provided as an 18.12
appendix to the 2009 MSBC submission. 

Other Stakeholders 
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 Engagement with the Local Enterprise Board (LEP) on the NGT trolleybus 18.13
proposals has taken place since its formation in spring 2011. At their meeting 
of 17th August the LEP Board considered a report outlining the NGT scheme 
and other major schemes in the Leeds City Region. The LEP endorsed the 
NGT scheme and a copy of the report to this meeting is provided at Appendix 
10. The LEP have also provided a Letter of Support to accompany this bid as 
detailed below at 5.2 

 Local Politicians – Throughout the development of the NGT proposals regular 18.14
liaison has taken place with LCC Members and the Integrated Transport 
Authority on key project issues. This has included provision of written updates, 
open information sessions and detailed briefings for individual Ward Members 
to cover specific local issues. Briefings have also been held all LCC Area 
Committees covering those areas through which NGT is proposed to run. 
Regular briefings have taken place since December 2009. 

 Periodic briefings have also taken place with local MP‟s through the cross-18.15
party „Team Leeds‟ group (the collective of the seven Leeds MPs). Team 
Leeds has provided a letter of support to accompany this bid which is provided 
at Appendix 29. 

 There is strong cross party political support for NGT and fully supported by the 18.16
relevant political bodies. Copies of the minutes relating to the approvals from 
both the LCC Executive Board and the West Yorkshire Integrated Transport 
Authority are included within the appended Funding Report provided at 
Appendix 23. 

Bus Operators 

 The Promoters recognise the role of bus operators as a key stakeholder in the 18.17
NGT project, given the future interaction of NGT with existing bus services. 
The Project Team have sought to provide all operators with equal opportunity 
to understand fully the NGT proposals and to raise any specific issues they 
may have.  This included an open Bus Operators seminar during the 2nd 
phase of public consultation in June 2009 as well as briefings as part of 
Metro‟s regular engagement with local bus operators. There has been strong 
interest from the bus industry in the future operation of the scheme. 

Businesses  

 Throughout the development of the NGT proposals, the Project Team, have 18.18
held a number of briefings with individual businesses to provide more 
information about the proposals and to obtain feedback on these. This 
included various businesses located along the routes and large employers in 
the city such as St James‟ Hospital, Leeds General Infirmary, the two 
Universities and the Royal Armouries. 

 Significant engagement has also taken place with the Leeds, Yorks and North 18.19
Yorkshire Chamber of Commerce throughout the development of the NGT 
proposals. The Chambers‟ Property Forum has also provided letters of 
support. 
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Interest Groups  

 As part of the consultation undertaken, the Project Team have written to a 18.20
wider range of community and interest groups, through the Leeds Voice 
umbrella organisation, to offer more detailed briefings about the NGT 
proposals. This process has resulted in meetings and continuing dialogue with 
a number of interest groups. 

NGT Access Group  

 The Promoters recognise the importance of ensuring that the NGT proposals 18.21
are developed with input from groups representing people with particular 
accessibility requirements.  As such an NGT Access Group was established in 
March 2010 to act as an advisory group to the project on key issues. This 
group, which contains representatives from a range of different accessibility 
groups, will provide input to the design process. 

Future Consultation 

 In line with the revised Major Scheme Guidance issued in June 2010, the NGT 18.22
promoters have exercised caution in on-going public communications and 
have sought to avoid raising expectations through public consultation events 
during the pause in development activity on NGT. The Promoters do however 
recognise the importance of on-going consultation and stakeholder 
engagement as the NGT proposals are further developed. Upon reactivation of 
Programme Entry Approval a detailed programme of future consultation and 
engagement will be developed in more detail. A summary of our current 
proposed activities is provided at Appendix 28. 

Letters of support  

 Letters of Support were been received from the following organisations for the 18.23
2011 BAFFB submission: 

 The Local Enterprise Partnership (Appendix 10) 

 Team Leeds – all of Leeds‟ eight MPs (Appendix 29) 

 Leeds, York and North Yorkshire Chamber of Commerce  (Appendix 29) 

 Leeds & Bradford Property Forums  (Appendix 29) 

 The Leeds City Centre Partnership (Appendix 29) 

 No additional letters of support have been sought for this submission. 18.24
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Opposition 

 The Promoters‟ consultation activity has been designed to understand local 18.25
concerns and allow these insofar as possible to be mitigated as part of scheme 
specification. However, it is anticipated that there will be some objections once 
the TWAO application is submitted. Property acquisition beyond land and 
building already in Promoter ownership is minimal and so objections on these 
grounds is anticipated to be limited.  

 The alignment in Headingley to the east of the Arndale Centre attracted some 18.26
objections when proposed for Leeds Supertram. Again objections are 
anticipated but it is noted that previously the Inspector found, and the 
Secretary of State accepted, that benefits outweighed impacts. In the case of 
NGT, impacts will be less than those associated with the previous proposals, 
while the benefits will be substantial. 

 The Promoters are aware that the incumbent bus operators have some 18.27
concerns about the impact of the NGT proposals on their commercial services. 
Engagement with local bus operators has taken place throughout the 
development of the proposals as outlined above and will continue as the 
scheme progresses. 

 There are some specific areas along the proposed route where a number of 18.28
local residents and community groups have previously expressed concerns 
about some aspects of the proposals.  These include: 

 the proposed inbound off-highway section at Woodhouse Moor; 

 the proposed highway alterations at West Park; and 

 areas which are proposed as shared space. 

 To mitigate these concerns the Promoters have undertaken a range of 18.29
activities including meeting with residents groups and holding drop-in sessions 
for residents to discuss the plans in detail. Briefings with local ward members 
in the areas where concern has been most apparent have also been held. In 
the case of Woodhouse Moor, the Promoters reviewed a range of options 
following discussions with concerned local residents resulting in an 
amendment to the scheme‟s specification. The findings of this were reported to 
the local residents group.  

 These and wider activities have led to a number of changes to the design. 18.30
Prior to the pause in detailed development of NGT, further changes to the 
design were under consideration. 

Future Consultation Activities 

 The Promoters recognise the importance of on-going consultation and 18.31
stakeholder engagement, as the NGT proposals are further developed. As the 
design work progresses it will be necessary to continue engagement with 
individuals and organisations on detailed issues in order to address any 
specific issues.  
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 Further consultation and engagement will also be required as the scheme 18.32
progresses towards a TWAO application and throughout the TWAO process. 
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19. Monitoring and Evaluation  

Introduction 

 This section sets out the plans for evaluating the success of the NGT scheme 19.1
once implemented, also known as the „Benefits Realisation Plan‟. The sources 
of data currently available and which will be available are set out as well as 
plans to collect additional baseline and monitoring data in due course. It is 
planned that a stand-alone Benefits Realisation Plan will be completed within 
six months of the NGT programme Entry Re-approval. 

Approach to Impact Evaluation 

 The objectives of the Evaluation Plan will be formed from a combination of the 19.2
Scheme Objectives (set out in the Strategic Case) and key relevant NATA 
objectives. In particular the Economy sub-objective of Reliability and the 
Environmental sub-objectives of Local Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases.  

 Other impacts of significance which will be included in the Evaluation Plan are 19.3
less suited to quantitative assessment and will therefore be considered 
qualitatively. The sub-objectives of the proposals with significant anticipated 
impacts include Journey Ambience and Security. 

 The detailed Evaluation Plan will be developed following Programme Entry 19.4
Reapproval and will make reference to DfT‟s guidance document “The 
Evaluation of Local Authority Transport Schemes: A Guide”. 

Baseline Data 

 A large amount of data is currently available to the Promoters from the market 19.5
research exercises undertaken for both the NGT project and for the „Transport 
for Leeds‟ model development. This data will be used to construct the baseline 
against which the performance of NGT will be evaluated. 

 However it is recognised that by the time that operation of the scheme 19.6
commences, this data will be relatively old and as such it may not be 
sufficiently specific to all of the scheme objectives being considered. Therefore 
a baseline replenishment survey will be undertaken shortly before construction 
begins. The framework for this survey will be specified with the aim of ensuring 
that the probability of deriving a statistically significant comparison with data 
following the first few years of operation is as high as possible. 

Impact Monitoring 

 The outputs of the scheme are those aspects within the direct control of the 19.7
Promoters or Operator. Prior to operations commencing, the outputs represent 
the infrastructure being delivered, for example the length of segregated 
busway constructed or overhead power supply installed. The delivery of these 
construction outputs will be monitored and proactively managed during 
implementation to ensure that they meet programme, quality and cost 
constraints. 
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 Following implementation of the scheme, the key outputs represent the NGT 19.8
service offered, particularly in terms of frequency, journey time and quality. 
Service delivery data for the main purpose of ensuring that the service level 
and quality of service are maintained within the tolerances agreed with the 
operator will form the key source of data in this respect. A record of this data 
will be kept of all operations over time and no specific additional data collection 
is envisaged. 

 The outcomes of the scheme are the impacts which naturally follow from the 19.9
outputs, but which are not entirely within the control of the Promoters or 
Operator. For example the main outcomes of operating the NGT service are 
the number of passengers carried and the revenue received. For the purposes 
of evaluation, further information about passengers is required for example 
how the passengers previously travelled because the overall benefits to 
passengers being abstracted from private cars are different to the benefits of 
being abstracted from other bus services. 

Local Transport Plan Monitoring 

 Indicators and targets are the key to the success of any LTP. The West 19.10
Yorkshire document contains locally relevant indicators and targets for the LTP 
area. The current LTP runs through to 2026, and indicators and targets that 
West Yorkshire partners will be monitored during the Plan lifetime are currently 
under development. 

 Current draft indicators are shown below (it should be noted that congestion 19.11
indicators have not been included since these indicators deliberately omit 
corridors proposed for NGT): 

 (1) Stress on Network - proportion of the road network in the peak period 
that operates at inter-peak levels of journey time reliability.   

 (2) Speed on Network - average peak speeds on the A road network 

 (3) Choice of Mode - mode share of single occupant cars using the peak 
cordon counts at each of the District centres 

 (4) CO2 Emission - CO2 emissions across West Yorkshire A Roads 

Scheme Specific Monitoring  

 Specific quantitative NGT data will be available to the Promoters through the 19.12
contractual agreements put into place for operating the scheme. Patronage 
levels on the new services, measured through the ticketing data that will be 
available, will provide the key local indicator of success for the scheme, 
measured against the expected (modelled) demand. 

 In addition monitoring surveys will be undertaken post implementation to 19.13
identify any changes in travel behaviour brought about by the introduction of 
the scheme, specified to inform the evaluation process outlined in brief above. 
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20. Assurance  

Independent Process Approval 

 Independent process approval will be obtained through the Office of 20.1
Government Commerce‟s (OGC) Gateway Review process. This process 
appraises the NGT scheme at critical stages of development, to provide 
assurance that it can progress successfully to the next stage. It will add value 
to the project by ensuring that appropriate skills are utilised and realistic 
timescales and cost targets are set and achieved. 

 Although there are six Gateway Review stages during the life of the project, 20.2
this submission considers the requirements of the four reviews prior to contract 
award as follows: 

 Gateway 0: Strategic assessment 

 Gateway 1: Business justification 

 Gateway 2: Procurement strategy 

 Gateway 3: Investment decision 

 Gateway Review 0 was undertaken in July 2007. This initial review resulted in 20.3
12 recommendations covering areas such as option development, strategic fit, 
project governance and resources. These recommendations have since been 
implemented in order to assist the development of the project. 

 A Gateway Review 1 was undertaken in November 2009. This review of the 20.4
business justification for the scheme resulted in five recommendations 
covering areas such as benefits realisation, resources and stakeholder 
management.  The review resulted in an overall delivery confidence 
assessment of Amber/Green which is defined as follows: 

 „Successful delivery appears probable however constant attention will be 20.5
needed to ensure risks do not materialise into major issues threatening 
delivery‟ 

 In terms of future Gateway Reviews it is currently envisaged that Gateway 20.6
Review 2 will be undertaken in advance of Conditional Approval, following the 
receipt of TWAO powers. Gateway Review 2 and 3 will take place following 
receipt of tenders but in advance of obtaining Full Approval for the proposals 
from DfT. 

Peer Review 

 Programme management and risk management on the NGT project have been 20.7
subject to peer review by Turner and Townsend staff that are not directly 
connected to the NGT project but are working on comparable projects (e.g. 
Nottingham Express Transit and Trams for Edinburgh). The observations 
made through this process have concluded that the level of detail applied to 
project management and programme management is robust and over and 
above that commonly provided for schemes of a similar nature. 
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 The capital costs for the scheme have also been subject to an independent 20.8
cost appraisal, which has demonstrated that the cost assumptions made by 
the Project Team are robust.  


