
 

1248/F28585.1/LIVE:85318094.1/CAJL 

DfT ref: TWA/13/APP/04/OBJ/923 

AUGUST 2014 

 
 

THE LEEDS TROLLEY VEHICLE SYSTEM ORDER 

AND  

APPLICATIONS FOR RELATED PLANNING, LISTED BUILDING AND CONSERVATION AREA 

CONSENTS 

BY WEST YORKSHIRE PASSENGER TRANSPORT EXECUTIVE 

AND LEEDS CITY COUNCIL  

_______________________________________________ 

SUMMARY PROOF OF EVIDENCE OF 

CHRISTOPHER CHEEK 

ON BEHALF OF FIRST WEST YORKSHIRE LIMITED 

_______________________________________________ 

 

1 INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 

1.1 My name is Christopher Cheek. I am a Fellow of the Chartered Institute of Logistics and 

Transport and a Member of the British Institute of Management.  I am a director of The 

TAS Partnership Limited (“TAS”), a specialist passenger transport consultancy.  

1.2 I have 41 years’ experience in the passenger transport industry, including management 

positions in bus and coach operations. Since 1987 I have worked as an analyst, 

consultant and commentator on public transport matters, and have been a director of TAS 

since 1994.  

1.3 I manage TAS’s work on a wide range of transport projects including bus, coach, rail and 

light rail projects. I have led the company’s work for several clients on a range of 

proposed major infrastructure schemes, including Croydon Tramlink, Nottingham Express 

Transit and the Leeds Supertram scheme.  

1.4 In addition to my work as an adviser, I have been the author and editor of a series of 

major reports on the market and financial performance of the public transport industry for 

over 20 years, including Bus Industry Monitor and Rapid Transit Monitor. I have also 

overseen the publication of other reports including Park and Ride Great Britain, 
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Concessionary Fares UK, National Fares Survey and The Economics of Bus Operation. 

Over the same period I have written extensively for the trade press, including latterly 

Passenger Transport magazine of which am a founding director.  

1.5 I helped to found and continue to help manage the UK Bus Awards and the UK Coach 

Awards, which recognise and reward excellence and good practice in the disciplines of 

operating, planning and promoting bus and coach services. 

1.6 I give evidence as a witness for First West Yorkshire Limited (“FWY”) in relation to its 

objection to the Leeds Trolley Vehicle System scheme, branded as New Generation 

Transport (“NGT”), and submitted by West Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive and 

Leeds City Council (“the Promoters”).  

2 TAS’S WORK ON NGT 

2.1 TAS was commissioned by FWY to review the business case for the NGT scheme.  Our 

first report (Appendix 2 to the FWY Statement of Case) was completed in January 2014.  

In February 2014, following the publication of the Promoters’ Revised Business Case, 

TAS was again commissioned to review the forecast. Our supplementary report dated 

March 2014 is Appendix 2 to my Proof.  

2.2 As part of the commission, TAS undertook analysis detailed in Appendix 1 to my Proof in 

order to understand the Promoters’ forecasts and to evaluate their robustness.  The 

patronage forecast is central to the justification for the scheme, since the numbers of 

passengers carried and the mode from which they switch are essential elements in the 

calculation of economic and environmental benefits, revenue estimates for the financial 

justification for the project and the likelihood of it obtaining central government subsidy.  

3 FAILURE TO INTEGRATE 

3.1 The failure to provide an integrated service, particularly on the A660 corridor, would result 

in a two-tier service. There would be longer walks for NGT stops. The provision of 

separate stops and a different stopping pattern would force passengers into a choice of 

mode at the very start of their journey, as opposed to allowing them to choose on the 

basis of which vehicle came first. On the Promoters’ case there would be a lower 

perceived frequency of vehicles and longer wait times for buses. This would cause 

resentment especially because average waiting times would be lower at bus stops but 

these would have poorer facilities.   

3.2 The journeys of 59% of passengers on 12 bus routes – a total of 7.3 million passenger 

journeys annually– would be at risk of being made less frequent, slower and more 

expensive. In Cookridge, Tinshill and Holt Park, some 683,000 existing bus passengers 
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would, under the Promoters’ assumptions, see their existing bus service frequency halved 

without any alternative trolleybus service. I doubt that service 28 serving Weetwood and 

Adel would be viable, depriving residents of a bus service. Service 97 might have to be 

reduced in frequency as well. The provision of high levels of priority for NGT in the City 

Centre would risk causing delay to FWY bus services which cross the designated NGT 

corridor. About 48% of existing public transport users on the NGT corridor would 

experience higher generalised journey time than the existing bus services as a result of 

the NGT scheme. 

3.3 It would have been possible for integrated bus services to observe fewer stops, enhance 

priorities, and reduce dwell times through use of multi-door boarding/alighting and new 

fare arrangements.  

4 USE OF OUTDATED TECHNOLOGY 

4.1 Use of trolleybus technology for the project is inappropriate and increased both the capital 

and operating costs of the scheme unnecessarily.  Electrification infrastructure is 

unnecessary and would be costly to maintain.  The capital cost of vehicles allowed in the 

2014 Business Case is £650,000 per vehicle –approaching three times the unit cost of 

equivalent buses.  Bespoke construction would be needed so potential vehicle costs 

could be higher, as well as difficulties with replacements, parts etc.  Leasing costs would 

be higher. Total leasing costs of £228,000 per vehicle per year would be sufficient to buy 

a brand new diesel fleet each year.  The technology is inflexible and unresponsive to 

market changes in terms of cascading onto different routes, or extending or diverting the 

route.  There would be major visual intrusion especially at junctions and on corners. 

5 ANALYSIS OF OTHER TROLLEYBUS SYSTEMS AROUND THE WORLD 

5.1 TAS undertook research as to the status of trolleybus systems around the world.  This 

research showed that 65 towns and cities have abandoned trolleybus systems in the last 

decade. Geneva is working to deliver vehicles which can operate independently of wires 

so as to reduce the “visual pollution”, and Toronto ruled out reintroducing trolleybuses to 

the city in 2009 on grounds of expense. 

 

6 MODELLING AND ANALYSIS OF THE PROMOTERS’ REVISED 2014 FORECAST 

6.1 The generalised cost modelling which underlies the Promoters’ revenue forecasts and 

analysis of economic impact is flawed. The switch from existing bus demand is 

overstated. . Park and Ride trips, rail transfer and rail interchange are exaggerated.  The 

application of mode penalties and waiting time penalties is flawed. The stated preference 

research and the way it is applied are flawed. I have concerns about the application of the 
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DfT guidelines. The resultant forecast is for 46% higher patronage on NGT (at AM peak) 

and 42% off-peak patronage compared to ‘Next Best Alternative’ bus despite assuming 

that journey time, frequency, reliability and fares are all the same.  This is  not credible. 

6.2 I expect NGT patronage in the notional 2016 year to be 6.4 million rather than the 11.8 

million forecast by the Promoters, so the revenue would be lower.  Our review of the 

operating costs forecast suggests that these are understated by approximately 23%. Our 

analysis is that there would be a requirement for significantly higher fares or – more likely 

– the need for an ongoing public subsidy, in order to maintain NGT services. 

7 INEFFECTIVENESS/BENEFITS 

7.1 The cost of the project is likely to be wholly disproportionate to the benefits actually 

delivered and the population served.   The project represents a time-consuming, 

expensive and cumbersome way of making improvements to public transport on just two 

corridors in the city serving 6% of its population. The vehicles would have a poor ratio of 

seats to standing space.  NGT will replace successful services serving some of the most 

prosperous areas of the City, will not serve the principal land use development sites 

proposed for the next decade, and make little contribution to improving connectivity with 

areas of high unemployment.  Modal shift benefits have been exaggerated.  I believe 

NGT offers a poor strategic fit with the Local Transport Plan (LTP3) and was developed in 

isolation from the rest of the transport network, because the objective is not to support the 

Plan but to take control of existing business for other reasons. 

8 BUS-BASED ALTERNATIVE 

8.1 Most if not all the features and gains predicted for the scheme (journey times, punctuality, 

quality stops and vehicles, park and ride services) could be delivered more quickly and 

more cheaply by upgrading existing conventional bus services.  Reconfiguration of the 

existing bus network would provide much greater benefits to a much larger proportion of 

the city’s population. By commencing an investment programme in 2015, the benefits 

could also be delivered much more quickly and with much less disruption.  Hybrid 

vehicles on most or all the existing bus services on the corridors would deliver immediate 

improvements in local air quality, with further improvements from introduction of fully 

electric vehicles later, with no detriment to the environment caused by overhead wires.   

There would be less financial risk and no risk to the public sector.  The alternative is 

capable of delivery within the framework of a Partnership Agreement and without the 

political uncertainty of NGT. 

9 DECLARATION 

9.1 I believe the facts stated in this summary proof of evidence are true. 
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……………………………………………….…….……………28 August 2014 

Chris Cheek       Date 

 

 


