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1 Introduction 

1.1 My name is Paul Turner.  I have worked for First West Yorkshire (FWY) since September 2012 

initially as Business Development Director for the North region, but from April 2014 as Head of 

Commercial. I am responsible for the commercial development of the business, its network of 

services and the customer offer. I have a thorough knowledge of FWY’s operations and business. 

1.2 I have over 13 years’ experience in transportation, and have substantial knowledge of public 

transport operations throughout the UK and Europe gained during 12 years as a Transport 

Consultant with the TAS Partnership Ltd. 

1.3 The majority (but not all) of my evidence falls under  Matter 7A  “the effects of the proposed trolley 

vehicle system on other public transport services, highway capacity, traffic flow, vehicle parking, 

pedestrian and cyclist movement and road safety”   first, followed by comments in response to the 

Statement of Matters items 1, 2, 3, 4 and 12 

2 Matter 7a: The effects of the proposed trolley vehicle system on other public transport 

services, highway capacity, traffic flow, vehicle parking, pedestrian and cyclist movement 

and road safety; 

2.1 FWY is the largest operator in West Yorkshire with bases in Leeds, Bradford, Halifax, Huddersfield 

and Todmorden.  

2.2 Our Leeds network carries 51m passengers per annum and 12.4m of these would be affected by 

NGT 

(a) 5.1m would have a direct choice of NGT or FWY services 

(b) 7.3m would have no alternative or access to NGT and would be at risk of service 

reductions arising from the scheme. 

2.3 First has invested year on year in its fleet which has had positive impacts on Air Quality with 37% 

of our Leeds fleet meeting Euro V emissions standards enabling a reduction of emissions since 

1998/9 as follows: 

(a) 50.8% Carbon Monoxide 

(b) 45.9% Hyrdocarbons 

(c) 52.0% Oxides of Nitrogen 

(d) 73.9% Particulate matter 

(e) Over 15,500 tonnes of Carbon Dioxide 
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2.4 NGT overlaps our network considerably and our existing routes provide most links at a higher 

frequency than NGT would. 

2.5 The Promoters’ assumptions regarding changes to FWY services have been developed entirely 

without consultation with ourselves. Their suggestions, especially with regards to service 6, would 

leave around 0.7m people in Cookridge and Troy with a much reduced bus service despite having 

no compensatory benefit from NGT. 

2.6 The Promoters’ projection is that NGT would result in a net disbenefit of £6.3m (£8.3m revenue 

adjusted by £2.0m cost saving) which equates to 4.7% of FWY’s  revenue. 

 
3 Matter 1: The aims and objectives of, and the need for, the proposed Leeds Trolley Vehicle 

System between Holt Park to the north of Leeds, and Stourton to the south, via the city 

centre ("the scheme") 

3.1 The four benefits cited by the Promoter are challenged: 

(a) Increase public transport capacity  - FWY currently operates 20 buses per hour, under 

NGT the combined frequency would be 22 (10 NGT  + 12 FWY) yet bus stops and NGT 

stops will be segregated meaning at no stop will users have access to the full frequency. 

Use of articulated trolleybuses will mean a total seating capacity reduction 

(b) Significantly better journey times - the proposals will increase journey times for bus 

passengers who will form the majority of passenger on the corridors: generalised 

Journey Time of bus and NGT will increase due to the two tier nature as all stops will see 

a reduction in frequency to either 10 trolleybuses or 12 buses 

(c) Greater punctuality - - the base data is out of date and much of the on highway priority 

is already in place, meaning that only the segregated sections will deliver the 

improvements targeted. Priority to NGT will mean other bus services which run with the 

NGT route will be adversely affected by delays 

(d) Better quality -  I note that modelling assumptions give a “stop quality penalty” of 1.27 

minutes for NGT v 11 minutes for bus – which is a huge differential that does not  reflect 

the likely variation in quality that the customer would experience. Such theoretical factors 

assume people will walk past a bus stop with an approaching bus to wait longer at a 

‘better’ stop for a NGT trolleybus. In reality we expect (especially in bad weather) that this 

is unlikely. We also contend that the improved features should be applied to all stops and 

extend the benefit to all users, rather than the two tier system advocated by the 

promoters. Furthermore, the use of articulated buses on a corridor with such high 

loadings will subject a greater number of passengers to a standing ride suggesting a 

lower level of service quality. 

4 Matter 2: The justification for the particular proposals in the draft TWA Order, including the 

anticipated transportation, regeneration, environmental and socio-economic benefits of the 

scheme. 

4.1 The reliance on trolleybus technology presents a significant risk of obsolescence. Electric bus 

technology is advancing with various trial projects in place in the UK and abroad. The argument of 

permanence due to fixed infrastructure is disproven by the continuous operation of the current bus 

service for 58 years - we contend it is the strength of the demand on the corridor that has made 

bus service 1 a permanent feature for almost as long as the entire Leeds electric tramway (63 

years). 
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4.2 Trolleybuses will be inflexible and with just two spare vehicles there is little scope for flexibility 

especially if the journey time proves ambitious and an additional bus is needed at peak times in 

their plans. The infrastructure is limited to 15 trolleybuses per hour which would limit the scope for 

expansion.  

5 Matter 3: The main alternative options considered by the Promoters (including alternative 

modes to bus, and alternative means of propulsion) and the reasons for choosing the 

proposals comprised in the scheme. 

5.1 No meaningful assessment of alternatives have been made by the Promoters and FWY has not 

been consulted at all, even where the Promoters make assumptions regarding the future of our 

bus network. The Promoters assume that a Voluntary Partnership cannot be delivered despite their 

participation in extensive discussions and negotiations towards the proposed West Yorkshire Bus 

Partnership. 

5.2 There is a general conclusion that as the funding from the DfT is for a trolleybus no alternatives are 

deliverable. This is despite identifying a low cost option with a spend of £59.9m – well within the 

local contribution committed to the NGT scheme and therefore not reliant on DfT funding. The 

trolleybus scheme requires the Promoter to lease vehicles at £228,000 per vehicle per annum – 

the annual lease payments being sufficient to purchase outright 20 new diesel buses every year. 

This is poor value for public money. 

5.3 To demonstrate credible alternatives FWY has set out its New Bus for Leeds (NBfL) proposal 

which would deliver greater carbon benefits on the corridor if applied to all services, be scalable to 

260 buses across Leeds, address many of the weaknesses in the NGT scheme, have no revenue 

risk to the public sector and will not depend on public money.  

6 Matters 4: The extent to which the scheme would be consistent with the National Planning 

Policy Framework, national transport policy, and local transport, environmental and 

planning policies. 

6.1 John Brooks provides evidence in relation to national and local planning policies.  However, in 

local transport planning terms, it is apparent that the proposed route for NGT has little synergy with 

the developing needs of the City of Leeds showing: 
 

(a) the trolleybus route does not serve any of the major employers outside the central area.  
 

(b) NGT will not serve areas of the highest unemployment 
 

(c) the Northern route does not serve any of the top 5% most deprived areas – indeed the 

majority of the route is outside the top 25% of deprived areas.  

 

6.2 I have assessed NGT against the top ten LTP3 indicators and shown NGT to be a poor fit. The 

scheme also has little in common with other major schemes such as South Yorkshire BRT and the 

Leigh Guided Busway which are developed in partnership with operators and with no revenue risk 

to the public sector. 
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7 Matter 12: Whether the scheme is reasonably capable of attracting the necessary funding, 

having regard to the Promoters' Business Case Review (Core Document Ref. C-1). 

7.1 I believe that the proposed scheme is not capable of attracting the necessary funding because: 

(a) the projected revenue is unrealistic 

(b) the operating costs are understated 

(c) There are credible alternatives to trolleybuses in advanced stages of development to pilot 

operations which will make the scheme obsolete by or soon after implementation 

(d) The alternatives have not been thoroughly tested to determine if a wider application of a 

lower cost scheme can deliver the same benefits 

 
8 Declaration 

 

8.1 I confirm I have made clear which facts and matters referred to are my own knowledge and which 

are not.  Those within my knowledge I confirm are true.  The opinions I have expressed represent 

my true and complete opinion on the matters to which they refer. 

 

8.2 I believe the facts stated in this proof of evidence are true. 

 

 

 

     3 Sept 2014 

…………………………………………………………..  ………………………………………………… 

Paul Turner       Date 

 


