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1 Introduction  

1.1 My name is David Alexander.  I have worked for First’s UK Bus division since January 

2009.  As of April 2014, I am the Regional Managing Director of Scotland & North 

England, which covers First West Yorkshire (“FWY”). 

1.2 I have over 25 years’ experience working in the transportation field and in my professional 

career I have gained substantial knowledge of the public transport sector. I have 

experience and knowledge of operations throughout the UK, including both coach and 

bus operations, and the development of comprehensive partnership frameworks.  

1.3 I am submitting this Summary Proof on behalf of FWY, in relation to its objection to the 

Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order and related applications (together “the Order”).   

2 FWY background 

2.1 FWY currently operates around 800 vehicles from six depots in West Yorkshire, two of 

which are in Leeds. FWY employs 2,400 staff and carries some 97m passenger journeys 

per annum in West Yorkshire, 51m of which are in Leeds. Passengers benefit from being 

able to travel on FWY services throughout West Yorkshire using a range of good-value 

ticket and fares propositions which make transfer between services seamless, affordable 

and better value for money.  Passengers are also able to purchase M-Card multi-operator 

tickets, which permit travel on any operator’s services.  

2.2 FWY has a good record of working in partnership with local authorities within West 

Yorkshire to bring transport improvements; examples include the York Road and Scott 

Hall Road guided busways in Leeds, the Manchester Road guided busway in Bradford, ftr 

and more recently the A65 Kirkstall Road bus priority scheme. 

2.3 During the past 20 years FWY and its predecessors have invested in excess of £200m in 

Leeds and West Yorkshire, with strong investment maintained even in the current 

economic downturn.  

2.4 The majority of the FWY network (94%) is provided commercially, without direct financial 

subsidy from Metro/West Yorkshire Combined Authority, whereas the £250m investment 

in NGT would use public money on a risky scheme, which may even require on-going 

subsidy to operate. 

2.5 During 2012/13, FWY invested £2.5m in smart ticketing technology on all of its buses to 

facilitate the evolving introduction and use of a range of smart media, while during 2014, 

FWY introduced mobile phone ticketing for customers. These measures reduce on-bus 

cash transactions and cut bus journey times. 
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2.6 Bus passenger journey growth, which is currently 6.8% year on year in West Yorkshire, 

demonstrates the success of our approach to improving service quality and value for 

money. 

3 Aims, objectives and the need for the proposed scheme 

3.1 I have concerns with the deliverability of the aims and objectives for NGT set out by the 

Promoters. 

3.2 I highlight in particular the planned frequency reduction NGT has over current bus 

services (e.g. FWY currently operates 20 buses an hour along Headingley Lane – NGT 

proposes trolleybuses at a frequency of only 10 per hour). I question the expected journey 

time savings, note proposed improvements to stops for NGT is something which is 

possible with existing bus services, and question stated quality improvements. For 

example, longer waiting times for a less frequent service, restricted to high capacity 

articulated vehicles requiring a high proportion of passengers to stand, are not in the 

interests of passengers. 

3.3 FWY has reduced its emissions significantly during past years – including a reduction of 

15,500 tons of CO2 emissions and will continue to do so. In contrast, the NGT scheme 

would have a number of emissions externalities.  

4 Impacts of NGT construction and operation 

4.1 Disruption caused by the construction of NGT, increasing journey times and impacting on 

punctuality, will reduce the attractiveness of the current bus services – causing loss of 

patronage.  

4.2 A cautionary example is the building of Manchester Metrolink to Oldham, which had 

significant effects on services provided by FWY's sister subsidiary between 2012 and 

January 2014. This required 10 additional peak vehicles and an increase in over 800 bus 

hours, and caused a passenger and revenue loss to First. FWY estimates that similar 

adverse impacts on services and operations in Leeds could be in the range of 3-6 times 

worse than those experienced in Oldham. 

4.3 The NGT Business Case is based on abstraction from bus patronage, and assumes that 

patronage remains at current levels – but a drop in bus patronage will likely be caused by 

the construction, so the Business Case overstates demand. 

4.4 Operationally, the Business Case shows nearly three quarters of NGT demand is 

assumed to be abstracted from existing public transport services, with 67% of it from 

buses. This will undermine the stability of the core network across Leeds which was 

agreed with Metro as part of the West Yorkshire Bus Partnership Framework. 
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4.5 The impacts of NGT will have wider adverse implications for the Leeds and West 

Yorkshire bus services and networks, from a future strategic perspective, while NGT 

would damage integration by creating a segregated approach between trolleybus and 

bus. 

4.6 FWY is not a statutory undertaker, but draws attention to the statutory and regulatory 

arrangements which it, as a local bus operator, is required to adhere to. This has not 

been considered by the Promoters either during the construction phases of NGT or its 

ultimate operation, and furthermore no consideration has been given to the potential costs 

associated with the additional significant bus resource deployment required.  

4.7 The Promoters have not considered these adverse impacts of NGT on the existing bus 

network in Leeds nor across West Yorkshire. Suppressed or destroyed passenger 

demand, longer journey times and additional operating costs will damage FWY’s ability to 

invest in the West Yorkshire bus network. 

4.8 If built, the scheme would involve significant risk to public finances and could require 

ongoing public subsidy to operate, contrasting significantly with the current bus network 

which is operated at no risk to the public sector, and which would be adversely affected 

by the scheme. 

5 Engagement, alternatives and policy 

5.1 Despite FWY’s concerns, and various enquiries and requests made by FWY to the 

Promoters, the Promoters have been unwilling to engage with FWY in any meaningful 

way.  During the last five years FWY has set out clearly its intentions and strategies for 

working in partnership with the Promoters more widely in Leeds and throughout West 

Yorkshire. Examples of evidence of this intent and demonstrated commitment include 

presentations made to Metro setting out our offer to establish a Growth and Investment 

partnership framework, response to the LTP3 consultation process and submission of a 

joint Better Bus Area Fund partnership bid to the Department for Transport to support the 

further development and implementation of smart ticketing functionality throughout West 

Yorkshire.  

5.2 A further approach was made to Metro on 9th July 2013. This approach did not elicit a 

response until 23rd August 2013, and no suggestions were ever progressed by the 

Promoters, to FWY’s disappointment. Additional communication was attempted in 

November 2013. 

5.3 From a transport policy perspective, the scheme is not consistent with the aims and 

objectives of the West Yorkshire Local Transport Plan (3); it adversely impacts existing 

bus services. 
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5.4 The investment in NGT would only involve two corridors in Leeds. Wider benefits could be 

achieved across Leeds and West Yorkshire with a bus-based alternative. 

5.5 Evaluation of alternative options by the Promoters has not been undertaken in a rigorous 

way; they do not evaluate all the reasonable and realistic alternatives available, while the 

alternatives which have been considered do not enable an equal comparison between 

trolleybuses and bus. 

5.6 FWY is proposing an alternative bus-based option to the NGT scheme, such as New Bus 

for Leeds (“NBfL”). This is complementary and entirely additional to the main thrust of 

FWY’s objection: FWY has set out in the main body of its objections reasons why consent 

should not be granted for NGT, independently of any FWY alternative. 

5.7 NBfL would align with the West Yorkshire plus York Transport Fund, a major investment 

scheme planned by the Promoters, to create a world-class transport infrastructure for 

West Yorkshire and its neighbouring authorities. FWY would itself invest £97m to deploy 

a fleet of 260 NBfL vehicles, based on the ‘New Routemasters’ operating in London, with 

multiple doors to allow faster boarding and alighting. 

5.8 This would: benefit more people over a wider area of Leeds and West Yorkshire; more 

quickly; have no negative impacts on the wider bus networks; and permit the use of 

technology that is scalable, flexible and can further evolve over time. 

6 Justification 

6.1 Although FWY is not subject to any compulsory acquisition itself, I am firmly of the view 

that the Promoters have not made a compelling case in the public interest for them to be 

granted powers to acquire land compulsorily to enable implementation of NGT.  

6.2 I have serious doubts as to the likelihood of the scheme attracting funding. 

7 Conclusions 

7.1 I strongly believe therefore that NGT cannot be justified in the public interest. 

8 Declaration 

8.1 My Proof of Evidence reflects my true and complete opinion and I believe the facts stated 

within are true.  

 

                      September 2014 

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

David Alexander       Date 
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Dave Alexander Main Proof of Evidence Errata: 

 

Paragraph 3.23 – “in excess of up to £4.5m”, should read “in excess of £4.5m”. 

Paragraph 3.23 – “in term”, should read “in turn”. 

Paragraph 7.3 – “…as outlined in Appendices Q and H detail the West Yorkshire Better Bus Area Fund bid 

document.”, should read “…as outlined in Appendices Q and H detailing the West Yorkshire Better Bus Area 

Fund bid document, has not been considered by the Promoters.” 
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