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1. I  have submitted a Statement of Case. 

I wish to confirm my support for the following two Statements of Case 

• North West Leeds Transport Forum(NWLTF) Reference: TWA/13/APP/04/OBJ/171 

• Weetwood Residents Association.Ref Reference: TWA/13/APP/04/OBJ/1354 

2. I do not wish to go over my statement in case in detail but would like to emphasis my main 

concerns that include   

• Deterioration in environment because of the overhead wires, loss of trees  and  narrowing of 

pavements; 

• A reduced public transport offering as bus operators are likely to withdraw some services that 

are no longer economic to run once the NGT has creamed off the main profit-making sections of 

the route.; 

• The priority given to the trolleybus will make congestion worse for other road users 

forcing them to use other roads such as Spen Lane , Weetwood Lane, Monkbridge Road  and 

Meanwood Road.; 

• Most of the predicted improvements in journey times derive from these measures that could 

equally well be applied to buses but with less environmental impact, i.e., fewer stops, smart 

ticketing, more segregation of the route from other traffic.; and  
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• By the time the NGT is operating (estimated to be 2019) electric buses will be available that will 

make overhead power lines unnecessary.  

3. I would like to outline my concerns relating to value for money and financial management of the 

scheme covering 

• Benefit Cost Ratio 

• Capital costs of the scheme 

• Annual operating position 

• Effectiveness of the scheme  

Benefit Cost ratio(BCR ) 

4. Table 17.10  in the NGT business case review  January 2014(Core document C1)  includes some 

appraisal sensitivity tests including separate calculations for increased capital, operating and 

renewals costs  of 15% and a 15% reduction  in NGT revenue resulting in a BCR of  2.01 and 2.24 

respectively. (which is well below the 3.5 barrier imposed in Spending Round 10).However there 

is no calculation shown for  a combination of increased costs together with a reduction in  NGT 

revenue . 

Capital costs  

5. The overall capital costs and funding are set out in table 20.1 of the NGT 2014 

business case review  January 2014 (C1) 

6. There are no clear plans on how to deal with any overspend on the capital costs of 

construction as demonstrated by the Council’s FOI response to NWLTF which  includes the 

statement that  
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‘As with any other project the scope, quality and budget for the scheme can be controlled so to 

date there has been no requirement to report budgetary consequences as none have been 

identified. Once the project team has gone out to the market and if budgetary consequences 

are identified then at that point they will be reported to the IT.’ 

7. There appear to be  no clear plans on how to deal with any overspend on the capital 

costs of construction. Should the capital costs exceed budget Council and ITA will have to find 

additional funds from council tax payers  or change the specification of the scheme  

Operating revenue 

8. Operating Revenue is a function of demand and fares both of which I consider have been  

estimated on an optimistic basis. 

 9. NGT 2014 business case review  January 2014 (c1) Table 12.14 shows  revenue of  £16.02m 

for 2016 assuming demand of 11.79m journeys .The predictions of how many car drivers will switch 

to the trolleybus are over-optimistic guesses because there are no other UK trolleybuses to compare 

with. Table 31 on page 48  in First West Yorkshire’s Statement of Case estimates the  number of 

journeys at 5.9m This is a 51% reduction compared to the NGT estimate.  

10. NGT 2014 business case review  January 2014 (c1) para 12.34 states that ‘The resulting 

average yield per NGT passenger is £1.92 in the AM peak,£1.18 in the inter-peak and £1.54 in 

the PM peak using projected year 2016 fares in 2010 prices. These values reflect the proportion 

of concessionary travellers in each time period and are considered to be credible in comparison 

to existing bus fares over similar distances.’ 
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11. But if operators reduce bus fares the impact on NGT would be to reduce revenue either as 

NGT fares are reduced to compete or not as many passengers use NGT with its comparatively 

higher fares. 

Operating Costs  

12. NGT operating costs are uncertain . Table 21.1 in C1  shows total operating costs of £17.6m 

including  promoters costs and vehicle leasing. Factors to consider include possible increased 

energy costs, leasing costs and high maintenance costs for the uncommon trolleybuses which 

would impact on the projected revenue surplus of the scheme. 

Annual Operating position  

13. The promoters Statement of Case Table 11.3 shows for a mature year  

NGT risk adjusted operating revenue        £20.6m  

Operating expenditure                                          £17.6m 

Forecast annual operating surplus                        £3m  

14. The surplus figure quoted of in a mature year could be overstated  if , as  the appraisal sensitivity 

recognises , revenues could be reduced and operating costs increased. A 15% reduction in 

revenue combined with a 15% increase in operating costs would result in an annual loss of 

£2.7m. 
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15. Paragraph 11.6 in NGT Statement of Case states that if revenue falls short of the contracted 

costs of operation the Promoter will need to make up the shortfall from their own resources ie 

the Council and ITA would expect taxpayers to meet the cost of the scheme. 

Effectiveness of scheme. 

16. In July 2009 the Council’s Executive Board agreed to support and allocate funding to the 

NGT scheme as  major infrastructure project that delivered benefits to the city in line with the 

objectives of the strategic development fund and ultimately in line with Council priorities. 

17. The scheme is not effective and does not provide value for money as it fails to meet many 

Council objectives as follows: 

• One trolley bus route does not provide an integrated transport system; 

• It does not serve areas of multiple deprivation( NGT Statement of Case figure 3.2); 

• It does not serve areas of land use change (NGT Statement of Case figure 3.3 ); 

• It cuts cut through conservation areas;  

• It also increase congestion, reduces air quality; and  

• NGT will reduce the extent of cycling and walking on the route by about 7%. 

18. The Council could meet its objectives more effectively by not investing in the trolleybus in 

both the construction and operating costs of the scheme. 
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Conclusion  

19. I believe that similar benefits could be equally applied to buses for less financial cost and less 

environmental impact, i.e., an improved bus fleet , smart ticketing (something like Oyster cards), more 

segregation of the route from other traffic . I cannot support a scheme which will not deliver value for 

money, and does not respect or benefit the homes, businesses, and communities in Leeds. 

 

 

Janet  Matthews 

March 2014 
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