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Introduction 

I intend to comment on three main areas of the NGT proposals 

• Stakeholder engagement 

• Trolleybus journey times 

• Funding 

The main emphasis will be on funding. I hope to convince you that successful delivery of the NGT 

scheme i.e. on time and within budget is not likely. 

 
 

1. C-2 LEEDS NGT PEBC-MARCH 2012 18.6 (1) 
1.1. Stakeholder engagement reported in the 2012 business case is biased towards positive 

responses. Positive responses are encouraged by asking ‘what if’ or hypothetical questions which 

produce results like "81% of respondents would consider using NGT once it is operational." Yet 

hypothetical questions like this are notoriously unreliable. Responses may well be different 

depending on whether respondents know: 

• that they have to choose between NGT and non NGT bus stops.  

• how far they will have to walk to an NGT bus stop 

• that they are likely to have to stand, not sit, on the trolleybus at peak times as most spaces 

are for standing passengers.  

• how much the fare is 

Respondents have no idea of the cost of the scheme, how long it would take to build, the strengths 

and weaknesses of alternatives, disruption during construction, likely effect on council tax bills and 

services especially if the project goes over budget or forecast of operational revenue is incorrect etc. 

If they did they might be much less enthusiastic about NGT. 
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2. C-2 LEEDS NGT PEBC-MARCH 2012 18.10. A-01-3 Statement of Consultation. (2) 
2.1. Stakeholder engagement is also heavily biased towards positive responses if judged by the 

amount of material included which favours the project. Little detail is given of opposition to the 

project even though there is evidence of substantial opposition. For example reference is made to a 

letter sent to landowners along the NGT route. But no details are given of any negative responses to 

the letter. Similarly The Statement of Consultation contains business supporters’ quotes but does not 

include any quotes from businesses which are opposed to the scheme such as members of the Small 

Business Federation. Many businesses in Headingley were and are opposed to the scheme. 

 

3. A-01-2 Statement of Aims. Vision statement for Leeds NGT 3.4. (3) 
3.1. The Vision statement for Leeds claims that journeys to the city centre will be up to 15 minutes 

quicker than existing buses. This claim is very vague and therefore of little value. The savings for 

journeys at peak times will probably be substantially less than 15 minutes, given that trolleybuses 

are not totally segregated from other traffic. 

 

4. A-01-10 NGT Funding Statement (4) 
4.1. The funding statement does not specify the size of the contribution from Leeds City Council 

and the West Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive. Yet this contribution has increased in 

successive business cases from £19m in 2009 to £77m in 2014. Originally NGT expected to fund 

7% of post development costs. That figure has now risen to approximately 30%. (5)  Originally in 

the 2009 business case the DfT was providing £235m of funding. However by 2012 this had been 

reduced to £193m. And now the DfT contribution has been further reduced to £173.5m. NGT has 

responded to this cut in government funding by reducing the cost of the scheme in a variety of ways 

e.g. lowering the bus stop specification, reducing size of Stourton Park & Ride from 2,200 spaces to 

1,500 spaces and having 2 lanes, not 3, over Leeds Bridge. Given the scale of these cuts and the 

promoter's inexperience it is difficult to have confidence in their statement that "these (changes) 

have been specified to maintain the outcomes and benefits of the scheme." (6)  

4.2. Also any unanticipated costs will have to be met through local funding. These could be 

substantial as evidenced by the Edinburgh Tram Project. Budget estimates in this case rose from 

£345m to more than £770m (Daily Telegraph, Scottish Editor, 20 June 2012). The project was also 

reduced in scope and delivered 5 years late.  
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4.3. The financial risk to Leeds City Council is increased by the fact that Metro has reduced its 

funding of pre-construction development costs. LCC is now paying 93% of these costs. These 

development costs are estimated at £25.3m and this in addition to the £77m post-development 

scheme costs referred to earlier.  

4.4. A further financial risk to Leeds City Council stems from the fact that the DfT is no longer 

making a contribution to the development costs or to any overspends on the budget. (7)  

4.5. Furthermore the 2012 business case includes no evidence about or references to the robustness 

of funding figures or the likelihood of these figures rising substantially. The independent cost 

review carried out by Turner and Townsend in 2009 (8) included various qualifications. They 

pointed out there was little or no comparable data against which to compare the Leeds scheme. My 

final point is that the promoters do not state how they would fund any additional costs. Presumably 

these unanticipated costs would have to be met by increases in fares, increases in council tax, cuts 

in services, or some combination of these. 

. 

 

5. Operating Costs 
5.1. NGT claims about operating costs are also problematic. Annual operating costs have been 

reduced by £4.2m. (9)  This is achieved by assuming the removal of parallel competing bus routes 

from the North Corridor. However, whether or not this happens depends on the reaction of the bus 

operators. The promoters assume that some bus services will disappear or be reduced in frequency. 

However they have given no evidence to support this assumption or the consequent cost savings.  

5.2. The promoters claim that NGT will produce a revenue surplus. However they have to admit 

that they don't know how much because the exact surplus "will be a function of the shape and form 

of the operating concession, which is yet to be defined."  (10) 
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6. Benefits 
6.1. The benefits of the NGT project depend crucially on the accuracy of passenger demand 

forecasts. However forecast demand varies considerably according to how much importance one 

attaches to factors affecting demand. (11) Some of the factors are essentially subjective e.g. 

passengers' response to superior NGT bus stop quality. Yet NGT assumes passengers will attach 

great importance to such superior quality and therefore be attracted to the trolleybus. However this 

is not necessarily the case. 

6.2. A further problem is that the promoters haven't shown how they arrived at their forecasts. For 

example the 2012 business case shows numbers transferring to NGT from bus, car and Park & Ride. 

However no details are given as to how these figures are arrived at. (12) This means the public 

cannot evaluate demand forecasts. Yet this is critical given how demand forecasts for 2031 have 

already been revised downwards by the promoters from 27m to 15m passengers. (13) 

6.3. There is also doubt about the value for money case. The benefit cost ratio has changed from 

2.62 (2009) to 5.61 (2011) to 3.86 (2012) to 2.96 (2014). This raises the question of how robust 

these figures are. 

 

Conclusion 
The Gateway Review 1 on the business justification for the scheme states: 

“Successful delivery appears probable. However constant attention will be needed to ensure risks do 

not materialise into major issues threatening delivery”. (14) This statement was made in 2009. 

Today successful delivery seems much less likely given the history of the scheme as I have outlined 

it: 

 

• Stakeholder engagement has been biased and understated or ignored opposition to the 

scheme 

• Trolleybus journey time savings are unlikely at peak times 

• The financial commitment of NGT and especially Leeds City Council is much greater than 

expected when the scheme first started. The level of financial risk is consequently greater. 

Overall the funding and operating cost forecasts are not convincing. 
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C-4 NGT MAJOR SCHEME BUSINESS CASE-OCT 2009 

C-3 NGT BEST AND FINAL FUNDING BID-SEP 2011 

C-2 LEEDS NGT PROGRAMME ENTRY BUSINESS CASE-MARCH 2012 

 
1. C-2 LEEDS NGT PEBC-MARCH 2012 18.6 and 18.10 

2. A-01-3 Final Appendices 3 16 Annex 10 Statement of Consultation 

3. A-01-2 Statement of Aims. Vision statement for Leeds NGT 3.4  

4. A-01-10 NGT Funding Statement 

5. C-2 LEEDS NGT PEBC-MARCH 2012 C-2-22 Appendix 23 Funding Report  

6. C-2 PEBC-MARCH 2012 5.4  

7. C-2 LEEDS NGT PEBC-MARCH 2012 C-2-22 Appendix 23 Funding Report.  

    Appendix 1 18 May 2011 2.6 

8. C-4 MSBC – OCT 2009 Appendix 18 

9. C-2 PEBC-MARCH 2012 Table 6.2 

10. C-2 PEBC-MARCH 2012 12.10 

11. C-2 PEBC-MARCH 2012 Appendix 34 

12. C-2 PEBC-MARCH 2012 Tables 8.3 and 8.4 

13. C-2 PEBC-March 2012: Table 1.2) 

14. C-2 Leeds NGT PEBC-March 2012- 20.5 
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