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1 APRIL 2014

FIRST WEST YORKSHIRE VISION, STRATEGY AND OVERVIEW OF THE CASE AGAINST

THE LEEDS TROLLEY VEHICLE SYSTEM

PROOF OF EVIDENCE OF DAVID ALEXANDER

Introduction

My name is David Alexander. I am the Managing Director Nofth Region of First UK Bus

which is the parent company of First West Yorkshire Limited ("FWY). I have worked for

First UK Bus since January 2009.

My role as a member of the First UK Bus Board and Regional Managing Director for First

UK Bus in the North of England involves leading the teams responsible for running our

five statutory entities in Greater Manchester and Yorkshire, operating a fleet of 2,100

vehicles and with a combined turnover of t301m. I therefore have a thorough working

knowledge of FWY, its policies and all aspects of its business.

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

career I have obtained substantial knowledge of the public transport arena. I have

experience and knowledge of operations throughout the UK.

My previous experience has included both coach and bus operations, and the

development of comprehensive partnership frameworks, within which local bus operations

and mad<ets have grown significantly and contributed to the economic growth in local and

regional markets. Whilst not formally adopted in West Yorkshire at this time, FWY has

through the advanced implementation of key component pafls of the partnership

framework stimulated significant passenger growth which year on year in lhe 2013/14

year has been nearly 7"/". Specifically, I have been a major partner in the recent

development in Sheffield of the award winning Quality Bus Partnership (QBP), which I

believe exactly parallels the opportunities I present in this Proof of Evidence.

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

Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order and applications for related planning, listed building

and conservation area consents (together "the Orde/').

For the reasons set out in this proof and others, in my view, Metro and Leeds City Council

("the Promoters") have not made a compelling case in the public interest for the Order to

be approved, and have failed to take proper account of the adverse impacts of the

proposed Trolley Vehicle System on the existing bus networks, and therefore the local

economy within Leeds and neighbouring urban centres.
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1 .7 As outlined in its Statement of Case, FWY is objecting to the NGT scheme, on account of

a number of factors as detailed below. In addition, FWY has also included in its Statement

of Case, and this Proof, reference to an alternative bus-based system for Leeds, the like

of which has not been considered by the Promoters.

The Promoters have acknowledged receipt of FWY's objection, and the alternative

proposal, as demonstrated in the draft minutes of the West Yorkshire Integrated

Transport Authority (WYITA) meeting held on 28th February 20141. The Promoters state

that they are sceptical of the Objection, considering that it is a commercial objection and

that the proposals for new vehicles and smartcard ticketing could be introduced in the

near future and in a way which would complement the NGT scheme. They also express

concerns that FWY were proposing to change the allocation of the West Yorkshire plus

York Transport Fund and require Promoters to forego the allocated Department for

Transport funding of €175.5 million for an un-costed scheme with no estimate of benefits,

including the impact on the local economy. lt is claimed that FWY's proposal would also

redirect resource away from projects agreed by partners across West Yorkshire.

FWY refute this assertion. FWY's alternative proposal is additional to the basis of its

objection, and is designed to demonstrate the type and scale of a Leeds-wide bus-based

scheme which could - and should - have been properly considered as an alternative to a

trolleybus system. FWY has set out in the main body of its objections, reasons why

consent should not be granted for this scheme quite independently of any FWY

alternative.

The FWY alternative has been designed to align in its delivery with the proposals of the

West Yorkshire plus York Transport Fund, not to reallocate funding from it. The

alternative is set out on the basis that the Promoters have been developing the

aforementioned West Yorkshire plus York Transport Fund, to resolve the primary

congestion, traffic flow and traffic speed issues throughout Leeds and West Yorkshire -

and the implementation of the FWY alternative would be based upon this existing

Transport Fund investment the Promoters have already planned. Also, as detailed below,

the Promoters have failed to consider properly or at all the negative effects the NGT

scheme, during both construction and operation, will have across the FWY network in

Leeds and potentially more widely across West Yorkshire.

FWY's case against the Order and the scope of this Proof

In the main, FWY's objection focusses on the fact that the NGT is simply not necessary.

Furthermore, FWY's investment programme demonstrates that there are much better and
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I Appendix A - Draft Minutes of WYITA Executive Board Meeting, 28tn February 20:14. See section 86.
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2.2

more cost effective ways of improving public transport provision throughout Leeds,

exemplified by FWY's New Bus for Leeds alternative.

The purpose of this Proof of Evidence is to provide an overview of FWY's case against

the Order from FWY's corporate vision and policy perspective, and to set the context for

the operational evidence given by Paul Turner, the technical evidence given by Chris

Cheek, and the planning and heritage evidence given by John Brooks and Katy

Lightbody.

I have divided this proof into the following sections:

Section 3 sets out the background to the current FWY network, details what the company

provides and the benefits it currently brings, as well as detailing experience its sister

subsidiaries have with other UK major transport schemes.

The following sections contain a summary of the principal grounds on which FWY object

to the Order, under the Statement of Matters headings set out by the Secretaries of State.

a) Section 4 considers Matter 1, discussing FWY's views on the aims, objective of,

and the need for, the proposed scheme. Having taken independent expert advice

as well as drawing upon its own detailed knowledge, it is our view that the

scheme is unneeded, and that, should it go ahead, it would not meet its aims or

objectives.

b) Section 5 discusses Matter 2 - the justification for the particular proposals in the

TWA Order. Having taken independent expert advice as well as drawing upon its

own detailed knowledge, FWY consider the proposed scheme has numerous

major flaws, particularly with regards to its operational practicalities and its

Business Case, and that the scheme, if implemented, would not work or provide

the claimed benefits. As a result. FWY do not consider the scheme to be

justifiable.

c) Section 6 looks at Matter 3, providing a view on the main alternative options

considered by the Promoters. lt is clear to FWY that there has been no

meaningful assessment of alternatives by the Promoters. This section also

details the FWY alternative; what it considers to be a proper alternative bus-

based scheme, the type of which should have been properly evaluated by the

Promoters but has not been.

d) Section 7 assesses Matter 4, the extent to which the scheme is consistent with

policy. lt is the view of FWY that the scheme goes against policy, creating

disbenefits while failing to meet its aims; this Matter is considered in greater

depth in the Proofs of Evidence of John Brooks and Katy Lightbody.

2.3
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e) Section 8 considers Matter 5, the likely impacts on the public, businesses and

the environment of the construction and operation of the scheme. As set out,

FWY believe that the construction, and resulting disruption, of the scheme would

have long lasting negative effects on the area and its business, while the

operation of NGT would not bring the benefits the Promoters claim, rather having

further adverse impacts.

f) Section 9 outlines Matter 6, the effects of the scheme on statutory undertakers.

FWY believe that the Promoters have failed to consider the regulations FWY is

required to adhere to as a local bus operator, and the impacts the scheme would

have on its ability to do so.

g) Section 10, with regards to Matter 7, evaluates the likely impact on motorists,

cyclists and pedestrians of constructing and operating the scheme. Again, FWY

consider that the proposed scheme would have significant negative effects which

the Promoters have failed to consider in their Business Case for NGT. lt is

discussed here the impacts the scheme would create on the FWY network not

just on parallel corridors, but also the impact - from a strategic angle - the

scheme would have on the whole West Yorkshire business. This section also

considers the failure of the Promoters to consult with FWY, and their conscious

choice to rebuff FWY's invitations to work in partnership made over a number of

years.

h) Section 11, detailing Matter 12 - whether the scheme is reasonably capable of

attracting the necessary funding - shows FWY's doubts as to the scheme's

suitability to attract funding, given the changes in design since the original 2012

Programme Entry Business Case Submission and the major flaws in the revised

2014 Business Case.

i) Section 12 looks at Matter 13 and whether there is a compelling case in the

public interest for conferring on the Promoters' powers compulsorily to acquire

and use land for the purposes of the scheme. FWY believe that there is no

compelling case in the public interest for conferring such powers on the

Promoters.

j) Finally, Section 13 brings together the key arguments in FWY's case and Section

14 provides a conclusion.

Background to FWY operations in Leeds and West Yorkshire, and wider First

experience

FWY currently operates around 800 vehicles from six principal depots in West Yorkshire,

two of which are in Leeds and located in the areas of Bramley and Hunslet. FWY employs
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3.2

2,400 staff and carries some 97m passenger journeys per annum in West Yorkshire and

51m passengers per annum in Leeds. Total FWY journeys account for around 65% of all

bus journeys in West Yorkshire, and 66% of journeys in Leeds. 94"/o ol FWY operations

are provided without direct financial subsidy from MetroMest Yorkshire Integrated

Transport Authority - Local Authority subsidy support for services accounts for less than

60/o of the company's revenues, and FWY participates in the statutory English National

Concessionary Travel scheme as it is required to. During the last two years FWY has

grown bus passenger journeys in West Yorkshire by almost 7o/o, revarsing the trend of

decline in prior years as a direct result of accelerated investment, qualitative service

improvements and improved value for money fares for customers. In Leeds specifically

the implementation of our fares strategy has resulted in 25-30"/" reductions in fares for a

large proportion of users during2Ol2-2014.

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

Yorkshire, and specifically so in Leeds, for example working in partnership with the

Promoters to successfully deliver guided busways on the 464 York Road and Scot Hall

Road corridors. In the case of the A64 scheme, opened in November 2001, the private

sector contribution from bus operators to the capital cost of providing the infrastructure for

the scheme was circa tSm at 2001 prices, of which FWY contributed t3.7m2.

More recently, FWY has contributed to the 465 Kirkstall Road bus priority scheme by

aligning t3.5m of investment in new vehicles, improvements to the service pattern,

reliability and punctuality and a joint initiative between itself and other bus operators to

integrate ticketing arrangements for customers. Further improvements to seruices along

this corridor are being implemented from 27th April 2O14, including the introduction of a

limited stop express service in addition to the existing stopping service.

A further example of FWY's investment in the region is the purchase of ftr StreetOar

vehicles for the Leeds network, the capital cost of E6.5m was entirely funded by FWY. In

partnership with Metro and Leeds City Council, these vehicles were deployed on an initial

service in the city. FWY has now redeployed the StreetCar vehicles on its interurban

Hyperlink service operating between Leeds and Bradford, to strengthen the service on

this corridor due to its strategic importance - connecting the very significant economies of

Leeds and Bradford - thus benefiting the Leeds City Region (LCR). The corridor is

identified in the LCR Transpoft Strategy as one of the most important corridors

connecting conurbations within the city region, with the Leeds and Bradford combined

economy worth c.t27bn in 20123. This again involved working in partnership with the

3.3
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2 Appendix B - West Yorkshire PTE, Leeds City Council and bus operators, Project Agreement, East Leeds Quality Bus Initiative. 19th
January 2000.
3 Appendix C - Leeds City Council, The Leeds Economy. Using Local GVA data f rom Otfice for National Statistics. 2013.



3.5

Promoters and the district councils in Leeds and Bradford to share investment and align

policies around improved seruices, and highlights the benefits which have been achieved

in recent years through partnership.

Appendix D4 has been developed in partnership with the Promoters to demonstrate how

highway interventions through the proposed West Yorkshire plus York Transport Fund will

lead to improvements in bus journey times and punctuality, and also how they will release

already deployed resources which would be reinvested in the service and network to

further improve the frequency and more generally the customer proposition. This

illustration clearly demonstrates FWY's commitment to further and continued investment

in the provision of bus services and networks in Leeds.

First UK Bus through its subsidiary First Manchester Ltd has also bid to operate the

Leigh, Salford to Manchester Bus Rapid Transit (LSM BRT) route and in March 2014 was

confirmed as the successful bidder. LSM BRT has been the subject of a Transport and

Works Act Order to permit the construction of segregated bus priority, significant bus

priorities alongside other highway users and has resulted in an access charge payable by

First to the local authority for the use of the infrastructure. This approach to the proposed

NGT has not been considered by the Promoters as part of the NGT Business Case.

Detailed below are some of the specific schemes which FWY, and its sister subsidiary

companies across the UK, have worked in partnership to develop and implement, and

demonstrate that an alternative approach to improving public transport in partnership is

possible - schemes detailed in a), b) and c) below have been developed and

implemented in partnership between FWY, other bus operators and the NGT Promoters;

a) Leeds A61 Scott Hall Road Corridor: a mixture of guided busway and bus priority

measures, from the city centre primarily along the 461 Scott Hall Road dual

carriageway to the northern suburbs. The highway infrastructure (bus lanes and

guideways) was provided by Leeds City Council (LCC) as highway authority, with bus

stops, shelters and publicity provided by Metro and the vehicles and seruices by

FirstGroup; all this was achieved by 1998 through a voluntary partnership and an all-

party working group. Work continues in partnership to maintain improvements to the

operation of this scheme.

b) (A63yA64 East Leeds Corridor - York Road: As government funding was not initially

forthcoming for this major bus priority scheme including significant guided busway,

FWY proposed that the private sector operators on the corridor (FWY and Arriva)

funded 50% of the expected infrastructure cost of some t10 million, providing that the

public authorities guaranteed to fund the remaining 50% in an agreed timescale. This

" Appendix D - Give to Get partnership lnfrastructure Examples. 25'n November 2013.
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was agreed, and as mentioned in paragraph 3.2, FWY contributed t3.7m to this

scheme, with a formal voluntary partnership developed between the operators, Leeds

City Council and Metro. The operators remained responsible for funding the vehicles

and providing the services, which commenced in 2001. This scheme illustrates the

benefits possible from partnership working: better vehicles, enhanced stop

infrastructure, improved passenger information, reduced bus journey times, increased

bus service punctuality, smoother traffic flows at key junctions and growth in bus

patronage. See attached at appendix 85 a copy of the legal agreement between

FIVY, other operators and the Promoters to support the development and

implementation of this jointly funded infrastructure scheme.

Bradford: A similar voluntary quality partnership agreement was also used to upgrade

the 4641 Manchester Road corridor in Bradford to BRT standard with significant

guided sections; the partners being First, Metro and Bradford Metropolitan District

Council. The funding model allocated the total (infrastructure plus vehicle) capital

costs to be shared public/private sector on a 50/50 basis. This BRT project opened in

early 2002 and has seen traffic growth justifying the initial operator investment.

South Hampshire Eclipse was constructed in 2010-2012 and provides a dedicated

busway plus comprehensive on street priority between Gosport and Fareham as

Phase 1 of South Hampshire Bus Rapid Transit. Total construction cost was t20m,

largely comprising dedicated busway, together with new state of the art vehicles. The

project was designed and delivered through a voluntary (but legally binding) quality

partnership agreement between First and Hampshire County Council, with

infrastructure funding from central government. Patronage growth of some 16% was

achieved on the corridor in its first year.

The West of England Partnership continues to consult and liaise with bus operators

for operation of the Metro Bus Rapid Transit system, the first phase of which

(including a section being developed under Transport and Works Act powers) is due

to open in 2016. The network covers many significant transport corridors in and

around Bristol with infrastructure costs largely met by central government. The West

of England Partnership, which is an aggregation of four contiguous local authorities,

has invited bus operators to register an interest to operate the services and has

asked each of these interested parties to sign a "Development Agreement". Any

operator which has signed such a document is encouraged to work on design details

with the authority and has the opportunity to operate services on the network.

5 Appendix B - West Yorkshire PTE, Leeds City Council and bus operators, Prolect Agreement, East Leeds Quality Bus Initiative. 19h
January 2000.

c)

d)

e)
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3.8

0 ln Swansea, lhe Metro system provides a cross-City, high quality public transport

corridor comprising bus priority, bus only streets and a dedicated bus link funded by

the Welsh government. Built in 2007-09, the system uses state of the aft StreetOar

vehicles and was delivered through a legally binding voluntary quality partnership

agreement between First and City & County of Swansea Council. Over 30%

patronage growth was achieved in the first year of opening.

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 can be seen in the

following:

a) 21't January 2010 FWY presentation to Metro setting out its offer to establish a

Growth and Investment partnership framework6;

b) Letter to Metro dated sth January 2011 in response to the LTP3 2011/26 consultation

processt;

c) 18th April 2011 FWY presentation to Metro reaffirming its offerand commitment to

establish a Growth and Investment partnership frameworkE;

d) ln February 2012, FWY and partners including the Promoters of NGT, submitted a

joint Better Bus Area Fund partnership bid to the Department for Transport (DfT) to

support the further development and implementation of smafi ticketing functionality

throughout West Yorkshires;

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

response until 23'd August 2013. However, none of the suggested ways in which

FWY and the scheme Promoters could work together in partnership was ever

progressed by the Promoters, much to the disappointment of FWY10.

0 On 28th November 2013, FIVY wrote to Metro setting out its continuing commitment

to working in partnership, its achievements to date and advising of its fufiher

initiatives to stimulate greater use of bus services in Leeds and throughout West

Yorkshirell.

FWY, like all bus operators in the United Kingdom, is required to obtain and maintain an

Operato/s Licence to be able to run registered local bus services. The performance of an

6 Appendix E - FWY Growth and Co-investment Proposal, Presentation to Metro. 21$ January 2010.
7 Appendix F - Letter to the Promoters dated 5h January 201 1, commenting on WY LTP3 proposals. Note is incorrectty dated as 2010.
I Appendix G - FWY Growth and Co-investment Proposal, Presentation to Metro. 18th April 201 1.
e Appendix H - Joint Better Bus Area Fund partnership bid to Dff, in partnerhip with Promoters. February 2012.
10 Appendix | - E-mail correspondence between FWY and Metro. Between 9t July zot 3 - z3'd August 2013.
11 Appendix J - Letter to Metro, setting out FWY's continued commitment to partnership. 28th November 201 3.
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operator is regulated by regional Traffic Commissioners who are appointed by the

Secretary of State for Transport, and operating standards - in respect of vehicle

engineering standards; performance, punctuality and reliability of registered bus services;

and compliance with Driver Hours regulations for bus drivers - are all regularly monitored

to ensure compliance with standards.

Specifically, FWY is required to operate local bus services targeting that 95% of

departures at the start of a journey are 'on time'- no more than five minutes later than the

published time. Failure to achieve this standard will result in a detailed monitoring

exercise undertaken by the regulator and potentially appearance at a Public Inquiry. The

regulator has at their disposal the ability to be able to levy significant financial penalties

on operators for noncompliance, and in extreme cases, restrictions on the terms of its

operating licence and ultimately the revocation of a licence.

Each district highway authority is required to have a Traffic Officer to ensure that it meets

its obligations in respect of the management of the highways. FWY is not aware and can

find no evidence that the Leeds Traffic Officer has properly assessed the impact NGT will

have on existing transport services, including FWY's bus services, both during periods of

construction of the NGT and during any period of its operation. This includes any adverse

impact on the short, medium and longer term financial sustainability of the FWY business

and provision of bus services within Leeds and West Yorkshire.

FWY operates circa 22,500 individual bus journeys every week, with every journey start

time measured to determine a level of compliance with the statutory requirements. During

the four quarters of 2013/14, the journey Start Time Adherence compliance rate for FWY

i n Leeds has been 94.04"/", 93.7 9o/o, I 1 . 36% and 94.43"/" respectively.

During the past 20 years FWY and its predecessors have invested in excess of t200m in

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

economic downturn. Taking into account FWY vehicle replacement and cascade program

in order to ensure quality thresholds are maintain and further improved upon the current

capital employed in the FWY business is in the region of t144m. This investment

compares with the t250m funding required for the NGT scheme, which will be spread

over a 60 year period.

The following are examples of investment in new vehicles in recent years:

a) ln 2013/4,21 single deck buses have been purchased and are now in service in

Huddersfield, Halifax and Bradford. A further 39 new buses are scheduled to enter

service during 2014;

b) ln 201213,98 new double deck buses were purchased and operate on services in

Leeds from Hunslet Park depot;

-10-



3 .15

3 .16

3 .17

c) ln 2011/2, 22 new double deck buses with hybrid diesel electric engines were

purchased for use in Leeds on the Scott Hall Road guided busway scheme.

ln January 2010, and again in April 2011, FWY outlined its strategy to accelerate

investment in bus services and networks in Leeds and throughout West Yorkshire, and

also its commitment to align its strategy to that of the West Yorkshire Integrated Transport

Authority (WYITA) and local councils.

To demonstrate this commitment and develop confidence amongst stakeholders and

partners, FWY - in association with other bus operators - has developed a proposed

West Yorkshire Bus Partnership Framework, the purpose of which, in furtherance of the

wider objectives of LTP3 and the West Yorkshire Transport plus York Fund, is to build

upon "an enhanced, sustainable, and value for money, reliable and efficient local

bus service and associated infrastructure network offer for customers across West

Yorkshire."

FWY and the other parties of the West Yorkshire Bus Partnership have developed a

partnership framework and commit to the following which together will stimulate growth in

the use of buses throughout Leeds and West Yorkshire along with the associated social

and economic benefits:

a) Provide ceftainty through maintaining a consistent, legible and trusted network;

b) Reduce journey times (and their variability), improve reliability and punctuality

through infrastructure improvements and commit to reinvest saved resources from

these interventions into the further development of the bus network provision;

c) Grow the customer base for bus services;

d) Ensure services are viable and offer value for money;

Continually take steps to improve customer satisfaction;

Make best use of the resources available in an effective and efficient way;

Promote and take advantage of opportunities to innovate, particularly in relation to

reducing the impact of buses on air quality and carbon emissions;

lmprove integration between bus services and other modes;

Understand and promote the role of the bus in supporting the economy,

accessibility and social inclusion;

Provide effective marketing of seruices and consultation (political and public) on

seruice changes; and

Plan, innovate, implement, monitor and review together.

e)

D

s)

h)

i)

i)

k)
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These objectives are very similar to the aims of the Sheffield Quatity Bus Paftnershipl2,

which has been successfully introduced. In October 2Q12, First UK Bus, through its

subsidiary First South Yorkshire, entered into a Voluntary Partnership Agreement (VPA)

with South Yorkshire Passenger Transport (SYPTE) and South Yorkshire Integrated

Transpod Authority (SYITA), the aims and objective of which were set out in a detailed

paper to the South Yorkshire Integrated Transport Authority dated 2nd August 2012 and

attached as appendix L13.

At its meeting in August SYITA resolved that the proposed Sheffield Bus Partnership

would address the economic and social objectives of the authorities in Sheffield and

South Yorkshire and endorsed its implementation in October 2012.

ln February 2014, a report to the SYTA from the Bus Partnership Operations Group (see

Appendix M1a) confirmed that overall satisfaction with bus services had improved, as had

value for money - and most notably that the decline in bus passenger journeys had been

reversed.

The 14 months to December 2Q13 showed that commercial fare paying bus passenger

journeys within the South Yorkshire Sheffield network had grown by c.13"/" overall.

The benefits which the Sheffield QBP has achieved, as detailed the aforementioned

report demonstrate what is possible through a strong padnership, and what could be

achieved in West Yorkshire if a partnership were to be followed on both the proposed

NGT corridor and throughout Leeds and West Yorkshire more generally, and that such

benefits have not been considered as part of the business case for NGT or specifically

the alternative bus based applications as an alternative to the proposed NGT.

In order to demonstrate the extent to which First is prepared to work in pafinership with

local authority partners and industry peers and also the extent to which local authorities

are able to work in partnership, attached as appendix N is a copy of the Better Bus Area

Fund (BBAF) bid submitted by South Yorkshire PTE on behalf of the Sheffield Bus

Partnership in August 20121s. The extensive nature of the bid demonstrates how in

partnership the Sheffield Bus Partnership team collaborated with the Department for

Transport to secure 'pathfinder status' for its BBAF bid securing in excess of up to t4.5m

per annum of funding for the local authority and an additional30% uplift to this funding

during the term of the BBAF agreement. This significant funding pool is managed by the

Sheffield Bus Partnership to identify and develop highway and other infrastructure

interventions which when implemented deliver benefits to bus operators and in term

12 Appendix K - Shefiield Quality Bus Partnership, Strategic vision, outcomes and work packages.
1t Appendix L - South Yorkshire lTA, Report of the PTE, Delivering lmproved Bus Travel in Sheffield. 2d August 2012.
'o Appendix M - Bus Partnership Operations Group, report to SYITA. 7th February 2014.
t5 Appendix N - Sheffield Better Bus Area, submitted by SYPTE on behalf of the Sheffield Bus Partnership. 28rh January 2013.
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customers. The objective of this targeted investment is to reduce bus journey times and

improve the certainty of the bus network operation overall.

Attached as appendix H16 is a copy of the West Yorkshire Better Bus Area Fund bid dated

24 February 2012. The narrative within the bid document details the extent to which FWY

has worked in partnership with West Yorkshire PTE to identify and implement

interventions designed to meet the objectives of the local authorities.

FWY's comprehensive programme of change seeks to embed the FirstGroup Vision,

which is:

a) to provide solutions for an increasingly congested world, keeping people moving

and communities prospering;

b) to leverage the benefits of our scale and expertise to bring to bear at a local level to

meet the needs of customers and stakeholders;

c) in a unified way stay true to our values of dedicated to safety, committed to

customers, supportive of each other, accountable for pedormance and to set the

highest standards;

d) FWY, like all First UK Bus operating companies, is embedding this vision and

strategy through the implementation of its own customer promise, 'Better Journeys

for Life'.

FWY is confident Better Journeys for Lifel7 sets out specifically the areas of focus for the

business and our commitments to our customers, stakeholders, colleagues, partners and

shareholders. lt recognises that the world is changing in terms of technology, attitudes to

service and lifestyles, and outlines the importance of providing connectivity within

communities; supporting and stimulating economic growth by providing affordable access

to employment, education and retail; reducing congestion; and cost effectively reducing

carbon emissions and improving air quality.

FWY believes that, through the implementation of Better Journeys for Life and its

complementary investment programme, it will achieve sustained bus passenger journey

growth, reduce congestion and improve air quality - facilitating and stimulating increased

economic activity throughout Leeds and the Leeds City Region.

FWY uses a range of methods, including customer surveys, to monitor its performance

and measure the effectiveness of its service delivery and commercial activities. Whilst

some of these are undeftaken internally, we also use an external organisation called

Passenger Focus.

16 Appendix H - Joint Better Bus Area Fund partnership bid to Dff, in partnership with Promoters. Febuary 2012.
17 Appendix O - First UK Bus Better Joumeys for Life details. January 2012
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3.29

3.30

3.31

18 Appendix E - FWY Growlh and Co-investment Proposal, Presentation to Metro. 21d January 2OlO.
's Appendix G - F1 /Y Growth and Co-investment Proposal, Presentation to Metro. 18h April 2Ol 1 .

Passenger Focus undenakes research throughout the year seeking the views of

passengers across the country. lts mission is to get the best deal for Britain's public

transpofi passengers. More than 20,000 passengers a year are consulted to produce the

Bus Passenger Suruey - 1,232 of these were in West Yorkshire in 2013 and the

overarching results for FWY are that passenger satisfaction has improved from 83% in

2011 and 84"h in 2012lo 88% in 2013. Customer satisfaction with waiting time for bus

services and service punctuality has improved lrom 73"/" to 80o/o and 75"/" to 81%

respectively between 2011 and 2013.

The two significant indicators of increasing bus passenger journeys (customer satisfaction

overall and specifically service punctuality, see above), along with other qualitative

aspects of the service provision and affordability of fares, are the principal drivers of value

for money. Bus passenger journey growth, which is currently 6.80/o \€ar on year in West

Yorkshire, demonstrates the success of this comprehensive approach to improving

service quality and value for money.

On 21't January 2O1O18and 18th April 2011ls, FWY set out its continuing investment

strategy in terms of its plans for fleet, tender support and child concessionary travel

through a Growth and Co-lnvestment Proposal. FWY's commitment to this strategy has

been demonstrated in the following ways:

a) During the last seven years vehicle investment has totalled E89m and has included

the introduction of 22 hybrid buses, all of which have reduced vehicle emissions and

contributed to the agenda to improve air quality;

b) ln 2014 FWY will invest a further €7m introducing additional new vehicles with

significantly better environmental credentials than those which they replace;

c) Between 2OO7 and 2014, FWY has significantly reduced the adverse impact of its

activities on air quality on Leeds, with carbon monoxide, hydrocafions, nitrogen

oxide and pafticulates all significantly reduced by between 45.90/" and 73.9% - as

detailed in paragraph 2.6 of Paul Turne/s proof. A 15,500 ton saving in COz

emissions has also been made over the same period. No other private sector led air

quality improvement programme in Leeds has had such a positive impact or is better

aligned to the objectives of the local authorities.

d) During 2012/13, FWY invested 82.5m in smaft ticketing technology on all of its buses

to facilitate the evolving introduction and use of a range of smafi media, to further

enhance the customer proposition, and reduce dwell times at bus stops. This

technology platform is being used to deploy the smart M-Card multi operator ticketing

-14-



proposition during 2014 and further smart media applications will be developed in

due course;

During 201415, FWY will introduce mobile phone (M-ticketing) for customers

throughout Leeds and West Yorkshire, as is currently being piloted in its sister

companies in Worcester and Aberdeen, in an effort to reduce on-bus cash

transactions and further reduce bus journey times;

In 2012 FWY, in line with its previously outlined commitments, enhanced its

commercial proposition for child travel by reducing the level of reimbursement it

received from the Promoters from introducing a lower commercial fare base, and

thereby saved the local authority circa €2m per annum.

FWY has engaged proactively in bus network reviews in paftnership with West

Yorkshire Integrated Transport Authority and as a result has not only maintained

network and service connectivity for the benefit of customers and communities but at

the same time contributed towards reducing the financial liability for WYITA by a total

of E4m per annum, as evidenced by the report to the ITA dated 7th February 2014 as

part of the ITA meeting which took place on the 28th Februatfo. FWY's strategy in

this regard is aligned with the elements of the proposed West Yorkshire Bus

Partnership'Core Bus Network' commitments.

During 2012 and 2013, FWY invested further in its commercial fares proposition,

improving the value for money for customers through introducing new ranges of

products tailored to individual markets and customer groups. Further additional

investment in fares reductions by FWY were implemented in January 2014. F1A/Y's

total investment in its fares and ticketing strategy, to improve value for money for

customers and further stimulate the growth of bus passenger journeys, across this

period to the current time has been t3m. This is the value of the revenue foregone as

a result of the reduction in fares in order to stimulate market growth. This record of

investment detailed at paragraph 3.14 above highlights the commitment FWY has to

the wider economic and social agendas in Leeds and throughout West Yorkshire,

and how it continues to drive to improve seryices, aiming to maintain passenger

growth.

3.32 Currently, bus services throughout West Yorkshire provide 97m passenger journeys per

annum and of this, 51m bus passenger journeys per annum are in Leeds. 12.4m of these

journeys are associated with bus services which would be adversely impacted by the

proposed NGT scheme.

20 Appendix P - Report of the Chief Financial Officer and Acting Director General to WYITA Executive Board. lh February 2014. See
paragraph 2.9

e)

s)

h)
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3.33

3.34

3.35

3.36

It is therefore clear that an economic benefit to Leeds is already being realised which will

be eroded by the NGT scheme - this erosion has not been taken into account during the

drafting of the NGT Business Case. These passenger journeys represent 67% of the

stated NGT demand.

Bus passengers in Leeds benefit from being able to travel on FWY services throughout

the city, using a range of its value for money ticket and fares propositions which make

transfer between services seamless, affordable and value for money. FWY and other

operators also use the M-Card multi operator ticketing scheme, meaning that the same

benefits are provided for interchange between all bus services regardless of which

company operates them - there is no consideration of this in the NGT Business Case and

therefore no evaluation of the adverse impacts of customers of the proposed scheme not

being integrated with the existing bus services and networks.

The NGT proposals comprehensively undermine the stability of the core network across

Leeds which was agreed with Metro as the basis of the Bus Partnership Framework

described in paragraphs 3.16 and 3.17 above and referenced in 3.31(g) above. Not only

does FWY believe that these adverse effects have not been taken into account by the

Promoters, but we also consider that their conscious choice to not consult with any of the

local bus operators about this is a failure of their responsibilities.

As discussed further in Chris Cheek's proof, it is the view of FWY that the NGT scheme

will not deliver the benefits claimed, while damaging the existing bus network: a damaging

mix to the ongoing sustainability of public transport in West Yorkshire.

Summary of FWY's case against the Order by reference to the matters raised by the

Secretaries of State in their Statement of Matters

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").

FWY does not consider that the aims and objectives set out on NGT by the Promoters are

as stated or that those stated are deliverable benefits of the scheme. This section

discusses the specified NGT objectives, as detailed in the Promoters' Statement of Aims

document (ref. A-01 -2), paragraph 3.2:

Objective 1: Support and facilitate the sustainable growth of Leeds, recognising the

impoftance of its City Centre to the future economy of the Leeds City Region - The

Proposed NGT scheme will fail to achieve its benefits on this respect - the negative

impacts from the NGT scheme, both from an existing bus operation perspective (as

detailed further in Paul Turner's Proof of Evidence) and from an environmental angle (as

explored in the Proofs of Evidence of Katy Lightbody and paragraph 9.15 et seq of Chris

4 .1

4.2
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4.3

Cheek's), have not been sufficiently taken into account or mitigated. There are better

ways of achieving the claimed benefits of NGT through improved use of the public funds,

which would result in more effective public transport provision - across all of Leeds rather

than just two corridors - which would have wider, more sustainable economic benefits

and less environmental harm. As detailed above in paragraph 3.24, the West Yorkshire

Better Bus Area bid document2l, describes the potential benefits of the West Yorkshire

bus network.

Objective 2. Maximise growth of the Leeds economy by enhancing its competitive position

and facilitating future employment and population growth - As detailed in the Proof of

Evidence of Chris Cheek at paragraph 9.10, the scheme will serve 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, thus will not meet these objectives. Furthermore, in being

restricted to two corridors in the city, any claimed benefits are similarly restricted. In

addition, FWY consider that an alternative bus-based system would provide greater

benefits, deliverable right across the Leeds City Region.

Objective 3. Improve the efficiency of the City's public transport and road networks - As

stated in the Proof of Evidence of Paul Turner under section 3, the Promoters have set

out a number of additional descriptives in their Statement of Case (Document A,

paragraph 3.42) as to how they believe the scheme would meet this objective. lt is FWY's

expectation that the proposed scheme will fail to do so:

a) Expected NGT result: "lncrease public transport capacity on these two corridors

resulting in a net increase in the person capacity into Leeds city centre at peak

times and throughout the day" - FWY currently operate 20 buses an hour along

Headingley Lane, providing an average combined frequency of one bus every three

minutes, generally using 2012-built buses with a capacity of 94. The NGT scheme

proposes the use of trolleybuses with a capacity of "up to" 160 passengers (no

exact details are specified), at a frequency of only 10 buses per hour. The reality is

that FWY are already currently providing more capacity than the NGT scheme itself

would provide.

b) Expected NGT result: "Offer public transport journey times significantly better than

bus alternatives in these corridors" - F1A/Y believe that expected journey time

savings from are unrealistic, while the negative impact on bus journey times across

the wider Leeds network are unreasonably disregarded by the Promoters.

'' Appendix H - Joint Better Bus Area Fund partnership bid to Dff, in partnership with Promoters . Febuary 2012

4.4
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c)

d)

Expected NGT result: "Offer a public transport journey in these corridors markedly

more punctualthan the bus alternative" - F1 /Y consider that the punctuality benefits

stated by the Promoters are unachievable, and that significant improvements to

punctuality could be achieved, on a wider scale, through a bus alternative.

Expected NGT result: "Offer a better quality public transport journey - both at stops

and on vehicles - than currently available in Leeds and comparable with exemplar

rapid transit systems elsewhere in Europe" - The proposed improvement to stops

for NGT is something which FWY believe is possible with existing bus services,

while FWY disputes the quality improvements claimed by NGT: for example; longer

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

vehicles requiring a high proportion of passengers to stand, is not in the interests of

passengers.

In terms of the wider road network, FWY consider that more benefit could be

achieved through broader bus-based improvements, to improve efficiency across

the city, as opposed to focusing purely on two corridors.

Objective 4. Support and facilitate targeted regeneration initiatives and economic growth

in the more deprived areas of Leeds - As detailed in Paul Turner's proof at paragraph

7.1c, figure 3.6 of the NGT Business Case (Doc Ref. C-1) clearly illustrates that the

scheme as proposed would run almost entirely through the least deprived, most wealthy

areas of the city. Furthermore, Business Case paragraphs 3.89-3.91 detail the proposed

major Regeneration Priority Areas and Area Action Plans in the Leeds area, before figure

3.15 shows the NGT route essentially avoiding all of these. Further assessment of these

issues is given in paragraph 9.10 et seq of Chris Cheek's Proof of Evidence. These two

points alone undermine the Promoters' ability to achieve their scheme objective on this

regeneration and economic perspective.

Objective 5. Reduce transport's emissions of COz and other greenhouse gases - FIVY

has already reduced its own emissions significantly during past years, from rapidly

developing improvements to bus engine technology. Paul Turner's proof, at paragraphs

2.6 and 2.7, sets out the reductions made in the past seven years alone to the FWY fleet
- including a reduction of 15,500 tons of COz emissions. The NGT scheme would

adversely impact upon the running times of buses and this has some adverse air quality

implications. In addition FWY considers that further improvements could be made from a

bus-based alternative to NGT, and paragraphs 6.12 onwards of Paul Turner's proof

cleady sets out the likely benefits of such a project. In contrast, the proposed NGT

scheme, while reducing its own direct emissions from vehicles, would have a number of

emissions externalities, including increased emissions at localised hotspots along the

e)

4.5

4.6
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4.7

4.8

4.9

4 .10

route (from increased vehicle waiting times where NGT gets junction priority), and

increased emissions from abstraction from all-public transpofi to park and ride journeys.

Objective 6. Promote quality of life through a safe and healthy built and natural

environmenf - FWY consider that most, if not all, the features and gains predicted for the

scheme could be delivered more quickly and more cost-effectively by upgrading existing

conventional bus services. In particular, we believe that high quality bus stops with

shelters and realtime information are easily implemented, and that such attributes are not

dependent on the introduction of a trolleybus seruice. The wiring required for the trolley

bus scheme which, as detailed at paragraph 9.15 of Chris Cheek's Proof of Evidence, has

numerous negative environmental impacts, and is one of the major objections to the

scheme from the wider public. Even if completed, the scheme would only deliver these

claimed benefits to 6% of the Leeds population, as detailed in paragraph 9.6 of Chris

Cheek's proof, and indeed even that claim needs to be subject to critical appraisal (see

TAS' Economic Report (Appendix 3 of the Proof of Evidence)). Far wider benefits to

quality of life and environment could be achieved through a bus-based alternative, which

could be implemented city-wide and would not be restricted to two corridors.

Objective 7. Contribute to enhanced quality of life by improving access for allto jobs and

seruices -As detailed in Paul Turner's proof at paragraph 7.1a, the NGT Business Case

shows the NGT route as proposed would not serve any of the main employment locations

outside of the city centre, thus failing to "connect people to key employment sites" as

stated in the Business Case at paragraph 3.8. Furthermore, the impacts on other traffic,

including existing FWY bus seruices running across the city, would be damaged by the

scheme, potentially creating reduced access to jobs and services in many areas of the

city, away from the NGT route.

ft is of additional concern that 670/" of the expected NGT demand would transfer directly

from existing bus services and a further 7"/" trom existing rail services: nearly three

quarters of the stated demand in the NGT Business Case therefore is assumed to be

abstracted from existing public transport services. Appendix 2 of Chris Cheek's Proof of

Evidence, the TAS report on the Business Case, evaluates further concerns with the

values of abstraction from bus calculated by the Promoters.

The assumed abstraction rates from public transpoft demonstrate that the proposed

scheme would provide very little benefit in the way of modal shift from private transport,

and thus the associated environmental and mode shift benefits are limited.

The existing bus network in Leeds is very successful, highlighted in the Promoters'

Business Case at paragraph 3.56, for example showing that bus already has a 59% mode

share of commuting trips made within the city ring road. An existing successful bus

4 .11
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4 .13

5

system, tied with the above concerns regarding the adverse impacts on the bus network,

mean FWY consider that, if built, NGT would result in a worsening of the public transport

network in the city, and is cedainly unnecessary.

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. A key element of the planning policy for Leeds is to ensure a properly integrated

public transport system. Proper consultation with the main bus operator would seem to be

an absolute prerequisite. lt has not happened in the present case. This also suggests to

FWY that the scheme as proposed supports other aims and objectives, and is perhaps a

part legacy of the previously proposed Leeds Supertram scheme, rather than a scheme

as a result of a meaningful strategic review of public transportation requirements

throughout Leeds, West Yorkshire and the wider Leeds City Region. As discussed, it is

FWY's expectation that that the scheme, if built, would fail to meet its aims or objectives,

while an alternative bus solution could provide greater benefits at much less expense and

risk.

As such, it is clear to FWY that the proposed scheme is not needed.

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.

FWY considers that the benefits claimed by the Promoters for the scheme would not be

delivered, since the calculation of the benefits is from the patronage forecast - and this is

grossly overstated. The Business Case for the scheme is seriously flawed (as detailed

further in Chris Cheek's Proof of Evidence, Appendix 2), and NGT is a risky project and a

poor use of public money. lt is therefore the view of FWY that the scheme cannot be

justified.

As detailed further in the Proof of Evidence of Chris Cheek under section 9, TAS have

highlighted to FWY a number of significant flaws in the Promoters' Business Case for the

scheme which include amongst other the following::

a) Transportation - the claimed benefits from NGT could be achieved more quickly

and more cost-effectively using a conventional bus-based system, pafiicularly

with regards to improvements in journey time and punctuality, high quality stops,

park and ride services and modern vehicles. lt is also noted that the claimed

benefits of NGT would only be delivered to 6% of the population of Leeds,

45,000 people - out of a total of over 750,000 in the City as a whole, thereby

making the cost of the project wholly disproportionate to the benefits actually

claimed. A pafiicular concern is the quality of vehicle proposed, and the low ratio

5 .1

5.2
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of seats to standing places. lt is noted that the Promoters' Business Case shows

heavy peak loadings on the services, which would require a notable propofiion of

passengers to stand for long distances.

Regeneration - As Chris Cheek states in his Proof at paragraph 9.13, the system

will have just two stops in areas with unemployment levels above the national

average ol7o/o, with the majority of the planned route along the 4660 corridor

having unemployment levels virtually half the national average, while the NGT

route touches only two wards in the highest category of deprivation. FWY

therefore believes that NGT is poorly designed to improve accessibility to

employment from areas of the city with high unemployment or deprivation, and

the route will do little to provide access to the key land use development sites

which will actually drive the economic development of the City over the next

decade.

Environmental - Since the TAS review of the Business Case suggested that the

numbers of passengers that it would carry are seriously overstated, it follows that

the environmental benefits claimed to follow from modal shift would also be

overstated. Furthermore, as noted at paragraph 8.13 of the Proof of Evidence of

Chris Cheek, the proposed scheme would result in major visual plight from the

overhead wires delivering power to the NGT vehicles, which would also result in

significant tree loss. This negates much of the claimed benefit of the scheme.

FWY believe the use of hybrid vehicles, and into the future, all-electric battery

powered buses, would provide the same environmental benefits claimed for

NGT, but without the adverse impacts of the proposed scheme.

d) Socio-Economic - As stated in Chris Cheek's proof at paragraph 8.17, analysis

of the underlying market data suggests that the patronage and revenue forecast

of the scheme is seriously overstated and that the modelling work undertaken is

seriously flawed: generalised cost modelling, annualisation factors, mode

penalties and stated preference research have all been highlighted as unsound

by TAS, also resulting in an inaccurate assessment of the Wider Economic

lmpacts (WEls) of the scheme by the Promoters. Furthermore, as stated in

paragraphs 8.9 to 8.14 of Chris Cheek's Proof, analysis suggests that up lo 48o/"

of existing public transpoft users will experience an increase in Generalised

Journey Time as a result of the introduction of NGT. As a consequence, it is

clear that NGT would be very unlikely to deliver the socio-economic benefits

claimed for it.

Given the above issues, should the Promoters be granted their proposed TWAO, large

amounts of public money would be put at risk, on a scheme which would not meet its

b)

c)

5.3

-21-



5.4

objectives, and while failing to meet those objectives, would damage the current bus

service - not only on the parallel corridors, but across the wider West Yorkshire network.

It is worth noting that the majority of the current FWY network is provided fully

commercially, whereas the €250m investment in NGT would use public money on an

unnecessary scheme full of risk, which may even require on-going subsidy to operate

going into the future, and that it is therefore an unacceptable use of public money.

The investment in NGT would only involve two corridors in Leeds, and FWY believe that

there are other more strategically important corridors in West Yorkshire which would

deliver greater transpofiation, regeneration, environmental and socio-economic benefits

than the proposed NGT route, and that there is no evidence in the NGT Business Case

which demonstrates that alternative more strategically important corridors - such as those

referenced in 3.4 above - have been evaluated. Greater benefits would be brought to the

wider Leeds City Region through a bus-based alternative with a wider scope: the

proposed route corridor for NGT does not penetrate areas of high deprivation, or support

or stimulate increased development or regeneration, thus failing to meet its transportation,

regeneration, environmental and socio-economic benefits. Furthermore, while only

investing in two corridors, NGT would damage the wider transport network across the

region.

Therefore, it is clear that the proposed scheme cannot be justified.

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.

The evaluation of alternative options by the Promoters has not been undertaken in a

meaningful way. As stated in the Proof of Evidence of Paul Turner at paragraph 5.4b, the

alternatives suggested by the Promoter do not include all the reasonable and realistic

alternatives available, and that those which have been examined appear to have been

selected are flawed and unrealistic and hence provide results which are unattractive. For

example, the Low Cost Alternative is based on the use of 18m articulated buses, but with

most of the proposed NGT infrastructure removed. This does not enable an equal

comparison between trolleybuses and bus, and it is FWY's belief that the proposals were

developed behind closed doors, rather than in partnership, so that these assumptions

could not be challenged.

FWY also understands that no fully detailed objective assessment of alternatives has

been completed, for example the dismissal of various options in the review of alternatives

as too expensive. As discussed in Paul Turner's Proof of Evidence at paragraph 5.4(e),

all reasonable options should have been evaluated, to provide a full comparison between

6 .1
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6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

the possible options, rather than dismissing many of the options as undeliverable and

thus hiding the potential benefits they would have over the proposed trolleybus.

No consideration has been given to the fact that the proposed transportation and

propulsion methods are over 100 years old and throughout the world are being removed

from towns and cities, as detailed in the Proof of Evidence of Chris Cheek at paragraphs

8.15 onwards. In the last decade, 65 trolleybus schemes across the world have been

closed down.

It is also considered that the Promoters have failed to meaningfully assess and evaluate

the evolution of alternative bus based options and propulsion methods, dismissing rapidly

evolving technologies as not yet deliverable and thus having too much associated risk,

while ignoring the significant risk of implementing a technology which is going the

opposite way, and becoming less and less up to date. The proposal lacks flexibility.

It is apparent that the mode of transport used in the NGT proposals was chosen following

the failure of the Leeds Supedram scheme, and not as a result of a meaningful

assessment of any qualitative alternative modes which would stimulate increased

demand for public transport and therefore reduce congestion.

Furthermore, FWY is proposing an alternative bus-based option to the NGT scheme. This

is complementary and entirely additional to the main thrust of FWY's objection and is

proposed to align with the intended West Yorkshire plus York Transport Fund (hereby
'wYYrF").

The WWTF is a major investment project specifically aiming to increase employment and

productivity growth, to create a world-class infrastructure for West Yorkshire and its

neighbouring authorities. lt is expected that significant investment in transport will enable

increased accessibility, and businesses to create and sustain a substantial number of

new jobs, thus delivering significant and national economic benefits. All of the work and

planning for the WYYTF have already been conducted by the Promoters.

The FWY alternative proposal would therefore align itself with the improvements planned

within the existing WYYTF plans: its wider benefits over a shorter period would be

provided through the WWTF, and thus neither the allocated DfT funding required for the

NGT scheme, nor the t77m local contribution required from the Promoters, would be

necessary.

In its alternative bus-based option for Leeds, FWY would itself invest t97m in a fleet of

260 New Bus for Leeds vehicles, based on the 'New Routemasters' in London. These

buses, with multiple doors to allow faster boarding and alighting at stops, would be

deployed on the core networks and seruices in Leeds within five years, aligned with

WYYTF.

6.7
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6 .10

6 .11

6 .12

6 .13

6 .14
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The alternative scheme would build upon the success of the implementation of the
'Overground' brand for primary interurban frequent services, introduced in multiple towns

and cities by First UK Bus in the past. The focus was on key corridors, with increased

investment and improved frequencies, to drive growth across the networks. This is the

same principal which FWY is proposing with its New Bus for Leeds alternative, which

would accelerate investment in modern vehicle technologies onto the primary Leeds

corridors. Journey times would be improved by the interventions of the proposed WYYTF,

thus making services more attractive and ensuring continued passenger growth.

FWY would additionally expand its ongoing investment in smart ticketing solutions to

complement the deployment of New Bus for Leeds and align with West Yorkshire wide

public transport strateg ies.

The deployment of 260 New Buses for Leeds in the manner outlined above will not only

deliver economic benefits as claimed by the Promoters but also:

o benefit more people over a wider area of Leeds and West Yorkshire;

o more quickly;

o with no infrastructure disruption, other than what is planned for with the West

Yorkshire plus York LocalTransport Fund;

o have no negative impacts on the wider bus networks; and

o permit the use of technology that is scalable, flexible and can further evolve over

time and would be replaced and sustained as part of the normal FWY fleet

renewal plan, unlike NGT which would be reliant on additional public sector

funding.

Because of the breadth of the benefit, the speed of deployment and the much reduced

level of disruption, we contend that this will provide a greater economic benefit than NGT

in both the medium and longer term.

The benefits being achieved across the area would ensure that viable services could be

maintained into the future on all corridors, thereby maintaining the current low fare levels

provided by FWY as part of its value for money strategy.

The alternative would be able to meet the Promoters'objectives for park and ride systems

using the infrastructure improvements which are already planned through the WYYTF.

FWY acknowledge that the promoters might consider a separate business case for the

development of a comprehensive park and ride network for Leeds, similar to that

operated by FWY's sister company First York Ltd (FYL) in the City of York North

Yorkshire - this network of 30 vehicles is operated under contract to Gity of York Council



6 .16

6 .17

6 .18

6 .19

(CYC) and provides a significant income stream for CYC as a condition of the commercial

contract between it and FYL.

The t97m FWY is ready to commit to investing would be provided entirely by the

company, with the commitment aligned to the existing improvements and investment

planned to be made as part of the WYYTF. lt would be delivered within a timeframe of

five years dependent upon LCC's ability to undertake bus priority and bus stop

infrastructure works as detailed in the transpoft fund proposals. FWY are confident that

subject to the necessary agreements being in place the above stated five year period

could run between 2014 and 2019.

The FWY alternative would work alongside the West Yorkshire Bus Partnership, as

outlined in paragraphs 3.16 and 3.17 above. As such, other bus operators would still be

able to continue their own investment in the area, within the agreed partnership

framework, to bring fudher benefits to the overall transport network across West

Yorkshire. With regards to competition and regulatory constraints, FWY would continue to

work alongside the Promoters as part of the Voluntary Partnership Agreement, as already

agreed; this partnership would enable FWY, the Promoters and other bus operators to

work in partnership into the future.

The Promoters are wrong when they state that comparable bus-based schemes cannot

be delivered because of the legislative framework and without either a Quality Contract

Scheme (OCS) or Voluntary Partnership Agreement (VPA) being in place (see Business

Case Document Reference C-1, paragraph 5.11). FWY have in the past delivered

successful bus-based schemes with the Promoters as detailed in paragraph 3.7 above,

using VPAs. As stated, First UK Bus has considerable experience of involvement in

similar arrangements in other areas of the United Kingdom, with one specific agreement

in Hampshire including a profit sharing mechanism between First and the local authority.

A major VPA, as implemented in Sheffield (as mentioned in paragraphs 3.18-3.22 above)

has also achieved substantial benefits. lt should also be noted that the proposals

developed with the Promoters and other district councils and bus operators make

provision for the legislative tools and frameworks with the exception of QCS to be used to

secure and sustain partnership initiatives and applications - as per the West Yorkshire

Bus Partnership.

FWY's alternative would involve no adverse impact upon heritage assets, it would involve

no compulsory acquisition of land and no additional construction works, yet provide

benefits to a greater extent than those claimed for NGT.
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7.2

Matter 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.

The proposed scheme fails to support the various policies it should do, both from a local

and national perspective.

From a transpoil policy perspective, FWY considers that the scheme is not consistent

with the aims and objectives of the West Yorkshire Local Transport Plan (3): it adversely

impacts existing bus services. As detailed in Paul Turner's Proof of Evidence at

paragraph 7.2, F\llY do not believe the scheme supports the WY LTP3, while as

discussed in the rest of section 6, the Promoters' claims that NGT will bring benefits by

aligning to policy are flawed. The Promoters state that the scheme would improve

economic output by providing services to major employment areas in Leeds, however the

route does not serve any of the major employment locations outside of the city centre.

FWY consider that the value of the existing and developing bus services and networks in

Leeds and West Yorkshire, and the alignment of these to the WY LTP3 as outlined in

Appendices Q22 and H23 detail the West Yorkshire Better Bus Area Fund bid document.

The bid was successful, but has not been taken into account in either developing the

most advantageous public transpoil scheme for West Yorkshire or in assessing the

adverse impact of the current bus services and networks.

A similar claim for the scheme to serve areas of major growth of housing and employment

are untrue; the scheme would serve what are already built up areas of Leeds, with little

scope for growth, while avoiding the major planned growth areas, as discussed at
paragraph 7.1 of Paul Turner's proof. Furthermore, the scheme would replicate services

on corridors that are already well provided with public transport.

As discussed further in Paul Turner's proof, the Promoters claim that the scheme would

improve the economy from linking areas of high unemployment and deprivation. However,

as figures 3.5 and 3.6 in the Business Case show, the planned NGT route almost entirely

serves the wealthiest sections of the city, bringing doubts as to the Promoters'approach.

It is also considered that the scheme fails to support planning policies. As is detailed in

John Brook's Proof of Evidence, it is clear that the proposed NGT scheme is a

manifestation of the Leeds Supertram proposal, and that suppon for the principle of both

proposals is contained within the adopted and emerging development plan policies.

However, those policies are very simplistic and do not assess the NGT proposal on a

City-wide basis, as it should do. As further detailed in section 3, the proposed trolleybus

22 Appendix Q - West Yorkshire Better Bus Area Fund Bid letter. 24h Fefuary 2012.
23 Appendix H - Joint Better Bus Area Fund partnership bid to Dff, in partnership with Promoters. February 2012. See section A3.
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7 .10

7.8

7.9

scheme fails to meet the economic, social and environmental objectives of the National

Planning Policy Framework

Furthermore, as detailed in section 4, there are significant doubts as to the NGT's

consistency with the Leeds Unitary Development Plan (UDP), which highlights the

importance of bus services, stating they should be supported and given priority alongside

wider transport improvements, or the Leeds Core Strategy, which details "the delivery of

an integrated transport strategy for Leeds", and "planned transport infrastructure for the

whole of Leeds". The proposed NGT scheme fails to meet these objectives: while buses

will be able to use some NGT lanes, the majority of this is currently bus lane, so actual

benefits to bus seruices would be limited, if not adversely impacted, while the main

infrastructure changes are exclusively for the use of NGT. This effectively ignores the bus

mode, instead creating a segregated approach between trolleybus and bus, completely

contrasting to the integration the above policies set out. Similarly, the NGT route would

spend e250m on just two corridors in Leeds, failing to meet the aim for improvements for

the whole city as detailed in the Leeds Core Strategy.

The NGT also fails to meet a number of heritage and conservation polices due to the

Overhead Line Equipment required, as discussed further in paragraphs 8.9 et seq below

and in further detail in Katy Lightbody's Proof of Evidence.

Accordingly, it is clear the scheme is not consistent with transport or planning policy.

Indeed, FWY consider that NGT will damage the Leeds bus network to the extent that

communities become disconnected, access to employment is restricted and the stated

environmental benefits are eroded as disconnected communities return to using the car.

In contrast, a bus-based option, such as FWY's alternative, would provide sustainable

benefits across the whole of Leeds and the wider Leeds City Region, thus meeting the

objectives of the range of policies discussed by John Brooks and Katy Lightbody, without

the associated disbenefits of the proposed NGT scheme.

Matter 5: The likely impact on the public, businesses and the environment of

constructing and operating the scheme, including:

Matter 5a) noise, dust, vibration and disturbance, including the impacts of

construction traffic:

In their evaluation of the impacts in the NGT Business Case, the Promoters do not

include the statutory requirement for bus services to be provided in accordance with

minimum standards. This has not been considered 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 in order to meet these obligations, nor the resulting increased costs of operation

8 .1
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8.2

and likely erosion of established value for money for both customers and West Yorkshire

local authorities.

It is inevitable that disruption caused by the construction of NGT will reduce the

attractiveness of the current bus services - due to the mix of increased journey times

combined with reduced punctuality resulting from traffic congestion - and so a drop in

patronage will be caused. In the NGT Business Case, the Promoters have not considered

the effect this will have on current bus services.

Highlighting the potential for disruption to be caused from construction of NGT, the

building of the Manchester Metrolink scheme in Oldham had significant effects on

services provided by FWY's sister subsidiary, with major issues faced between 2012 and

January 2014. Four main services - the 83, 18014,409 and 425 - required an increase in

scheduled round trip time by 1213,5, 9 and 18 minutes respectively, the substantial

increase in journey time reducing the attractiveness of the service to the customer. The

net result across all Oldham services was an additional resource requirement for 10 peak

vehicles and an increase in over 800 bus hours, at the same time as the less attractive

service being provided caused a passenger and revenue loss to First. During 2013, costs

of bus operation in Oldham increased by t1.5m. FWY estimate that similar adverse

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

those experienced in Oldham, given the nature of the corridors NGT is proposed for, and

also the significant disruption which would be caused during the construction of the NGT

route through the city centre - where negative effects will be more finely concentrated -

on bus routes across Leeds.

The effects of the expected three year NGT construction period, and equivalent prolonged

disruption to that experienced in Oldham as described above, on two major corridors in

Leeds, would damage FWY's ability to invest in the West Yorkshire bus network and its

ability to provide value for money services, while also reducing levels of public transport

usage. The Promoters have failed to take the latter point into consideration in their

Business Case; it is based on abstraction from bus patronage from 1OO"/" of current bus

patronage levels, but as bus patronage will drop during the construction period, NGT

demand calculations should start from a lower base level. As a result, it is likely that the

Promoters have overestimated their passenger demand on this aspect. This is discussed

further in the Proof of Evidence of Chris Cheek, Appendix 2, paragraph 3.7.3.

Matter 5b) impacts on air quality;

As a direct result of the impact on existing bus services, communities will become

disconnected from the Leeds public transport system and will be forced to use alternative

8.3
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methods including private cars and taxis. This trend will have a detrimental impact on air

quali ty.

The NGT Business Case does not evaluate the adverse impact on air quality of the

withdrawal of bus services or the reduction in bus investment which would othenruise

deliver significant air quality improvements through the introduction of modern

technologies.

As stated in Chris Cheek's Proof of Evidence at paragraph 12, it is believed that there will

be lower than claimed modal switch between car and park and ride and car and NGT, and

thus the expected impact on air quality from the scheme will be reduced.

Furthermore, as detailed in the Proof of Evidence of Paul Turner at paragraphs 2.5 to 2.8,

FWY consider there to be a risk that, due to the negative effects of NGT, more buses will

be required to provide the same level of service on some routes, resulting in increased

emissions from buses, while from a strategic point of view, the current level of investment

in new buses - reducing emissions with each batch of buses through improved

technologies - would be slowed.

Matter 5d) impacts on landscape, townscape and visual amenity, including

proposals for the removal and replacement of trees, the effects on the character

and appearance of the conservation areas and on l isted buildings;

FWY maintains that the impact on the visual amenity as a result of the scheme is

significant and unnecessary. The requirement for Overhead Line Equipment (OLE) to

provide power to the trolleybus vehicles creates a significant negative impact on visual

amenity of the areas the scheme would run through. This impact goes beyond simply the

impact upon listed buildings and conservation areas and their setting (as discussed below

and in the Proof of Evidence of Katy Lightbody), extending also to general impacts on the

environment in terms of tree loss. as discussed in Chris Cheek's Proof of Evidence from

paragraph 8.12.

These affects have been under-assessed by the Promoters, and are one of the major

concerns of the scheme among the public.

A bus based transport system as proposed by FWY would not result in these disbenefits

- to the contrary, FWY's uniform bus based alternative proposal for deployment

throughout Leeds would add to the visual amenity and legibility of the city-wide bus

services and networks.
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8 .13

8 .14

9.2

9 .1

Matter 5f) impacts of attaching overhead line equipment to buildings

As considered in detail in Katy Lightbody's proof, the proposed scheme would have a

number of negative impacts resulting from the attachment of overhead line equipment

(OLE) to buildings, as is planned by the Promoter:

a) Visual impacts from OLE across the carriageway, particularly at traffic junctions;

b) Visual impacts from OLE mountings on buildings, and poles where necessary,

obscuring and spoiling views of buildings.

c) Potential damage from the attachment of OLE to buildings, particularly as the

Promoters have yet to finalise detailed plans, as illustrated in the Business Case

(Doc. Ref C-1 at paragraph 14.203: 'The ES [Environmental Statement] indicates

that the details of the fixing for OLE is not yet available at this design stage

however it is understood that it normally consists of an expanding bolt into the

fagade of the building from the outside".

FWY believe this matter should have been concluded well before the submission of the

revised Business Case.

It is worth noting that a full bus-based alternative, the likes of which have not been

properly assessed by the Promoters, would not cause any harm to buildings of the wider

visual environment, as the necessity for OLE would be entirely removed. FWY's New Bus

for Leeds scheme, as detailed in paragraph 6.6 et seg, is a valid bus-based alternative,

and would bring the benefits claimed for NGT - across all of Leeds - without the negative

impacts of the OLE equipment associated with NGT.

Matter 6: The effects of the scheme on statutory undertakers and other utility

providers, and their ability to carry out undertakings effectively, safely and in

compliance with any statutory or contractual obligations.

FWY is not for the purpose of this inquiry a statutory undertaker.

FWY would however draw attention to the statutory and regulatory arrangements which it,

as a local bus operator, is required to adhere to. Failure to be able to adhere to these

requirements poses a significant threat to FWY as a business, its ability to retain its

Operator's Licence and therefore the significant proportion of the bus transport provision

throughout Leeds and West Yorkshire.

Matter 7: The likely impact on motorists, cyclists and pedestrians of constructing

and operating the scheme, including:

10
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10.2

10 .3

10 .4

10 .5

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;

Existing bus services throughout West Yorkshire provide 97m passenger journeys per

annum and of this, 51m bus passenger journeys per annum in Leeds. 12.4m of these

journeys are associated with bus services which would be adversely impacted by the

proposed scheme.

As stated above, bus passenger journeys are currently provided for on elements of the

services within scope of the proposed NGT and therefore an economic benefit to Leeds is

already being realised, but not reflected in the current base position of NGT. This benefit

would be eroded should NGT go ahead - something which has not been taken into

account by the Promoters in the Business Case.

Passengers in Leeds benefit from being able to travel on FWY services throughout the

city and West Yorkshire using a range of value for money ticket and fares propositions

which makes transfer between services seamless, affordable and better value for money.

Passengers are also able to purchase the M-Card multi operator ticket range which

permit travel on any operators services including rail seruices and on one corridor in

Leeds. FWY, along with two other operators have implemented a joint ticketing

arrangement to explore the growth impacts of accepting each other's single operator

ticket products. This pilot initiative has been implemented to inform the on-going West

Yorkshire Bus Partnership proposals and should these arrangement be implemented

throughout Leeds during the next 1-3 years, the impacts of such an arrangement have not

been evaluated by the NGT business case development process.

The Business Case does not evaluate the obligations outlined above in paragraph 8.1,

relating to the statutory requirement for bus services to be provided in accordance with

minimum standards.

FWY maintain that the impacts on both cost of operation of the bus services on the

proposed corridor, and more generally in Leeds, on the interruption to services and

therefore the decline in passengers during the lengthy construction period of NGT, have

not been evaluated or reflected in the Business Case. As mentioned in paragraph 8.3,

between 2012 and 2014, First has experienced these impacts in Oldham in Greater

Manchester as a result of the construction of the Metrolink Tram infrastructure, where

during 2013, costs of operation of bus services in Oldham increased by 81.5m per

annum. The resulting negative impact on passenger demand and revenue from this

continues to be evaluated. As a consequence of the significant changes to the highways

network now that the works are nearing completion, not all of the additional costs can yet
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be removed and the sustainability of the commercial model is continually being evaluated.

FWY consider that the scale of the works in Oldham are significantly less than those

associated with the proposed NGT, given that it not only impacts the proposed NGT

corridor but also the Leeds City Centre highway infrastructure. No detailed modelling or

assessment of these impacts has been included in the NGT Business Case as is

required.

The impacts outlined above will also have wider adverse implications for the whole Leeds

area and potentially West Yorkshire bus services and networks, from a future strategic

perspective. No assessment of the lasting impacts of NGT in terms of suppressed or

destroyed passenger demand, and no account of the increased costs of operation either

during construction or operation of NGT, has been evaluated. FWY remain deeply

concerned that service frequencies and connectivity will be reduced, which will have a

significant adverse impact on the local economy:

a) Should FWY experience a sustained loss of passenger demand and therefore

revenue it will be forced to re-evaluate investment programs and the pricing points

for fares generally;

b) Should FWY incur sustained longer journey times as a result of changes to the

highways network which have not been modelled these will result in additional

operating costs which will need to be recovered through fares and revenues in order

to sustain investment plans;

Bus passenger demand will not only be destroyed during the construction phases of

NGT, it will also take a significant amount of time to grow back, if it does, and FWY

consider that together this period could be between 5 and 10 years during which

financial uncertainty will result on a further review of its investment plans and its

ability to further develop services and the networks more generally;

FWY will consider competing with NGT in an effort to mitigate the impacts outlined

in a) - c) above. Whilst this will incur additional costs for FWY, in the medium to

longer term as the bus network grows and is strengthened this groMh may well be

abstracted from NGT leaving the Promoters with a net financial loss which would

have to be funded by them and the council tax payers of Leeds or it will divert

investment funding associated with the West Yorkshire plus York Transport Fund

meaning that the associated assumed economic benefits will not be realised. This

competition would be more extensive than the 'high competition'test the Promoters

have allowed for in their sensitivity testing (document reference C-1-9);

The NGT Business case assumes a reduction in bus services and the associated

deployment of resources on the NGT corridor, but it does not consider or evaluate

c)

d)

e)
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the impact of this assumption. The Business Case assumes the removal of existing

bus resources but does not evaluate or include in the business case the impacts of

the removal of any network connectivity as a result;

D The NGT business case does not consider the impacts of a new bus operator

entrant to the Leeds market and the impacts on NGT and the existing bus services

and networks.

With the major concerns detailed above regarding the flawed Business Case for the

scheme, and the adverse impact it will have on the wider transpon neMork, FWY

considers the failure of the Promoters to consult or discuss the scheme with itself - as the

local bus operator with a wide range of experiences from multiple transport improvement

schemes as discussed above - to be a major oversight in the scheme development

process.

FWY has made repeated requests of and offers to the Promoters to work in partnership to

deliver an integrated New Generation Transport proposal for Leeds and this included our

desire to fully inform the debate associated with the adverse impacts during construction

and operation of the NGT - these requests and offers have not been responded to either

at all or in a meaningful manner:

a) Throughout 2012/13 during general discussions and meetings with Metro, FWY's

position in respect of NGT has been communicated and its desire to better

understand the proposed Business Case and rationale requested;

b) The Promoters have delayed in releasing details of the NGT Business Case in its

original form and only on the date of the publication of its Statement of Case in its

f inalform;

c) The Promoters have failed to respond to the letter from FIvVY in January 20112a;

d) The Promoters have failed to follow up on their response to our email

communication dated between 9th July 2013 and subsequent response dated 23'd

August 201325;

e) Prior to 201213, FWY made its position clear and outlined its concerns in detail as

part of the Promoters' soft marketing testing exercise;

0 To demonstrate FWY's desire to engage in the Promoters' development of the

NGT proposals FWY agreed to and took part in the Promoters' peer review

exercise, although this was at the request of the Promoters and was not designed

to engage meaningfully with FWY in support of the development of or evaluation

10 .8
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2s Appendix l- E-mail correspondence between FWY and Metro. Between 9* July 2Ot3 - 23d August 2013.



of the NGT Business Case or any other business case to support an alternative

interuention to NGT which might deliver similar or greater social and economic

benefits.

g) FWY received from the promoters on 21" March 2014 a note outlining legal

analysis of procurement options referenced APP - 4 - 3 - 1 which is attached as

Appendix R26. Fl /Y has taken its own advice in these specific matters and

acknowledges the existence of the legal frameworks referenced by the Promoters.

FWY maintains that the Promoters should have engaged it and other service

providers with a view to exploring the options available to meet the economic and

social objectives of the local authority policies and strategies before they decided

that the proposed NGT was the best value option.

h) In a communication from the promoters dated 21't March 2014, only one week

before this Proof of Evidence was due to be submitted, FWY received what was

considered to be a very poor attempt to demonstrate a level of engagement and

as such was not considered to be meaningful - the letter is attached as Appendix

S2t. The specific request of the promoters for FWY to comment on the legal advice

associated with the 'analysis of procurement options2s' is not a complete document

and in our view evaluates the options to work in partnership on delivering the NGT

scheme as proposed rather than evaluating the options for working in partnership

to develop solutions and applications to meet the objectives of the proposed

scheme. FWY maintain that the principle objective should not be to deliver the

scheme as proposed but more broadly the social and economic benefits

associated with delivering improved public transport in Leeds more generally.

10.9 FWY has engaged positively in the endeavours to develop a Bus Partnership framework

for West Yorkshire including Leeds, and along with other operators has been both

challenged and encouraged by the Promoters of NGT scheme in this. FWY and operators

in Leeds have not been asked to consider the impacts of NGT in developing these
proposals, confirming that the two have been developed separately in the minds of the

Promoters and without proper consideration of the impacts of one on the other.

10.10 Aside from ongoing partnerships in West Yorkshire, FWY's sister companies within First

UK Bus have been involved in bus based transit and light rail schemes, in addition to

those outlined in paragraph 3.7 above, including:

5 Appendix R - Legal analysis of procurement options, received by FWY trom Promoters on 21d March 2014.
27 Appendix S - Letter to FWY from Promoters, requesting further details from FWY. 21 e March 2014.
2s Appendix R - Legat analysis of procurement options, received by FWY from Promoters on 21d March 2014.



a) Operation of Croydon Tramlink, a Light Rail Transport scheme in south London,

opened in 2000, and now operating 30 trams on four routes, linking 39 stations;

b) Ongoing,discussions in partnership with South Yorkshire PTE regarding the

proposed Bus Rapid Transit North scheme between Sheffield and Rotherham.

10.11 Despite this expertise within FirstGroup, and FWY's willingness to share it for the benefit

of improved transport schemes, FWY was not consulted by the Promoters of the NGT

scheme during the process of evaluating the preferred option or the alternative bus based

options (including the Low Cost Alternative which FWY believe is flawed - as per

paragraph 6.1 above) referenced in the Promoters'submitted documentation.

10J2 Similarly, despite acknowledgement of the receipt of the alternative proposal FWY have

proposed to highlight the lack of a meaningful bus-based option, the Promoters have

made no effort to engage with FWY to ensure that the bus based proposals made are

entirely understood and can be objectively evaluated as a credible alternative. The

Promoters'acknowledgement of FWY's alternative proposal is confirmed at section 2.20

in the West Yorkshire Integrated Transport Authority, ITA Executive Board as agenda

item 1 1 for the meeting on 28th February 20142e. FWY was not asked to clarify the details

prior to the report being drafted.

10.13 The Promoters should have engaged meaningfully with FWY fully to evaluate the adverse

impacts on the existing commercial bus service provision within Leeds and throughout

West Yorkshire, and the failure to do so is a major oversight in the process, undermining

the claiming of benefits of the scheme.

11 Matter 12: Whether the scheme is reasonably capable of attracting the necessary

funding, having regard to the Promoters' Business Case Review (Gore Document

Ref. C-1).

11.1 While the proposed scheme does have conditional funding from the Dff, it is worthy of

note that the TWA Order submitted by the Promoters in September 2013 was for a

scheme and Business Case that was different from the one that was given Programme

Entry approval by the Department for Transport in 2012, and that the justification now

provided is materially different from the one originally approved by the Department. This

is explored in more detail in Chris Cheek's proof at Appendix 1, paragraph 2.3.

11.2 As explained in further detail in Section 13 of Chris Cheek's proof, the TAS Review of the

NGT Business Case outlines that the patronage forecast for the scheme is seriously

overstated, whilst the operating costs are under-stated. The scheme has significant risks

of running over budget and requiring on-going subsidies from the Promoters and

2s Appendix T - WYITA Executive Board Meeting, Agenda ltem 11. 28h February 2014.



residents of Leeds and West Yorkshire to cover its operating costs. Paul Turner's proof,

at paragraph 8.2, additionally details the high operating costs assumed by the Promoters

for NGT, compared to the current operating costs for FWY bus seruices on the corridor.

FWY believe there is therefore a significant degree of uncertainty as to whether the NGT

project as now proposed would, in fact, receive Programme Entry approval from the

Department were the revised case to be scrutinised today.

The Promoters' Business Case (Document Reference C-1, paragraph 2.7, table 2.1)

shows the requirement for Leeds City Council to fund f77m of the total NGT scheme

costs, despite potentially receiving c.E175m from the Department for Transport. The

Promoters intend to fund their contribution from both reserves and through additional

borrowing. lf the scheme as proposed is not capable of generating surplus revenues to

repay these loans, which for the reasons outlined in FWY's objection is considered likely,

FWY is concerned that additional financial pressures will be levied on the residents of

Leeds and West Yorkshire and the planned benefits of the West Yorkshire plus York

Transport Fund diluted and perhaps diverted.

The NGT scheme has been developed as a scheme in isolation and not in parallel with

other such applications within Leeds or West Yorkshire. There is therefore no

confirmation of comparison that the scheme as proposed would be the best value for

money for the Promoters or the Department of Transport.

No formal consideration has been given to all or part of the funding from the Department

for Transport (DfT) to be spent on a bus based public transport system for the wider

Leeds and West Yorkshire area which would deliver greater social and economic

benefits. The Promoters state that they cannot consider the resubmission of an

alternative scheme, as regardless of the measure of value for money, the process for

evaluation by the Dff would have to start over. lt is FWY's view that the measure of value

for money, and not the starting of a new process, should be what determines whether to

evaluate this option.

FWY maintains that because of the adverse impact of NGT on the existing bus network,

and therefore the inability of the existing bus network to maximise its full potential as

outlined in appendix H30 and which has not been reflected in the NGT Business Case,

that NGT will not pass the necessary financial scrutiny and evaluation processes -

meaning that it is unlikely to secure the required funding from the Department for

Transport.

FWY would add that, should the funding be granted, it would expect a major level of

ongoing risk to public funds due to the flawed Business Case.
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12 Matter 13: Whether there is a compelling case in the public interest for conferring

on the Promoters' powers compulsorily to acquire and use land for the purposes of

the scheme, having regard to the guidance on the making of compulsory purchase

orders in ODPM Circular OG|20O4, paragraphs 16 to 23; and whether the land and

rights in land for which compulsory acquisition powers are sought are required by

the Promoters in order to secure satisfactory implementation of the scheme.

Although FWY is not subject to any compulsory acquisition itself, it is 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 satisfactory implementation of the

proposed scheme.

The question of whether a case has been made for the scheme to go ahead is discussed

in greater detail in Section 14 of the Proof of Evidence of Chris Cheek.

In light of the analysis that Chris Cheek has undertaken of the Business and Economic

Cases of NGT, FWY share the view that the base data used for the scheme is inaccurate

and modelling assumptions were flawed, and crucially, the demand and revenue are

overestimated while operating costs are underestimated.

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

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

which is operated at no risk to the public sector, and which - as discussed above - would

be adversely affected by the scheme.

Furthermore, the failure of the Promoters to properly assess realistic alternatives,

including a bus-based option (along the lines of FWY's alternative) which would provide

wider benefits than the proposed scheme without the negative impacts associated with

the trolleybus, makes it very difficult to accept that there is a valid case for compulsory

purchase to be granted.

In summary, FWY consider the high level of risk involved with NGT, and the limited

benefits resulting from the scheme, comfortably illustrate there is no compelling case for

the scheme to go ahead, and thus the Promoters should not be granted powers to enable

it to do so.

As detailed above, due to the issues with the scheme, FWY has had no option but

formally to object to the scheme, in accordance with the process outlined by the

Department for Transport.

12.1
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13 The FWY objection - a summary:

13.1 The base data used for the Business Case is inaccurate, highlighted by the

overstatement of bus demand expected to transfer to NGT being higher than current bus

usage.

13.2 The Promoters' modelling assumptions seriously flawed, with generalised cost

modelling, annualisation factors, mode penalties and stated preference research all seen

as flawed, thus resulting in an inaccurate assessment of the Wider Economic lmpacts of

the scheme.

13.3 The expected demand and revenue for the scheme are significantly overestimated,

the TAS report concluding that the forecast patronage on NGT is overstated by up to

46%, while revenue is more likely to be 810.5m per annum than the Promoters' expected

€16m.

13.4 Therefore, the expected benefits of the scheme would not be delivered, particularly of

note when the Promoters plan to spend €250m on just two corridors in Leeds, depriving

investment across the region.

13.5 lt is doubtful that NGT will delivered the journey time savings or punctuality

benefits it claims to do so.

13.6 The assumed operating costs are too low and very high risk, the TAS report

suggesting that costs quoted by the Promoters are understated by some 23%.

13.7 Adverse impact on and costs and loss of revenue to the wider bus network across

West Yorkshire have not been considered or reflected in the Business Case either during

the construction period or during any period of operation of NGT.

13.8 NGT is not viable and may potentially require on-going financial subsidy and

financial support for other services impacted as a result of NGT, but which are currently

no risk to public sector, could also require additionalfinancial support.

13.9 NGT replaces existing successful bus services but does not serve additional areas

of housing and employment growth and does not serve the areas of greatest

deprivation.

13.10 The trolleybus technology proposed by the Promoters is outdated, and will become

obsolete in the future.

13.11 NGT proposals have been developed in isolation and without meaningful consultation

or engagement because the Promoters' objective has not been to support LTP3 or the

wider social and economic objectives but to restrict or control the freedom of existing

business.



13.12 No meaningful alternatives have been considered by the Promoters.

13.13 Alternatives to NGT generally or as illustrated by that proposed by FWY can be

delivered quickly, with wider and.larger positive social and economic benefits and

significantly less risk.

13.14 Gertainty for the promoters of an alternative to NGT can be delivered through the use

of legislative tools and frameworks as has been demonstrated by both FWY and the

promoters jointly and separately previously.

13.15 The route of NGT as proposed is a legacy from the previously identified Leeds Tram

scheme and has not been arrived at as a result of updated value for money and economic

growth assessments.

14 Conclusions:

14.1 FWY has embarked on a programme of strategic investment in bus improvements in

Leeds over past decades, bringing benefits to the wider Leeds City Region. A benefit is

currently being realised from FWY's operations throughout West Yorkshire, which would

be seriously prejudiced by the proposed NGT scheme to the detriment of public transport

provision for the people of Leeds and West Yorkshire.

14.2 A significant level of expertise exists within FIA/Y and its parent company, with much past

experience in delivering transport schemes across the UK. However, despite repeated

approaches by FWY to the Promoters, the latter have consciously chosen to develop the

NGT proposals behind closed doors, resulting in the flawed Business Case for the

scheme.

14.3 The flaws in the NGT Business Case are serious, to the extent that the NGT will not

deliver its claimed benefits: neither from a transport, regeneration, environmental nor

socio-econom ic perspective.

14.4 Furthermore, the Promoters have not considered the major adverse impacts of NGT on

the existing bus network, during construction nor operation, in Leeds nor across West

Yorkshire, and have failed to evaluate the resulting effects of this on communities and the

wider economy of the Leeds City Region.

14.5 The claimed benefits of NGT, and more so, could be delivered in a much more cost

effective way through continued investment in new bus technologies - throughout the

whole of West Yorkshire and not only on two corridors in one city.

14.6 FWY strongly believe therefore that it is necessary for an alternative approach to be

taken: the claimed benefits of the NGT scheme, if it goes ahead, will not be realised.
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15 Declaration

15.1 | confirm I have made clear which facts and mailers 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 matterc to which they refer.

15.2 | believe the facts stated in this Proof of Evidence are true.

1't April 2014

David Alexander Date
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1 . 1

Introduction

My name is Paul Turner. I have worked for First West Yorkshire Limited ("FWY') since

September 2012. My role is Head of Commercial and I am responsible for the commercial

development of the business, its network of services and the overall customer offer. I

therefore have a thorough working knowledge of the operations of FWY and all aspects of

its business.

I have over 13 years' experience working in the transportation field and in my professional

career I have obtained substantial knowledge of the public transport arena. I have

knowledge of operations throughout the UK and Europe gained from a 12year career at a

Transport Consultancy working for clients in the bus and light rail industry and now

specialise in the North of England.

I am submitting this proof of evidence on behalf of FWY, in relation to its objection to the

Leeds Trolley Vehicle System TWA Order and applications for related planning, listed

building and conservation area consents (together the "Orde/').

For the reasons set out in this proof and others, in my view, the Promoters (West

Yorkshire PTE and Leeds City Council) have not made a compelling case in the public

interest for the Order to proceed.

The structure of this proof is based around the Statement of Matters issued by the

Secretaries of State. 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 following Statement of Matters items:

(a) 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").

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

including the anticipated transpoftation, regeneration, environmental and socio-

economic benefits of the scheme.

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.

1.2

1 .3

1 .4

1 .5

(b)

(c)

-2-



(e)

(d) Matter 4: The extent to which the scheme would be consistent with the National

Planning Policy Framework, national transport policy, and local transporl,

environmental and planning policies.

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).

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

transpott services, highway capacity, traffic flow, vehicle parking, pedestrian and

cyclist movement and road safety;

Existing FWY Operations

FWY is the largest bus operator by network size, turnover, fleet and employees in West

Yorkshire, operating a comprehensive network of services from six depots in Leeds (x2),

Bradford, Halifax, Huddersfield and Todmorden and providing services in Leeds,

Bradford, Kirklees and Calderdale districts. In addition to the local bus network in each

major centre, First provides interurban links between the major centres providing a high

level of connectivity and accessibility across the four districts.

Excluding dedicated school buses, FWY operates up lo 702 buses in service each day

from a fleet of 791, with an average age of 8.2 years. The articulated vehicles seat up to

50 the double deck buses seal 72 to 78; the single deckers generally seat between 40

and 44 and the midibuses seat between 24 and 37 passengers. The deployment of the

fleet by depot is shown in the table below.

Table 1: First West Yorkshire Depots and Fleet Make Up

1 .6

1 .7

Depot Articulated
Double

Deck

Single

Deck
Midibus Total PVR

Average

Age

Bradford 105 83 11 199 181 9.7

Bramley (Leeds) 26 110 52 7 195 165 8.8

Halifax and

Todmorden
35 53 12 100 88 9.5

Huddersfield 51 37 88 80 9.2

Hunslet Park

(Leeds)
6 177 21 5 209 188 4.2

Main Fleet 32 478 246 35 791 702 7.9
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Dedicated

School Buses
26 88 2 116 106 9.4

Total 32 504 334 37 907 808 8.2

1 .8

1 .9

Investment

First has invested heavily in new buses in recent years to improve the customer

experience and reduce emissions. Recent fleet investment comprises:

2014/5 - 18 new double deck buses on order for Leeds, 11 single deckers for Bradford

and 10 new midibuses for Huddersfield

(a) In 201314,21 single deck buses have been purchased and are now in service in

Huddersfield. Halifax and Bradford:

(c)

ln 2012/3,98 new double deck buses were purchased and operate on services

in Leeds from Hunslet Park depot;

f n 2011/2, 22 new double deck buses with hybrid diesel electric engines were

purchased for use in Leeds on the Scott Hall Road guided busway scheme

Between 2007 and 2011 151 double deck and 65 single deck buses were

purchased

FWY operates local bus service under the terms of the 1985 Transport Act. This

empowers bus operators to provide bus services at their own financial risk where they

can do so without public subsidy; and for local authorities to procure, usually through

competitive tendering, those services which required subsidy if social need is identified.

Air Quality

FWY's investment has helped reduce emissions 37% of the fleet meets the highest

emissions standards for diesel vehicles while 5% achieve the Enhanced Environmental

Friendly Vehicle (EEV) Specification. From 2015 all new vehicles will be to Euro Vl

standard with further reductions in Hydrocarbons, Nitrogen Oxides and Particulate

Matters. Table 2 below shows the incremental improvement in standards from Euro ll

introduced in 1998/99.

(b)

(d)

1 .10

1 .11
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1 .12

Table 2: European Vehicle Emissions standards (Buses) and FWY Leeds fleet make
up

Between 2007 and 2014, through its vehicle investment, FWY has significantly reduced

the adverse impact of its activities on air quality on Leeds. As is illustrated in the table

below, carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, nitrogen oxide and particulates have all

significantly reduced by between 45.9"/" and 73.9oh, highlighting the rapid improvements

in bus propulsion technology, and resulting emissions improvements, over just seven

years. No other private sector led air quality improvement programme in Leeds has had

such a positive impact or is better aligned to the objectives of the local authorities.

Table 3: Average Bus Emissions g/kWh

Carbon

Monoxide

Hyrdo

Carbons

Nitrogen

Oxides

Particulate

Matter
Smoke

o/o ot

FWY

Leeds

Fleet

Euro l l

(1 ee8/e)
4.0 1 .1 7.0 0 .15 18%

Euro l l l

(2000/1)
2 .1 0.7 5.0 0 .1 0.8 20%

Euro lV

(2005/6)
1 .5 0.5 3.5 o.o2 0.5 20%

Euro V

(2008/e)
1 .5 0.5 2.0 o.o2 0.5 37"/"

EEV 1 .5 0.3 2.0 o.o2 0 .15 57"

All measures are g/kWh (gram per kilowatt hour) except Smoke (m-'

Pollutant 2007 Average 2014 Average Reduction

Carbon

Monoxide
3.41 1 .68 50.8%

Hydrocarbons 0.94 0.51 45.9%

Nitrogen Oxide

(NO")
6.44 3.09 52.0"/"

Particulate

Matter
o.17 0.05 73.9%
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1 .13

1 .14

1 .15

Reductions of carbon dioxide emissions have also been made across the period: vehicle

investment, together with the introduction of GreenRoad driving style monitoring system

technology in 2009, has resulted in the FWY fleet in Leeds alone saving over 15,500 tons

of CO2 since 2007.

We believe there is a risk of a worsening of Air Quality where bus services that are

adversely affected by the priority given to NGT take longer than presently and thus

require augmentation by using extra vehicles to provide the same level of service.

Network Interaction

The FWY network in West Yorkshire is largely commercial (without revenue support) with

94% of our operation being commercial. The four main networks have different

characteristics:

The Leeds network is a dense city network with very high frequencies on the

main corridors into the City Centre. Many services operate across city improving

accessibility and connectivity to allow customers to access important attractions

and facilities outside the city centre. 16 services operate on a high frequency

basis (see Appendix for Map and Route List). FWY also operates interurban

seruices to/from Wetherby, Otley, llkley and Skipton from its Leeds depots. Most

(71"/") of the Leeds fleet comprises high capacity double deckers which reflects

the high passenger volumes experienced. We describe the Leeds network and

our customer offer in more detail below.

In Bradford the FWY network is again largely cross city based - there are eight

main high frequency seruices using 48% of the fleet; with 10 medium and two

low frequency services with 1 8o/" of the fleet used on school services. 53% of the

fleet is double deck.

In Calderdale, from our Halifax and Todmorden depots, the network has five high

frequency services (54% of the fleet) including the trunk link to Huddersfield, with

five medium, two low frequency services and around 12"/o of the fleet used on

school services. The fleet is mainly single deck or midibus (65%).

Huddersfield depot operates four high frequency services and 11 medium

frequency services with four low frequency routes. 45o/" of the fleet operates on

high frequency routes and 58% of the fleet is double deck.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

6



1.16 FWY's Leeds services carry 51 million passengers per year (201213) figures. Analysis by

TAS shows that 12.4mn passengers (24.5%) travel on the services that would be directly

affected by the order:

(a) 5.1m would have the option of a direct switch to NGT

(b) 7.3m would have no alternative and would be at risk of service reductions arising

from NGT

1.17 As noted above First operates on several corridors where services combine to provide a

very high frequency. The table below shows each main corridor into Leeds; the main

routes operated; the average frequency and daily passenger journeys.

Table 4: FWY Services on Main Gorridors in Leeds

Gorridor
Main

Routes

Average

Frequency

(minutes)

Approximate

Passengers

per Day

Notes

Headingley

Lane

1 ,6 ,28 ,

97
3 21,700

Routes 1, 6 and 97 regularly

use 2012 double decker

buses

Meanwood

Road
51 ,52 7.5 5,600

Scott Hall

Road
7 ,74 ,75 5 6,900

Guided busway using 2011

Hybrid double decker buses

Chapeltown

Road

2,3 ,34 ,

48
4.5 9,300

Routes regularly use 2012

double decker buses

Roundhay

Road

12,13 ,

13A
5 7,800

Routes regularly use 2012

double decker buses

St James'

Hosp/

Easterly

Road

49 ,50 ,

504
5 7,900

New double decker buses

planned tor 2014

St James'

Hosp/

Fearnville

42 10 3,400
Routes regularly use 2012

double decker buses

St James'

Hosp/

Seacroft

4 ,44 ,16 ,

16A
5 8,300
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Corridor
Main

Routes

Average

Frequency

(minutes)

Approximate

Passengers

per Day

Notes

York

Road/Selby

Road

19/A,40 5 9,000 Guided Busway

York

Road/Cross

Gates

56, 64 6 8,300 Guided Busway

Hunslet

12 ,13 ,

13A 85,

87

3.75 12,300
Routes regularly use 2012

double decker buses

Dewsbury
Road

2,3 ,34 5 8,300
Routes regularly use 2012

double decker buses

Beeston

Road
1 7.5 4,800

Routes regularly use 2012

double decker buses

Elland

Road/Morley
51 ,  52 7.5 6,300

Lower

Wortley

Road

42 10 4,000
Route regularly uses 2012

double decker buses

Tong

Road/Pudsey

Road

4t4A 10 5,200

Hilltop Road 16/A 10 6,500

Stanningley

Road

72,X6,

x14,8517
4 14,500

Route 72 uses StreetOar

buses

Kirkstall

Road

33/33A,
s08,
670t1

6 11 ,800
Route 33/334 regularly use

2012 double decker buses

Burley Road 49.50/A 5 8,800

Queenswood

Drive
19 ,56 5 6,900
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Operating Speeds

1.18 Bus services in Leeds have experienced a significant reduction in average scheduled

speedslbetween 2009 and 2013 reflecting national trends. The table below shows the

average speed for several cross city services in 2009 and 2013. Most services have seen

a reduction in speed of 1O-14"/o. Note there is significant variation in speeds with service 1

the slowest (9.0mph) and services 51/52 the fastest (10.7mph).

Table 5: Changes in Scheduled Bus Operating Speeds Leeds Cross City Routes

2009

mph

2013

mph Change

1 10 .3 9.0 -12"/"

21313A 11 .6 10 .1 13"/"

414A 12.0 10 .6 -11"/"

121131134 11 .5 10.0 -13%

16/164 12.0 10 .5 -12"/o

42 10.3 9 .1 12"/o

49 10 .9 9.5 12%

50/50A 11 .7 10 .0 14%

51,52 12 .3 10.7 -137"

56 11 .8 10 .6 -107"

Congestion Points

1 .19 The Leeds Bus Network has a number of key congestion points as shown below.

Table 6: Leeds Corridor Congestion Points

Corridor Congestion Point

City Centre

o Right turn from The Headrow into Vicar Lane.
o Bus Station onto St Peters Street.

. Outbound to Yorkshire Post on72/XG
. Park Row - lights at South Parade no longer coordinated with The

Headrow
Dewsbury

Road o outbound on ;,#:ll?:Hffi l"Jlf#i:"",e roundabout)

Elland
Road

. Inbound to Ring Road (Churwell)
o Outbound on Fountain Street to 4650.

o Abuse on central reservation 'cut through' (inbound) on Elland
Road aooroach to M621 Jcn 1.

' Average Scheduled Speed is the total miles operated / total hours operated - it includes time spent stationary such as when loading
passengers, awaiting tratfic signals or layover times.
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Corridor Congestion Point

Tong Road

. Inbound, inadequate lane width from end of bus lane to Armley
Gyratory.

o Inbound on Oldfield Lane approach to Tong Road.
o Parking in Heights & Gamble Hill.

o Pudsey Bus Station - exit lights no longer coordinated with Robin
Lane liohts

Stanningley
Road

. Outbound to Branch Road
. Outbound to Dawson's Corner

. Town Street to Ring Road (Rodley).
Deliverv vehicles causino conoestion in Bramlev Bus Stationa

Kirkstall
Road

. lnbound to Ring Road (Horsforth)

Burley
Road . Broadgate Lane approach onto Low Lane (Horsforth)

Headingley
Lane

a lnbound to Shaw Lane.
Outbound to North Lane.a

Scott Hall
Road

. Both directions to Stonegate Road & Ring Road
. Parking in the'Lingfields'.

o Right turn (inbound) from Harrogate Road into Street Lane West.
o Inbound, inadequate lane width when turning left from Ring Road

into Kinq Lane
Chapeltown

Road
o Inbound to Potternewton Lane

Parking abuse outside Cantors in the bus lane.a

Beckett
Street

Outbound from Woodpecker junction to St James Hospital-land
available for bus lane (would benefit ambulances)

o Right turn (inbound) into Lincoln Green Road

a

York Road
Inbound from Austhorpe Road into Station Road (car parking -

Cross Gates), investigate measures to encourage more use of car
oark

a

Selby Road
o Outbound to Whitkirk Church & Ring Road.

o Inbound from Green Lane/Chapel Lane onto Selby Road (Halton)

Demand for Bus Travel

1.20 Travel is a derived demand - the need to travel almost entirely arises from another action

or decision, for example, people travelling to access work, school, shopping or health

practices. Travel is a highly competitive market, with 71% of households in West

Yorkshire having a car available2 giving them greater destination choice than fixed route

public transport offers.

1.21 Public transport use is determined by a combination of circumstances which generate

mass movement:

(a) The demographic profile of particular residential areas - buses are most effective

and efficient seruing areas of high population density;

'201 1 Census
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(b) The car ownership profile - several areas of Leeds have much lower car

ownership than average (e.9. Hyde Park and Woodhouse Ward = 38% of

households with a car, Burmantofts & Richmond Hill 40.8%;v the WY average of

71"/.)2 -these areas have higher bus use as people living in households without

a car make on average 167 bus trips per person per year compared to just 36 for

those in car owning households;3

The economic vitality of an area - the Gross Value Added per capita in Leeds is

t24,7704 compared to t19,149 for the WY average and just t15,7OO in Bradford

and Calderdale/Kirklees districts:

The density of employment opportunities and location of other key facilities;

The attractiveness of public transport modes vs. car modes (e.9. journey time,

frequency of service, price and availability of parking, price of public transport

etc.).

As a result of this, bus patronage varies greatly by service, and operators generally have

a mixed portfolio of work at each depot with some very busy, high frequency, profitable

services; some lower frequency, less profitable routes and lower frequency routes which

are only marginally profitable. From this mix, operators can earn sufficient return on the

capital employed on their fleet and depot infrastructure while also delivering an attractive

and comprehensive network.

Within FWY's poftfolio Leeds is the strongest market and the revenue earned in Leeds

helps sustain the wider West Yorkshire network allowing us to sustain commercial

operation of less frequent services. To illustrate the strength of the Leeds bus market, bus

trips per capitas are between 18 and 22% higher in Leeds than in Bradford, Halifax or

Huddersfield.

As a result of the vibrancy of Leeds market FWY sustains the less profitable commercial

operations in Bradford, Calderdale and Kirklees. The routes impacted by NGT earn

30.2% of FWY profit from 14.5o/o of resources and significant erosion of this performance

would impact on FItVY's ability to sustain the current network. The Promoters figures

suggest that FWY will be worse off by E6.3mn per annum from NGT.

(c)

(d)

(e)

1.22

1 .23

1 .24

3 National Travel Survey 2ci|2fable NTSOTO2
n http://www.ons.gov.uldons/taxonomy/index.html?nscl=Regional+GVA#tab-data-tables
u This divided the total number of passengers carried and divides by the population for the area from 201 1 census.
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How NGT Overlaps FWY's network

1.25 The area of the order is well served by existing FWY services and the Promoter plans to

overlay NGT serving entirely different stops often at a lower frequency. The overlaps are

shown in the table below The map appended to this document shows the NGT route

overlaid on the FWY Leeds network showing:

(a) lts similarity to existing FWY routes

(b) How little of the City NGT would serve

1.26 FWY services operate past or very close to all proposed NGT stops except for Stourton

park and ride. With the exception of Clarence Dock and Middleton Road the existing bus

services operate at higher frequencies than those proposed by the Promoter for NGT -

though the proposed NGT stop at New Dock is poorly located for the main student

residences compared to service 28 which stops outside on Clarence Road.

1.27 FWY services have more stops than the NGT service will have and therefore it will

generally be more attractive to take a shorter walk to a more frequent FWY service than a

longer walk to a faster but often less frequent NGT one. This reflects that NGT has not

been designed to integrate with existing transport services on the corridors, which is

inefficient and ineffective. This is illustrated in modelling terms in Chris Cheek's proof of

evidence.

Table 7: Gorridor overlaps NGT and FWY services

Section

Existing

FWY

Service

Number

FWY

Buses Per

Hour

NGT

Service

per hour

Notes

Holt Park to City

direct
1 I 5

1 runs via Otley Road

NGT via Otley Old

Road but othenrvise

common

Otley Old Road to

City
6 6 5

Ring Road to City 1 ,6 14 10

Spen Lane to City 1 ,  6 ,  97 17 10
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Section

Existing

FWY

Service

Number

FWY

Buses Per

Hour

NGT

Service

per hour

Notes

Weetwood Lane and

Headingley to City
1 ,6 ,28 ,976 20 10

Headingley to

Clarence Dock
28 3 10

NGT offers greater

frequency but poorer

stop location

City to Hunslet

12,  13 ,  13A,

48,74 ,85 ,

87

17 10

City to Belle lsle
12 ,  13 ,  134 ,

48,
13 10

Additional overlap

created by NGT

southern route revision

City to Middleton

Road
74,85/7 4 10

Additional overlap

created by NGT

southern route

revision. NGT offers

greater frequency

1.28 f n their Statement of Case (para 6.12/3) the Promoters state:

(a) On the South corridor, the degree of replication between NGT and existing

routes is not considered sufficient for any service changes to be likely;

1 .29

(b) On the North corridor, the degree of replication between NGT and existing

services is much greater.

It is correct that the degree of replication is greater on the North corridor, however, the

overlaps on the southern corridor will have a negative impact on high frequency services

12/13/134 which provide a combined 5 minute frequency service but also will reduce the

performance of low frequency services 48,74,85 and 87.

On the North corridor the Promoters have assumed:

u Note in City Centre the 1 , 6, 28 and 97 share a common route to Albion Street. Then services 6, 28, 97 (12bph) run via Headrow to
Bus Station; 1 (8bph) then to Park Row (to be served by NGT)
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1 .30

FWY service 1 would reduce to no more than 3 buses per hour between Holt

Park and Leeds City Centre - this currently operates up to 8 times per hour;

FWY service 6 would reduce to no more than 3 buses per hour between Holt

Park and Leeds City Centre - this currently operates up to 6 times per hour.

In 6.14 the Promoter comments 'the actual bus service that will operate post-NGT is a

matter for the bus operators." The promoters accept therefore that they have failed to take

into account the impact on the bus network. This is an important aspect of determining

whether the scheme overall can be said to promote a more efficient and sustainable

transpoft network overall. Yet at no point have the promoters sought to understand the

impact of their proposal on the bus network by ascertaining what services FWY would

intend to operate should the proposed scheme be implemented.

The assumed reductions to services 1 and 6 are presumably intended to reduce the

overall FWY bus service through Headingley from 20 buses per hour to 12 to reflect the

reduced demand once NGT is operational. However we believe this will provide

disbenefits to passengers, not all of whom could use NGT:

(a) The section of route 1 between Holt Park and Bodington would be reduced from

6 to 3 buses per hour with no NGT service on this section;

The 2.5 mile section of route 6 in Cookridge and Troy would be reduced from 6

to 3 buses per hour with no access to the NGT service - which would give 0.7mn

annual bus passengers a 50% reduction in their serviceT;

The current eight buses per hour (every 7.5 minutes) direct Holt Park to City

Centre service 1 would be replaced by NGT every 12 minutes and a reduced

service 1 every 20 minutes, providing no increase in departures; poorer co-

ordination and a lower seating capacity;

Loss of the combined five minute service from Leeds bus station to Headingley

provided by seruices 6, 28 and 97;

Reduction in cross city journeys from Headingley corridor to Beeston from I to 3

with unfeasible integration of a 20 minute service into a 7.5 minute service

thereby reducing choice and lengthening journeys; We believe this will offset the

benefit that NGT claims will be achieved by linking Belle lsle to the University

(a)

(b)

(b)

(c)

1 .31

(d)

(e)

7 TAS Review of 2012 Business Case oaa4.4.4
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1 .32

1.33

1 .34

1 .35

1 .36

(f) Loss of the overnight service on route 1.

It is unclear if the loss of patronage expected on seruices 1 and 6 on sections where NGT

is not a reasonable alternative is included in the Business Case. In any event the level of

service reduction on routes 1 and 6 is extreme and results in a substantial degradation of

travel opportunity and choice. This loss has not been properly assessed by the

promoters (see further below) .

Analysis of passenger statistics on the FWY network (see The TAS Report, Appendix B of

FWY Statement of Case) shows that the services affected by the Order currently carry

some 12.4 million passenger journeys per annum, of which some 41o/" make journeys

that would be replicated by the NGT services (5.1 million passenger journeys per annum).

However, the journeys of the remaining 59o/o - a total of 7.3 million passenger journeys

per annum - would be at risk of being made less frequent, slower and more expensive by

the granting of the Order and the implementation of the NGT scheme.

The Promoter has assumed FWY would reduce seruice levels by 4Oo/" on the Northern

corridor and make no change to the southern corridor so that we would be expected to

maintain 79"/o ol the journeys despite 41"/o ol the passenger base being at risk of

abstraction by NGT.

In the business case the Promoter has calculated a net negative effect of €6.3mn on our

business from the abstraction from bus services (table 21.9 of C-1 Business Case Review

2014 is reproduced below)

Table 8: Promoter Prediction of lmpact on FWY (Extract from G-l Business Case)

Service Annual

Abstracted

Revenue (8m)

Assumed

Operating Cost

Savings (8m)

Net Annual

lmpact (tm)

Rationalised services 1

and 6
-t6.9mn t2.0mn -E4.9mn

Other affected services -€1.4mn E0.0mn -t1.4mn

Total -t8.3mn t2.0mn -E6.3mn

The net t6.3mn revenue reduction forecast represents 4.7"/" ol total FWY revenue.

Park and Ride

FWY is committed to the operation of Bus Based Park and Rides. We serye the current

small scale site at King Lane as part of the 461 Scott Hall Road Busway and will be the

1 .37
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1 .38

1 .39

1 .40

commercial operator for the new Elland Road Park and Ride. First UK Bus also provides

Park and Ride services in other cities.

FWY welcomes the development of Bus Based Park and Ride in Leeds, but notes that

these are not dependent on NGT. Most sites proposed are closed to the motorway

network with a site in the Aire Valley proposed for 2015.

Park and Ride is best served using dedicated or existing express bus services and the

majority of sites are so served.s

Construction lmpacts

We believe there is a significant risk to patronage on the Leeds network during the

construction of the Trolleybus infrastructure. By way of comparison all traffic in Edinburgh

reduced by 4.7% between 2009 and 2012 when tramway construction was at its most

intense. By comparison Glasgow saw a 1"/o increase in traffic.

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")

ln paragraph 3.42 of their Statement of Case the Promoters assert that the proposed

scheme will deliver benefits in the following four areas:

Increase public transport capacity on these two corridors resulting in a net

increase in the person capacity into Leeds city centre at peak times and

throughout the day;

Offer public transport journey times significantly better than bus alternatives in

these corridors;

Offer a public transport journey in these corridors markedly more punctual than

the bus alternative; and

Offer a better quality public transport journey - both at stops and on vehicles -

than currently available in Leeds and comparable with exemplar rapid transit

systems elsewhere in Europe.

2

2.1

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Table 3.1 on page 22 "Dedicated services are more successful in attracting patronage."
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2.4

2.2 In terms of public transport capacity, FWY currently provides 20 buses per hour along

Headingley Lane during the daytime on services 1, 6,28 and 97. The NGT proposal is for

10 trolleybuses and 12 buses per hour on the corridof. However as the two modes will

serve entirely different stops no single boarding point will see an improvement. Even

where the two stops are within a close walk the number of additionaljourneys is just two.

From Holt Park, NGT will deliver fewer direct buses than FWY's current service; five

trolleybuses per hour planned versus eight buses per hour on the current FWY seruice 1.

This does not take into account additional trips on FWY service 6 which takes a longer

route.

The Promoters also intend to use afiiculated buses of up to 18.75m length with a total

capacity of up to 160 passengers. This capacity is overstated. Bus standing capacities

generally reflect theoretical assumptions based on axle loadings and unladen weight.

FWY and sister companies operate 18-18.75mn long articulated vehicles from four

different manufacturers, and these vehicles have between 37 and 58 seats and notional

total capacities of 113 to 145. Although not stated by the Promoter, we have assessed

that the trolleybuses to seat around 50 passengers.

The Promoters' modelling shows that even its own assumed seating capacity will be

insufficient for most of the day, requiring some passengers to stand during some pafis of

most journeysto. This presents significant risks to the project forecasts:

(a) The shortage of seating is not attractive to passengers - particularly those

switching from car - as availability of a seat is passengers' third priority for

service improvement behind timekeeping and f requency; 1 1 and

2.3

Standing passengers will inhibit conductors' ability to collect fares and check

tickets as they may be unable to move around the bus to reach all customers

The assumed in vehicle journey time and Generalised Journey Time12 savings are

signif icantly overstated:

(a) Due to a lack of bus priority, current journey times are highly variable - as a

result FWY's route 1 is scheduled to take between 25 and 45 from City Centre to

Holt Park depending on time of day, and there is substantial variance in actual

time taken:

'This reflects the proposed reduction of services 1 and 6 to three buses per hour each and the assumed retention of the 28 and 97.
These figures are for FWY services only. Yorkshire Tiger provides upto 2 buses per hour on the corridor (Beckett Park to Clarence
Dock) and Geldards 3 buses per hour (University to Clarence Dock)
10 TAS Review of 2014 Business Case tables 7 and I
t1 Bus Passenger Priorities for Service lmprovement, Passenger Focus, March 2O1O

12 Generalised Journey Time = Walk Time + Wait Time + In Vehicle Time

(b)

2.5
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(b) The differential routing, differential stops and lack of priority to non NGT modes

will exacerbate this and the two tier nature of the proposals will lead to an

increase in journey time for the bus patronage which will still cater for the

majority of passengers on the corridor; this also means that the minority provider

in terms of passenger volumes (NGT) will gain greater benefit from priority than

the greater volumes on the bus services.

The Generalised Journey Time of existing bus services will increase with NGT

due to the greater waiting time - but the disbenefit this creates has not been

reflected in the Business Case.

FWY also notes that much of the infrastructure proposed is specifically for NGT only (with

limited NGT+Bus sections), which will result in a two tier offer to customers. Allowing all

services, whether NGT or conventional bus to use all of the proposed infrastructure would

bring the benefits to all passengers. We note that the promoter believes that the proposed

level of trolleybus service is all that is feasible because giving the proposed level of

priority at junctions to a greater volume of buses would cause disbenefits to road users.

This artificial constraint is not in the customers' interest.

We also have concerns with the approach used by the Promoter to determine the

punctuality improvement. With reference to their document C-1-11 (NGT Punctuality

Report) we note that 19% of the benefits attributed to the scheme are derived from

improvements in punctuality. Therefore any inaccuracy in the calculation of these benefits

will have significant impacts on the scheme benefits. I draw attention to the following

points:

(a) The observed data referenced in paragraph 2.9 dates from 200617 and is

therefore considerably out of date;

The Promoters claim that the residual bus services will benefit from the short

lengths of NGT+Bus lane with a two minute time saving forecast - however we

note that much of the designated "NGT+Bus" priority is already in place and

buses will still face delays at the critical pinchpoint of Headingley Arndale Centre.

Furthermore, in practice with preferential priority to NGT bus services on the

corridor, the considerable number of services which cross the corridor in the City

Centre (where there are 24 NGT moves per hour at each junction) will suffer

reduced punctuality as their journey may be impeded by an NGT move - we note

above that many of our high frequency services which run cross city with routes

via The Headrow, Boar Lane, City Square, Park Row and Leeds Bridge are

(c)

2.6

2 .7

(b)

(c)
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(d)

expected to suffer significant delays and inconvenience to passengers and lead

to unnecessary adverse impacts upon air quality.

The report also ignores the southern route despite the diversion to this route to

serve Belle lsle being the most significant difference since 2009. The new route

is c0.8km longer, less direct and has less segregation and we believe this will

impact negatively on Park and Ride demand.

A 1 minute increase to existing FWY bus services on the Southern Corridor is

predicted by the Promoterl3 which does not appear to have been included in the

appraisal.

The Promoter asserts that the punctuality improvements reflect users' perception

that waiting time is longer than on bus travel time - yet by specifying a longer

distance between stops (and thus a greater walk time) than exists with the

current services and segregating them from existing bus stops, the Promoters

are subjecting passengers to a longer wait time. For example, passengers on the

Northern route who currently have 20 buses per hour from each stop are

expected to choose between two separate stops with 12 buses and 10 NGT

journeys. This does not comply with webTAG guidance:

"webTAG guidance (para 3.5.6): "One important specific application of

this second type of variability is that time spent walking to/from and

waiting for public transport seruices is commonly valued much more

highly than time spent actually travelling. There is consistent evidence

that people will pay more to save walking and waiting time than they will

for an equivalent saving in ride time. This approach should normally be

adopted for multi-modal transpofi appraisal".

In respect of quality improvements, it must be noted that the at stop infrastructure is by

no means dependent on the use of trolleybuses - indeed the specification largely reflects

that already in place elsewhere in Leeds. We note that modelling assumptions give a

"stop quality penalty" of 1.27 minutes for NGT v 1 1 minutes for busla - 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

(e)

(f)

2.8

t t  c1-13  Pa la4 .z
'4 See C-1-8 4.2a
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2.9

(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.

The on bus quality factors are also not dependant on the use of trolleybuses. The

promoters have not identified any feature that makes a vehicle more attractive that can be

implemented only on a trol leybus and not a bus. In C1-16 at para 3.1.6, while cit ing

improved ride quality, the Promoters confirm that they "have not identified any significant

difference in vehicle-related quality between the sub-modes under consideration."

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.

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.

Trolleybus Technology

FWY has significant concerns about the operational robustness of the NGT scheme. As

the UK's only trolleybus scheme and with trolleybuses being a marginal mode across

Europe there is a significant risk of redundancy and obsolescence of the vehicle

technology. Multiple European operators, such as Tallin, are piloting use of all electric

buses to replace trolleybuses. In Bogota, Columbia an 18m articulated battery electric bus

is to enter service during 201415. This contradicts the promoters report in C-1 -1 3.24

which states that such vehicles are currently unavailable. In addition, based on examples

from the automotive industry it is expected that this technology will continue to develop

and provide even more effective and efficient technology in the future.

The Promoters argue that the overhead line equipment brings "permanence" and this is

reflected in users' travel choices. Such argument is often also used to justify tram

schemes as fixed infrastructure is perceived as permanent. However, the Leeds electric

tram system operated for 63 years, no UK trolleybus system operated for longer than 61

years - both modes generally abandoned as inflexible.

On the proposed NGT corridor to Headingley, Leeds City Transport (ancestors of FWY)

introduced bus service 1 between Beeston and Lawnswood in March 1956 when the

tramway closed and it has continued with a 1960s extension to Holt Park on this route for

58 years so far.

2.10

3

3 .1

3.2

3 .3

1 s http://www. byd.com/news/news-1 99. html
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3.4

3.5

Permanence is not derived by fixed infrastructure but is driven by strong customer

demand; for example, Route 1 is a very successful service that has barely changed in

route terms for 58 years because of the demand for travel along its route. lt has served its

markets, supported by other long established services (e.9. 28 to Adel of 1960) well. lts

biggest threat appears to be NGT - ironically promoted in part as offering 'permanence'.

The trolleybus mode will bring inflexibility that would not be experienced in a bus based

scheme. The proposal is for a fleet of 20 trolleybuses of which 18 would be operated at in

the peaks. This 10% spare cover, while not atypical, is likely to create problems if the

scheme design parameters are not met. lf actual running times exceed those modelled by

the Promoter then additional vehicles will be required and the in-built spare capacity will

be lost. We note that the Promoter's test of just a 4 minutes increase in journey times

reduces revenue by 7o/o and may also increase costs. As many Light Rail schemes in the

UK have discovered, minimising spare fleet creates problems as vehicles age and

become less reliable, are involved in accidents causing downtime or receive

refurbishment, day to day maintenance or repairs.

We understand16 that the infrastructure as specified could only sustain up to 15

trolleybuses per hour in each direction. This provides a celling for the service level and

limits scope to expand. Such expansion is likely to be unnecessary in view of the

overestimate of demand (see the evidence of Chris Cheek) it is a constraint which only

arises from the choice of trolleybuses. Indeed it is apparent that the limits of the

infrastructure have led the Promoters to choose their flawed two tier approach as the

simpler approach to replace all buses with trolleybuses would overwhelm the

infrastructure; or require a degree of capital investment that would undermine the entire

Value for Money argument.

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.

No meaningful assessment of alternatives have been made by the Promoters: the choice

and make-up of the alternatives are not complete, for example, some practical

alternatives have been ignored and those chosen have poor assumptions made (these

are repofied on by their consultant in the Alternatives Review, Core Document C-1-1).

Their objective was to assess how different technologies could deliver the reported key

attributes of the scheme, derived from public consultation of more punctual services,

cheaper fares and faster services. The five alternatives comprised LRT/Tram, Ultra-Light

Rail, Trolleybus, Electric Bus and conventional bus.

3.6

4 .1

16 Promoter SoC oara 6.g
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4.2 ln paragraph 1.21 of C-1-1 , the consultants report that the trolleybus is "demonstrably the

strongest option", with a stated preference suruey in 2008 showing that "a modern

trolleybus system would be preferable to a conventional bus-based option and would

attract more mode-shift from ca/', and that "Dff has confirmed Programme Entry funding

approval exclusively for a trolleybus scheme." This implies that the latter point has been

given weighting in the appraisal.

ln paragraph 1.22 the consultants, without consulting FWY, assert that there is significant

uncertainty that a suitable Voluntary Partnership Agreement (VPA) could be introduced

that allowed a bus scheme to deliver the NGT scheme benefits. This assumption is not

well founded, particularly when additionally considering the successful VPA which was

introduced in Sheffield in 2012. They also report that this approach would deny the

Promoters access to the operating surplus they require to offset borrowing - this

approach is inconsistent with other bus-based infrastructure schemes.

The appraisal of the alternatives raises concern about the detail of the analysis and

identifies risks in the robustness of the NGT assumptions:

Ref 1.23 - the bus option is forecast to attract less modal shift. lt is apparent that

this assumption is based on the stated preference survey of 2008. Respondents

are asked to give preferred actions in response to different scenarios. This is an

unsound basis for such an important assumption. There is real risk of reliance on

stated preference as it is highly unlikely that those responding will be able to give

an informed decision given the lack of UK trolleybus systems to compare against

and that few will be able to differentiate between a trolleybus and a conventional

bus.

Alternatives tested include a comparable and low cost bus operation - the former

using 18m all electric buses, the latter using 18m hybrid buses but also removing

most of the segregation. This removal of segregation means a valid comparison

between the proposed trolleybus NGT scheme and a bus-based alternative

cannot be made.

In Table 5.2 the consultants suggest that a'comparable' bus scheme will attract

less modal shift, as it would not be perceived as distinct from a conventional bus

despite the vehicles being to similar dimensions and capacity to the trolleybuses
- it therefore seems entirely feasible that all other qualitative features could be

matched. This misconception also informs the conclusion in table 5.4 and again

in paragraph 5.17 - and from the analysis it appears this is the sole item of

variance affecting the patronage benefits of each option;

4.3

4.4

(a)

(b)

(c)
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The Low Cost Alternative bus-based option is largely dismissed as having low

benefits - primarily due to the removal of segregation, as mentioned above, and

lower environmental benefits. However, no acknowledgement is made of the fast

scalability of this option, which could be applied to several other corridors at low

cost, or the ongoing rapid improvements being made in bus propulsion

technology - including all electric battery-powered vehicles.

It is also noted that a large number of alternative options are dismissed by the

Promoters at an early stage, on cost or impracticality grounds, when - to provide

a full and meaningful assessment - their benefits should have been evaluated

and compared with the other options. For example, in the Alternative Review

Report (Document Reference C-1-1), at paragraph 4.24, the Promoters admit

that a LRT tram option would achieve greater benefits than the trolleybus option

they pursue: "LRT is considered to be more attractive to existing public transport

users and car users than any other technology option and so would generate

greater benefits overall". However, this option (along with others) is then

dismissed in paragraph 6.16: 'Three of the identified options failed to pass

delivery constraints and were therefore excluded from further consideration: The

cost of the Light Rail Transit option significantly exceeds the funding available

from national or local sources. Therefore this option was excluded because it

does not meet the Affordability constraint". While the Promoters make clear that

a LRT tram scheme is too expensive for the funding currently available (further

implying that, in the current plans, the trolleybus option has been weighted), in

order to fully assess the worth of the trolleybus option, a full and proper

assessment of all possible alternatives - and the comparable benefits those

would bring - should have been conducted, in particular to show the actual level

of which those benefits would be greater than the Promoters' preferred trolleybus

option. However, this has not been completed.

The Promoter concludes that comparable bus and electric bus options are affordable but

that the Dff funding rules preclude anything except a trolleybus. This is an inappropriate

constraint for such a scheme. They also note that the low cost option would require

t59.9m and that no funding source has been identified. However in Table 20.1 of the

Business Case (Cl) the Promoters notelTthat funding of t30.4m from LCC or Metro

reserves/LTP3 allowance; t35m of prudential borrowing and that Metro already owns

t11.6m of the land required for NGT. This is the local contribution to the t250m NGT

(d)

(e)

4.5

'7 C1: Business Case Table 2O.1 Page 2O.2
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4.6

scheme and could therefore be made available to a low cost alternative without the need

for Dff funding.

We note too that the since the original Business Case the Promoters have chosen to

lease the trolleybuses rather than buy them outright. While this reduces the capital cost to

the Promoters it is extremely poor value for money. Each trolleybus is assumed to cost

t650,000 (or almost 2.7 times the cost of a double deck bus). In paragraph 3.5 of C-1-10

(Operating Cost report), the Promoter reports an expected annual lease cost of t228,000

per vehicle. With 20 vehicles and a 12 year lite, 254,720,000 in lease payments are

required over the life of the vehicles, compared to t13,000,000 for an up front purchase.

At a cost of f228,OQ0 each the annual lease payments on the 20 new buses (€4.56m)

could purchase a fleet of 20 new buses each year. The Promoter is taking the entire risk

on the lease costs which we believe is a poor and unjust use of public money when

alternatives apply at no financial risk to the public sector.

We have also reviewed the Promoters'Sensitivity Analysis (C-1-9). The Analysis does

not adequately or properly reference the impact on costs. For example one scenario tests

a 1Q"/" increase in run times (c.4 minutes each way) which would reduce demand (and

revenue) by 7"/". We believe this would require at least one (possibly two) additional

trolleybuses to operate the proposed service levels, thus increasing operating costs by

around 6%. A revenue reduction of 7"/" and cost increase of 6% has a much more

significant impact on viability than the revenue effect alone. For example in the Business

Case (C-1, Table 21.1, a t3m annual surplus is expected . A7% revenue reduction would

cut this to t1.Smn, a 67o increase in operating costs (direct only) would reduce this further

to just €1.05m. the Proof of Evidence of Chris Cheek gives more detailed evidence in

respect of challenging the revenue and cost assumptions for the central case. NGT

places both the revenue and operating cost risks with the public sector whereas in the

current bus market they sit with private operators.

The approach taken, which focuses on changes to modelled scenarios, does not

adequately reflect'true life'. This is best demonstrated by the Promoters'analysis of Holt

Park as an unofficial park and ride. This attempts to rebut residents' concerns that the

shopping centre car park or residential streets will become a de facto park and ride. The

consultants have modelled the scenario results which shows 13 cars would use Holt Park

as a park and ride, with just one of these transferring from the nearby Bodington Park and

Ride - yet a baffling four abstracted from the Stourton site at the other extremity of the

route, the other side of Leeds. This itself defies logic - it is ceftainly contrary to our own

experience of the operation of P&R's - and is yet another factor which calls into question

to the accuracy of the modelling.

4.7

4 .8

4.9
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4 .10

4 .11

4 .12

4 .13

4 .14

Accordingly, it is my view, that the impact of the proposed scheme has not been properly

assessed by the promoters. I am also of the view that it would have an adverse impact

on the public bus network and transport sustainability which not only has been under-

assessed but would offset any of the claimed benefits of the NGT. I now turn to consider

the New Bus for Leeds

New Bus for Leeds - A further alternative

FWY is committed to working in partnership with Metro, local authorities and other bus

operators as pad of the proposed West Yorkshire Voluntary Bus Partnership.

Metro and local authorities are also introducing the West Yorkshire Plus Transport Fund

(WYTF) which includes the Highway Efficiency and Bus Package intended to reduce both

car and public transport journey times and deliver frequency increases and fare

reductions.

FWY is keen to break the cycle of worsening traffic speeds and will work in partnership

with Metro and LCC to support the WYTF.

As part of this we are proposing the "New Bus for Leeds" concept (NBfL) to complement

the measures proposed in the WYTF. This would reconfigure the bus product featuring:

(a) Faster, more predictable journey times

A new vehicle design with multi door boarding and smart ticketing using

Smartcards and Mobile payments to reduce time spent at bus stops collecting

fares

Rationalised stops where these have become too close while still maintaining

easy access to the network

reduced emissions through the use of hybrid technology leading to longer term

deployment of full electric vehicles as the technology is rolled out;

4.15 The NBfL will help achieve the WYTF target 12"/" bus journey time reductions through

reduced time spent boarding and alighting. NBfL is built on the positive experiences of the

Hyperlink project using Streetcar buses between Leeds and Bradford with faster boarding

through use of hosts; the simple fares system introduce in Leeds in 2010 and the recent

trails of "Queue Busters" to speed loadings by issuing tickets at busy stops

(b)

(c)

(d)
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4.16 The project supports delivery of the three key Local Transport Plan 3 Objectivesls of:

Economy - to improve connectivity to support economic activity and growth in

West Yorkshire and the Leeds City Region;

Low Carbon - to make substantial progress towards a low carbon, sustainable

transport system for West Yorkshire, while recognising transport's contribution to

national carbon reduction plans; and

Quality of Life - to enhance the quality of life of people living in, working in and

visiting West Yorkshire.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(a)

(b)

4 .17

4 .18

Unlike the NGT, NBfL itself does not require additional infrastructure to achieve benefits -

there would, for example, be no requirement for compulsory acquisition of land or works

impacting upon listed buildings or conservation areas. FWY is committed to working with

Metro and the local authorities to appraise corridors for infrastructure investment through

WYTF and will align its NBfL roll out plans to those corridors with existing and planned

additional inf rastructu re.

FWY understands the Promoters concerns that failure of NGT to progress will place

additional demands on the WYTF to fund infrastructure improvements that may have

been funded by the NGT scheme, however we note:

(c)

It is likely that if the NGT corridor replaced another scheme in the programme it

is likely to deliver more benefit if designed well

The promoters have t65.5mn of reserves and prudential borrowing earmarked

for the local contribution to NGT which could be used to expand the WYTF

We understand a future NGT extension to the Aire Valley is part of the proposed

WYTF package and this funding too could be allocated to other projects.

4 .19

Customer Needs

Research undeftaken by Passenger focusle highlights the top ten customer priorities for

service improvement and the actions FWY and/or its Partners are or will be implementing

to address these

18 http://www.wvllp.com/NR/rdonlvres/6D74 2D76-2ggD-411F-A552-F75EOC8D4B96/0/20l2l OO3LTPSummarvversion.pdf Page 2
te Bus Passenger Priorities for Service lmprovement, Passenger Focus, March 2010.



Table 9: Relationship with Customer Needs

Priority Attribute FWY Actions (and Negative NGT

actions in red)

1 More buses are on time or within five

minutes of when they are scheduled to

arrive

. WYTF measures to improve

priority

o FWY measures to reduce dwell

t ime

2 Buses run more frequently at times

when you want to use the bus

. lmproved Sunday frequencies

trom 2Q14

. FWY commitment to reinvest

journey time savings in

increased frequencies

. NGT will lead to frequency

reductions in some areas to

offset revenue loss

3 All passengers are able to get a seat

on the bus for the duration of their
journey

o Increase in proportion of double

deck buses in fleet from 68% to

71"/o 2012lo 2014

o Future investment on high

seating capacity NBfL design,

now low seating articulated

buses

o NGT would use low seating

capacity articulated trolleybuses

4 Tickets and passes are available that

entitle you to travel on all bus services

in your local area, not just those

operated by a specific bus company

o A65 corridor inter availability

introduced 2012

o Existing multioperator range in

place

o New local multi operator tickets

proposed tor 2014
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Priority Attribute FWY Actions (and Negative NGT

actions in red)

NGT would have a separate

pricing strategy from the bus

services on the corridors

requiring more passengers to

buy multi operator products to

give them the same travel

choice they have today with

FWY products

5 Buses go to a wider range of

destinations in your local area

o Existing cross city network

delivers this

o FWY reviewing network to

identify further links eg

Headingley to St James

Hospital

6 Bus fares, tickets and passes offer

better value for money

o First reduced period ticket

prices in Leeds in January 2014

and introduced lower €1 single

fare for short journeys in April

2014

7 All bus drivers are helpful and have a

positive attitude

o FWY satisfaction score with

driver attitude has increased

with 67% satisfied in 2Q14 v

59"/o in 2012

o Customer care training is

embedded in Driver CPC

training programmes to drive

score higher

8 Accurate timetable and route

information is available at all bus stops

. Metro are responsible for this

and produce printed material

with some stops featuring live

realtime information

o FWY has produced a

Smartphone App to complement

this using realtime information
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Priority Attribute FWY Actions (and Negative NGT

actions in red)

I Tickets and passes are available that

entitle you to travel on all types of
public transport in your local area, not
just buses

An existing multi modalticket

scheme is in place

10 All bus stops have a well-maintained

shelter

o Metro are responsible for this

and while not 100%

comprehensive have a

programme of shelter provision,

replacement and maintenance

in areas of high demand.

4.2O FWY also commissioned research by TAS in 2012 to understand bus user and non user
priorities and the table below shows how our plans address these.

Table 10: Corridor overlaps NGT and FWY services

Bus User

Priority

FWY Action Non User Priority FWY Action

More

reliable/keep

to time

(12"/")

NBfL designed to

reduce journey

times and improve

predictability

Supported by

WYTF priority

improvements

Faster journey time

(2O"/.')
NBfL designed to

reduce journey

times and improve

predictability

Supported by

WYTF priority

improvements

Better value

for money

(6%)

o 2014fare

reductions

. NBfL and WYTF

will deliver growth

to help keep fares

low

Lower fares (17%) o 2014tare

reductions

. NBfL and WYTF

will deliver growth

to help keep fares

low

More o Reinvest benefits More frequent in day o Reinvest benefits
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Bus User

Priority

FWY Action Non User Priority FWY Action

frequent in

day time

(6%)

of journey time

saving in

frequency

(11%) of journey time

saving in

frequency

More

friendly/helpf

ul drivers

(6%)

o Continued

training. NBfL and

WYTF work will

reduce delays and

thus driver stress

More frequent in

evening (8%)

Reinvest benefits

of journey time

saving in seruice

levels

More

frequent in

evening

(3"/")

Reinvest benefits

of journey time

saving in service

levels

More convenient stops

(7"/")

r Review stop

locations to

ensure convenient

More reliable (4"/") NBfL designed to

reduce journey

times and improve

predictability

Supported by

WYTF priority

improvements

4.21 Our research also identified:

(a) 38% of people would use a cheaper seruice more (28.8% non-users; 46.2%)

(b) 34.4o/o of people would use a more frequent service more (26.97o non-users;

41.0%\

(c) 30.8% of people would use a quicker service more (23.70/" non-users; 37.2"/")

4.22 These measures are at the heart of the design of NBfL.

The NBfL Package

4.23 The New Bus for Leeds vehicle design is based on the Wrightbus New Bus for London

developed with Transport for London. After two years of development eight prototypes
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4.24

4.25

were introduced on TfL route 38 in 2012 with production examples rolled out from June

2013 with 600 on order through to 2016.

A three door layout is provided in London to allow buses either to operate with a driver

only or a driver and conductor. TfL's fare structure is close to cashless allowing multi door

boarding to take place.

In the table below we compare the specification of the NBfL based on test and service

experience in London with conventional hybrid and diesel buses. The dimensions and

capacity for these are taken from FWY's fleet.

Table 11: NBfL Specification v Alternatives

Item NBfL
Conventional

hybrid
Diesel Bus NGT

Length 11 .3m 10 .4m 10 .5m 18 .5m

widrh 2.5m 2.52m 2.55m

Height 4.4m 4.4m 4,4m
Est 3,3m

(Streetcar)

Unladen

Weight
11 .8 t 11 .761 1  1 .61

16-19t (based

on ailiculated

buses)

Seating 62 (3 door) 64 72 50 tbc

Fuel

Consumption2o
11 .6mpg 8.6mpg 5.8mpg

Carbon

Dioxide2l
6909/km 8649/km 12959/km

Oxides of

Nitrogen
2.059/km 7.7glkm 9.39/km

Particulate

Matter
0.0129/km 0.0489/km 0.0489/km

4.26

Application to the NGT Scheme corridor

The research which informs our proposal concludes that journey speed, reliability and

frequency remain top of the agenda. Rather than the NGT approach of a two tier

operation with separate stops and priority restricted to one mode we propose an

alternative, simpler and more effective approach using NBfL vehicle on:

20 Fuel consumption in test conditions - TFL advised the BBC that in service conditions the prototypes achieved 6.7mpg v a sample
route with Hybrids 6.1mpg and diesel 5.3mpg. Production buses expected to achieve 7.7mpg.

21 http://www. bbc.co.uUnews/uk-englandiondo n-2262594O
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(a) Service 1 (Holt Park to Beeston) at the current frequency of Sbph with a target

to increase to 1Obph;

(b) Service 6 (Holt Park to City) at an increased frequency of 8bph with a target to

increase further to 1Obph with an extension of the service to St James Hospital to

improve accessibility

(c) Services 28 (Adel to Clarence Dock) and 97 (Yeadon to City) at a combined 10

minute frequency, with service 97 extended to Clarence Dock doubling frequency

on that section:

(d) Infrastructure improvements outlined in Table 7, Appendix 3 of FWY's Statement

of Case:

(e) A commitment to reinvest the benefit of journey time savings in service

improvements such as frequency growth.

4.27 Under the New Bus for Leeds proposals, there is a considerable saving in costs to the

public sector:

(a) the vehicles and ticketing system will be funded by FWY as pafi of its normal

commercial investment activities.

(b) The system would not require electrification infrastructure;

(c) the bus services are being operated at the commercial risk of the operator, at no

risk to the public sector and would continue to be so; and

(d) there would be no need to provide a new depot for trolley vehicles

(e) There would be no need for additional managemenVadmin staff (costed at

t785,000 in C1-10 para 4.11).

Wider Application

4.28 The New Bus for Leeds concept has wider application. In a first phase we would seek to

prioritise the Headingley corridor as the strongest core corridor in Leeds that has little bus

priority. To complement these we would deploy the NBfL concept on six further corridors

that have existing bus priority which, with targeted enhancements through the West

Yorkshire Plus York Transport Fund, could deliver a strong customer focused



programme. We have identified an initial fleet of 260 vehicles implemented on a rolling

programme covering routes:

(a) 1 - Holt Park to Beeston

(b) 2, 3, 3A Roundhay to Middleton and White Rose Centre

(c) 4 - Pudsey to Seacroft

(d) 6 - Holt Park to City Gentre with an extension to St James Hospital to improve

accessibility

(e) 7,7A,75,X7 Primley Park, Aldwoodley or Shadwellto City Centre via A61 Scott

Hall Road Guided Busway

(f) 12, 13,13A Roundhay to Middleton

(g) 16/164(Pudsey-Whinmoor),

(h) 28 Adel to Leeds Dock via Headingley Lane

(i) 33/33A/X33 Otleyl/eadon/Guiseley/Horsforth to City Centre via A65 Bus Priority

corridor

(j) 40 - Leeds to Seacroft via York Road Guided Busway

(k) 42 (Old Farnley-Fearnville),

(l) 51/52 (Moor Allefton-Morley).

(m) 56 Moor Grange to Whinmoor via Yoft Road Guided Busway

(n) 72 Leeds to Bradford

(o) 97 Guiseley to Leeds via Headingley Lane with extension to Leeds Dock

4.29 Service 72 (Leeds to Bradford) has many of the benefits of the NBfL scheme but using

Streetcar articulated buses and we plan to improve the emissions of these vehicles.

4.30 The table below compares the realisation of objectives NGT, the Promoter's low cost bus

alternative and the NBfL test



Table 12: Gomparison with Realisation of Objectives Test

Objectives NGT22
Promoters
Alternative

First Alternative

Objective
One

Maximise
Leeds
Growth

+++

The promoted option
would be the first UK
implementation of a
modern trolleybus
system with a visual
identity distinct from
existing bus services
reinforcing perceptions
of permanence and
legibility

The low cost bus
option has the
potentialto influence
population patterns to
a degree but as an
improvement to
existing bus services
rather than
representing a step
change in transport
provision

+++

NBfL would provide a
visualdifference from
current bus services

It would offer faster
boarding and faster
journeys which would
be reinvested in
increased frequencies

C02 emissions would
be lower than the
NGT/Bus two tier
ootion oromoted

Objective
Two

Support
Economic
Growth

+++

A trolleybus system
would supplement
existing bus services
and increase the
passenger capacity on
the corridors. A
trolleybus system
would deliver the
capacity required on
the corridors at a
higher frequency than
an LRT option

T

The low cost bus
option would only
introduce additional
passenger capacity on
the south line with the
introduction of a
dedicated Park & Ride
service. The on-line
nature of this route will
limit the overall
increase in person
capacity which can be
delivered on the
corridors

+++

NBfL proposals will
increase frequency on
the Northern Corridor
by reinvesting savings
from running time in
frequency growth. The
current 20 buses per
hour would rise initially
to 22 (matching the
Promoters NGT+bus
level but with more
seats) and later to
26bph

Objective
Three

Support
Regeneration

+++

It can be expected that
trolleybus would
support regeneration
in much the same way
as LRT

lmproving existing bus
journey times and
reliability can be
expected to support
reoeneration

+++

NBfL delivers
significant journey time
benefits and can assist
in regeneration

Objective
Four

lmprove
Effectiveness
(scale of
overall

+++

Trolleybus technology
has the potentialto
deliver overall benefits
to a similar scale as
LRT on the NGT

+

The low cost bus
option would deliver
materially less
economic benefit than
the above options

+++

NBfL wil ldel iver
journey time savings
which wil ldel iver
benefits on a similar
scale to other Bus

22 The texl in this column is taken from C1-1 Tables 5.1 to 5.7
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Objectives NGT22
Promoters
Alternative

First Alternative

benefits) corridors at a higher
seruice frequency and
therefore with shorter
passenqer wait times

Rapid Transit
schemes

Objective
Five

Reduce
Greenhouse
Gases

Systems using
vehicles externally
electrically powered,
such as trolleybus, are
typical ly highly energy
efficient and therefore
result in lower
greenhouse gas
emissions

More energy efficient
hybrid bus vehicles
are becoming more
common. however
they remain
commercially attractive
only where grant
funding is available. In
comparison to the'do
min imum'opt ion -

where more efficient
vehicles will also be
adopted - any benefit
will be modest

T

NBfL implemented
corridor wide will
deliver greater carbon
reduction compared to
the mix trolleybus and
bus scheme promoted

Objective Six
Safe and
Healthy
Environment

++

The environmental
impact of the
trolleybus option would
be similar in nature to
LRT, with the benefits
of quieVlocalair
quality emission free
vehicles offset by the
townscape impacts of
the overhead line
eouioment

The environmental
and safety impacts of
the low cost bus option
would be modest and
are not considered to
be material in terms of
an overall
improvement in quality
of life

++

NBfL delivers
environmental benefit
as it would be applied
on more services on
the corridor than
trolleybuses and would
also be scaled to other
core routes in Leeds

Objective
Seven

lmprove
Accessibility

+++

The accessibility
impact of the troleybus
option would be very
similar to LRT.
although running at a
higher service
frequency

+

The accessibility
impact of a low cost
bus option would be
considerably less than
any of the high-
investment options,
with limited impact on
journey times and
reliability as
segregated sections of
the alignment are not
included. Being l imited
to an improvement to
existino bus routes

+++

NBfL will deliver
journey time and
reliability benefit by
reducing time spent at
stops.

Additional service
frequency and
improved links to
Leeds Dock and a new
link to St James
Hospitalwould
increase accessibi lity
on the NGT corridor.
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Objectives NGT22
Promoters
Alternative

First Alternative

north of the university
there would be no
expected overall
increase in service
frequency on this
section and there
would be no cross-citv
connection between
the noflh and south
corridors

Potential use of bus
priority will assist this
further

4.31 Similarly in the table below we review the options against delivery constraints as set out in
Chapter 6 of the alternatives report

Table 13: Comparison with Delivery Constraint Test

Delivery
Constraint

NGT23
Promoters
Alternative2a

First Alternative

Affordability

++

Dff Programme Entry
funding approval and
associated
commitments to local
funding demonstrate
that the trolleybus
option is affordable

The low cost bus
option would be
subject to a different
affordability constraint,
given that DfT funding
would not be available
and it would therefore
be entirely locally
funded. lt is anticipated
that a low cost bus
option could be
delivered for less than
an indicative €50
million locally sourced
budget A scheme
developed within this
budget is considered to
be affordable and while
there is no established
funding route for this
option, its lower cost
means that there is
greater chance that
one could be

+++

NBfL vehicles would
be funded by FWY

No infrastructure is
required beyond that
committed in the
WYTF

Should the promoters
wish to increase the
infrastructure spend on
the Northern and
Southern corridors it
could use the WYTF or
the localfunding
earmarked for NGT

" The ter:t in this column is taken lrom C1-1 Tables 6.1 to 6.6
'o The text in this column is taken from C1-1 Tables 6.1 to 6.6
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Delivery
Constraint NGT23

Promoters
Alternative2a

First Alternative

developed

Deliverability

++

Modern trolleybus
systems have been
and continue to be
implemented in many
locations around the
world and the
Promoters have
reasonable confidence
that this technology
can be delivered within
time and budget
constraints. Powers to
deliver a trolleybus
system can be
obtained through a
single application
under the Transport
and Works Act

++

Although subject to
similar deliverability
constraints as the
comparable bus option
the considerable
reduced extent of this
option reduces the
level of risk associated
with it

+++

NBfL proposals have
no delivery constraints
other than any
approvals for WYTF
related infrastructure

System
Expansion

++

Trolleybus vehicles are
available from a range
of suppliers and are
expected to be
available through
competitive
procurement in the
future. System
expansion would
benefit from the same
advantages of
obtaining legal powers
described under the
deliverabilitv constraint

+++

Vehicles for the low
cost bus option would
be commercially
provided by the service
operators with no
constraint on
procurement of
additional buses in the
future. The limited
scale of this option
presents relatively little
constraint to expanding
implementation in the
future

+++

NBfL has no scalability
constraints

Commercial
Case

+++

For the trolleybus
option both the
infrastructure and
service could be
procured to the
Promoters'
specification and
revenue surplus would

+++

The low cost bus
option is expected to
result in a lower level
of net revenue surplus.
Delivery of this option
is not dependent on a
capital contribution
repaid bv future

+++

NBfL will not be
required to fund the
capital contribution. lt
will help achieve net
GDP growth required
to repay the prudential
borrowing for WYTF
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Delivery
Constraint NGT23

Promoters
Alternative2a

First Alternative

be available to the
Promoters

revenue surplus and
therefore this delivery
constraint is less
critical for this ootion

Outcomes
Realisation

++

The ability to realise
the required outcomes
from the project is
affected by the limited
influence that
Promoters have over
competition from other
bus operators

Although (without
OCS)the Promoters
would have limited
influence over
specification of the
supporting bus network
this option is based on
improvements to
existing services and
this is unlikely to be a
critical issue. The
lower level of capital
investment would not
require the same level
of influence over
delivering outcomes
and therefore this
delivery constraint is
less critical for this
ootion

+++

Under the voluntary
partnership proposed
for West Yorkshire
Metro and the councils
will have influence on
the bus network.

All pafties will be
committed to delivering
growth

Value for
Money

++

The trolleybus has
been demonstrated to
DfT's satisfaction to
have a compelling
BCR

The low cost bus
option would deliver
materially less
economic benefit than
the above options but
for significantly less
cost. Therefore it has
the potentialto return a
reasonable BCR

+++

NBfL requires no
additional public
funding. l t  would
deliver economic
benefit for substantially
less cost than NGT

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.

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. In C-1 Business case

the promoter presents a number of maps:

5 .1
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(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 3.4 shows the major employers and demonstrates clearly shows that the

trolleybus route does not serve any of the major employers outside the central

area. In contrast, FWY services provide connections to most non central major

employers from its Headingley and Hunslet corridor services - additionally the

service does not serve any planned areas of housing or employment growth;

Figure 3.5 shows Unemployment with much of the northern route in areas of less

lhan 4o/o unemployment, and the only area of highest unemployment serued by

NGT being Belle lsle;

Figure 3.6 (Deprivation) shows that 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"/" ol deprived areas. Deprivation is higher on the south route, though only as a

result of the recent change to serve Belle lsle.

5.2 We have assessed NGT against the top ten LTP3 indicators:

Table 14: Fit against LTP Indicators

(a) satisfaction with all transport; o We believe the design flaws and

requirement for passengers to stand will

reduce satisfaction

o The network plan willsegregate buses

and NGT completely and reduce bus

services leading to increased journey

times

(b) bus journey times; o We believe bus journeys times will

increase

(c) car journey time reliability; "The net impact is a modest time

disbenefit to road users and a small

increase in vehicle km travelled"25

(d) access to labour markets; o As noted above, NGT serues no

significant additional employment or

housing to the existing services;

o Cross city linkages will offset the

reduced service on the existing Beeston

to Headingley service from 8 to 3 buses

'5 C1-1 Business Case para 13.21
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per hour

(e) principal road condition; o limited benefits are cited in the business

case

(f) low carbon trips; o NGT will increase this on the corridor but

will inhibit investment in low carbon

technology on the remainder of the

network by reducing the strength of the

network

(g) public transport patronage; . Passenger growth is limited and poor

value for the scheme costs

(h)all road casualties (people killed

and seriously injured);

o NGT, as modelled, assumes an increase

in road casualties26 due to increase

vehicle kilometres.

(i) access to local services; and . We believe the two tier operation

reduces accessibility as Generalised

Journey Time will increase2T

(j) transport emissions. Elsewhere in this proof we highlight how

a greater reduction in Carbon emissions

could be achieved by using hybrid buses

on the Northern corridor rather than the

promoters mix of NGT and trolley

Synergy With Other Current Schemes

5.3 A number of other major transport schemes are in development or have recently opened-

some with First's active involvement. The table below lists these and shows how the

Promoters approach is non standard.

Table 15: Synergy With Other Schemes

26 Cl-1 Business Case para 15.84/15.85

" Please see Chris Cheeks Proof of Evidence for detailed explaination

Scheme Mode Revenue Risk Overlap with Bus Operating

Regime

NGT Trolleybus Promoter Considerable Contract

Leigh Guided

Busway

Hybrid Double

Deck Bus

Operator (First

is preferred

bidder)

Limited - largely

new alignment

Complimentary

Commercial
- with

operating



adjustments

proposed

license for

Busway

SY BRT Conventional

Buses

Operator (First

is a partner)

Existing services

likely to transfer

Open Access

Commercial

Cambridge

Guided

Busway

Conventional

Buses

Operator Existing services

transferred

Commercial

with

operating

license. Multi

Operator

Luton &

Dunstable

Guided

Busway

Conventional

Buses

Operator Existing services

transferred

Commercial

with

operating

license. Multi

Operator

Eclipse East

Leeds

Conventional

Buses

Operator Existing services

transferred

Commercial

6 .1

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 ) .

The DfT funding is hypothecated for a trolleybus scheme. The Promoters' consultants

have assessed various alternatives, most of which have merit yet highlight that funding is

unavailable for anything other than a trolleybus. FWY believe this constraint is

unreasonable and would lead to an obsolete and unique scheme and expose the public

sector to unnecessary risk

The operating costs are extremely high. Table 21.1 of C-1 Business Case shows

t17.6mn annual costs of which t8.4mn are service operating costs and t6.2mn are fleet

lease costs. Based on a daily requirement of 18 buses this equates to a cost of 8977,778

per bus per annum. By comparison FWY service 1 on the same corridor also has a daily

requirement of 18 buses but operating costs (including overheads) of €2.Smn giving a

€139,191 average annual cost per bus (14% of the NGT cost levels)

The proposed scheme is capable of attracting the necessary funding because:

(a) the projected revenue to be unrealistic

the operating costs are understated

6.2

6.3

(b)
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(c)

(d)

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

The alternatives have not been thoroughly tested to determine if a wider

application of a lower cost scheme can deliver the same benefits

Conclusions

The existing bus operation in Leeds shows a significant improvement on operations when

NGT was conceived with substantial investment, increase customer satisfaction and

reduced fares.

The programme of investment is continuing with exciting plans for the future, including the

New Bus for Leeds.

The NGT would have a damaging effect on existing bus services and would result in a

significant rationalisation of bus routes to the overall detriment of public transport

provision in Leeds.

The New Bus for Leeds would provide a more effective and more cost efficient public

transport solution with benefits across Leeds

Declaration

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.

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

1 Apr i l2014

7 .1

7.3

7.4

7.2

8.2

I

8 .1

PaulTurner
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PROOF OF EVIDENCE OF CHRISTOPHER CHEEK

1 Introduction and Qualifications

1.1 My name is Christopher Cheek. I am a director of The TAS Partnership Limited ("TAS")

and a specialist passenger transport consultant. I have 41 years' experience in the

passenger transport industry. I hold a BA (Hons) degree in History from the University of

Lancaster. I am a Fellow of the Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport and a

Member of the British Institute of Management.

1.2 My career has included line management positions in bus and coach operations, and a

senior officer position in a specialist marketing division of the National Bus Company.

Since 1987 I have worked as an analyst, consultant and commentator on public transport

matters, and have been a director of The T AS Partnership since 1994.

1.3 T AS was founded in 1989 and incorporated in 1994. It exists to provide research and

analysis, advice and other services entailed in the planning, promotion and delivery of

ground passenger transport services. TAS became an employee owned company in 2009

and has an objective that the Employee Benefit Trust should own more than 50% of the

shares of the business by the end of the decade. The company's acts for a range of

public and private sector clients including:

· Public sector;

· National Government Departments and Agencies (including devolved

administrations);

· County, District and Unitary Councils and regional planning bodies;

· Passenger Transport Executives and Transport for London.

· Private and Third Sector;

· Transport operators of all sizes and widely differing ownerships,

including community transport and other voluntary operators;

· A variety of industry suppliers throughout the country, including fellow

consultants.

1.4 The range of activities undertaken by the company covers:

· Policy development and advice;

. Change management;

-2-
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· Value for money reviews of activities and operations;

. Private sector bids for franchises, concessions and operating contracts;

. Public sector funding bids;

· Training materials for front-line staff, managers and supervisors;

· Network reviews for transport operators;

· Market research and other survey work.

1.5 I manage TAS's work on a wide range of projects throughout the UK on a variety of
modes including bus, coach, rail and light rail projects. In particular, I have led the

company's work for several clients on a range of proposed major infrastructure schemes,

including Croydon Tramlink and Nottingham Express Transit where we were advisers to

the winning private sector consortia bidding for the contract to design, build and maintain

the project, and saw both deals through to financial close. In Nottingham, we were re-

engaged by the same client to undertake the bidding in 2009 for the second phase

contract. Other projects in this field included the Leeds Supertram scheme. A schedule of

the company's involvement with light rapid transit and bus rapid transit schemes is set out

at Section 1.2 at Appendix 2 of the FW Statement of Case.

1.6 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, Rail Industry Monitor and Rapid Transit

Monitor. Since 2009, these reports have formed part of an internet-based subscription

service known as the T AS Business Monitor. I have also overseen the publication of other

reports including Park and Ride Great Britain, Concessionary Fares UK, National Fares

Survey and The Economics of Bus Operation.

1.7 Over the same period I have written extensively for the trade press, with fortnightly

articles published in Local Transport Today (1989-1994), Transit (1995-2009) and latterly

Passenger Transport magazine. With industry colleagues, I helped to found Passenger

Transport magazine in 2011 and remain a director and shareholder in the business.

1.8 Finally, in order to promote excellence and good practice in the provision of passenger

transport services, I helped to found and continue to help manage two annual award

schemes, the UK Bus Awards (since 1996) and the UK Coach Awards (since 2009).

These are run as not-for-profit organisations designed to recognise and reward

excellence and good practice in the disciplines of operating, planning and promoting bus

and coach services, and to inspire others to follow the example of the winners in adopting

good practice in their own business.
-3-
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1.9 I am submitting this proof of evidence on behalf of First West Yorkshire Limited ("FWY") in

relation to its objection to the Leeds Trolley Vehicle System proposals (the "Scheme"),

branded as New Generation Transport ("NGT"), and submitted by West Yorkshire

Passenger Transport Executive and Leeds City Council ("he Promoters").

1.10 For the reasons set out in this proof and others the acquiring authority has not, in my

view, made a compelling case in the public interest for the Scheme to proceed.

2 FWY's case against the Order and the scope of this Proof

2.1 FWY's case against the Order is set out in the Statement of Case. FWY's three principal

grounds of objection are that:

(a) The L TVS as proposed does not deliver value for money and is unnecessary in

its current form. There are better and more cost effective ways of improving

transport provisions throughout Leeds by investing in bus and rail infrastructure

(Ground 1)

(b) Alternatively, and without prejudice to FWY's principal case, if the principle of the

L TVS is nonetheless accepted, then it should be modified in order to maximise

the benefits it could deliver and reduce the cost to the public purse (Ground 2);

and

(c) FWY is obviously extremely well placed to understand and explain local demand.
FWY was and is able to share its experience but it has not been involved by the

Promoters with the planning of the L TVS (Ground 3).

2.2 The bulk of FWY's case focusses on Ground 1 and the fact that the L TVS is simply not

necessary. Furthermore, FWY's investment programme demonstrates that there are

much better and more cost effective ways of improving public transport provision

throughout Leeds, exemplified by FWY's New Bus for Leeds programme. These issues

are reflected in Matters 1 and 7(a) of the Statement of Matters issued by the Secretaries

of State.

2.3 The purpose of this proof of evidence is to set out the work which the TAS Partnership

has undertaken in reviewing the Business Case justification for NGT and our conclusions.

2.4 i have divided this proof into the following sections:

(a) TAS's work on NGT

(b) The grounds on which FWY objects to the Order under the Statement of Matters
headings set out by the Secretaries of State.

-4-

1248/F28585.1/L1VE:85318094.1/CAJL



(A) T AS'S WORK ON NGT

3 Overview

3.1 In November 2012, TAS was instructed by FWY review the current business case for the

New Generation Transport (NGT) scheme.

3.2 Following the publication of this Transport & Works Act Order Application ("The Order"),

T AS was commissioned to update its review and to undertake more detailed work on the

Promoters' Business Case. This report was completed in January 2014 and submitted to

the Inquiry as Appendix 2 of the FWY Statement of Case.

3.3 In February 2014, following the publication of the Promoters' revised Business Case, TAS

was again commissioned to review the forecast. This further review was completed in

March 2014 and is appended to this Proof as Appendix 2.

4 The Analysis Undertaken and Its Purpose

4.1 As part of the commission, TAS undertook a number of tasks in order to understand the

nature of the Promoters' forecasts and to provide some form of verification of their

robustness and the appropriateness of the various elements and the way they have been

applied to produce an annual figure for passengers carried and revenue earned.

4.2 It is essential to remember that, in the end, decisions about whether, when and how to

travel are made by millions of individual consumers every day, and not by mathematical

models: these models can only approximate human behaviour and generally assume

more rational decisions than those made by individual consumers. In this respect TAS

and FWY both have a wealth of practical experience.

4.3 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, as well as revenue estimates for the

financial justification for the project.

4.4 Put simply, if the system or project under consideration does not carry the number of

passengers forecast, then it will not deliver the benefits claimed for it. At the same time, if

the revenue earned cannot be shown to cover the direct operating costs of running the

system or project, then it will require ongoing operating subsidy. In this case it is most

unlikely that central Government funding will be forthcoming to enable the scheme to be

built.

4.5 A more detailed description of the analysis work undertaken and its results can be found

on Appendix 1 .
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5 Analysis of the Promoters' 2012 Forecast

5.1 The full review of the PEBCS forecast is contained in Chapter 5 of the T AS Report. As

can be seen, the analysis of that forecast and the verification/"sense check" data

described in Section 1 above gave rise to some serious concerns about the accuracy and

deliverability of the forecast.

5.2 These can be summarised (as in paragraph 5.13 of the report) as:

(a) Falls in car traffic on the two corridors by up to 16% since the onset of the

recession, affecting both direct transfers from car to NGT, and park and ride to

NGT;

(b) The annualisation factor calculations do not take into account the effect of
University vacations on existing and future patronage;

(c) A reduction in car and park and ride transfer annualisation factors to reflect lower

propensities to transfer to public transport during the evenings and on Sundays;

(d) An overstatement of the likely switch from existing bus to NGT because of;

(i) An overstatement of existing bus demand in the corridor;

(ii) The application of flawed mode and waiting time penalties in the

modelling.

5.3 TAS's advice to FWY was that there was a serious risk that the NGT forecast contained in

the 2012 PEBCS was overstated by up to 51 %.

6 Analysis of the Promoters' Revised 2014 Forecast

6.1 Following the publication of the revised 2014 Forecast contained in the document

reference C-1 NGT Business Case Review January 2014, TAS was once again
commissioned to undertake a review of the forecast in the light of the changes made and

the analysis already undertaken. Following its completion, a further report was submitted

to FWY, entitled Leeds New Generation Transport: Supplementary Report on Review of

2014 Business Case ("The TAS Supplementary Report"). This report is contained in

Appendix 2 to this Proof.

6.2 The report concludes that the forecast patronage on NGT is overstated by up to 46%. The

reasons for this may be summarised as:

(a) Existing bus demand in the corridor has been overstated

(b) There are no grounds for expecting current rail trips to transfer to NGT
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(c) The forecast level of rail interchange trips is subject to a high degree of risk and
therefore should be reduced

(d) A revision of the forecast number of Park and Ride trips to take account of the

lack of a direct bus service and the limited capacity of the Bodington site

(e) A failure of the annualisation factor calculations to take into account the effect of

University vacations on existing and future patronage

(f) A reduction in car and P&R transfer annualisation factors to reflect lower
propensities to transfer to public transport during the evenings and on Sundays

(g) An overstatement of the likely switch from existing bus to NGT because of the

application of exaggerated mode penalties in the modelling.

7 Analysis of Other Trolleybus Systems Around the World

7.1 TAS undertook research as to the status of projects and trolleybus systems around the

world, with specific reference to:

(a) investment projects cited by the Promoters in Geneva and Montreal;

(b) Consideration given in Toronto to the reintroduction of trolleybuses in 2009

(c) The number of cities which have abandoned trolleybuses over the last decade in
favour of alternative means of propulsion.

7.2 The results of this research are attached to this Proof as Appendix 5.

7.3 In summary, they show that:

(a) Geneva is working to deliver vehicles which can operate independently of wires
so as to reduce the "visual pollution of trolleybus wires"

(b) Montreal is similarly working to electrify its public transport fleet, but by a variety
of means, and could not be said to be investing in trolleybuses as such.

(c) Toronto's investigation in 2009 ruled out reintroducing trolleybuses to the city on

grounds of expense, including the high unit cost of greenhouse gas emissions

(d) A total of 65 towns and cities around the world have abandoned their trolleybus

systems in the last ten years.

(8) TAS CONCLUSIONS ON THE STATEMENT OF MATTERS

8 Introduction

8.1 Based on the reviews of the scheme undertaken and the analysis of complementary data,

TAS has advised its client that, in our view, the proposed NGT system is seriously flawed.
-7-

1248/F28585. 1 /L1VE: 85318094.1 /CAJ L



8.2 In relating our work to the questions posed by the Secretaries of State in the Statement of

Matters for the Public Inquiry, we have set out our views on each question in the sections

which follow.

9 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").

9.1 Our advice to our client has been that the scheme is not justified, since it contains suffers

from a number of serious flaws, notably:

(a) its failure to integrate with existing public transport services on the corridor;

(b) the use of outdated of technology with high fixed costs;

(c) its overstatement of patronage and revenue

(d) the risk of detriment to the users of other public transport services in Leeds.

FAILURE TO INTEGRATE

9.2 The failure to provide an integrated service, particularly on the A660 corridor to the north

of the city centre, would result in a two-tier service. In particular, 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 - a trolleybus or an ordinary bus.

9.3 Assuming that FW were to reduce its services on the corridor to the level envisaged in

the Promoters' Business Case, there would still be 12 FW buses per hour on the busiest

part of the corridor, rising to 14 per hour when including other operators' services. As a

result, from St. Chad's Drive Headingley southwards towards the city centre, there would

be up to four more buses an hour than the ten trolleybuses proposed. On the common

parts of the southern corridor, a similar phenomenon would be experienced.

9.4 This would have a number of adverse consequences:

(a) The fact that passengers would be forced to choose which stop at which to wait

would cause resentment amongst users - especially in inclement weather.

(b) The differential frequency could be expected to work in favour of the bus as
opposed to the trolleybus, since the average waiting time at bus stops would be

lower than at trolleybus stops. The fact that the bus stops had poorer facilities

than the trolleybus stops could be expected to cause further dissatisfaction.
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(c) Because NGT stops would be less frequent, many users would have to walk a
longer distance in order to reach the stop.

(d) The perceived frequency of public transport services on the corridor would be
reduced, because the public would be forced to choose between 12-14 buses an

hour and 10 trolleybuses, as opposed to an integrated offering of between 20 to

22 buses per hour at present. At less busy times such as evenings and Sundays,

when the combined frequency of the two modes would be lower, this would be

even more of a problem.

9.5 As discussed in paragraph 2.5 above, the introduction of the NGT services would have an

adverse impact on existing bus users who would not have access to the NGT services.

As will have been seen, TAS estimates that the journeys of 59% of passengers on 12 bus

routes - a total of 7.3 million passenger journeys per annum - would be at risk of being

made less frequent, slower and more expensive by the granting of the Order and the

implementation of the NGT scheme.

9.6 The Promoters have emphasised the fact that NGT scheduled journey times would be

faster than current bus services. This would be the result of:

(a) observing fewer stops;

(b) the introduction of enhanced priorities over other traffic;

(c) reduced stop dwell times through the use of conductors and multi-door

boarding/alighting.

9.7 Two points follow from this:

(a) It will be appreciated that these changes could be implemented on the existing

bus network and do not require the delivery of the NGT scheme to be
implemented (and particularly not the expensive electrification infrastructure);

(b) It is wrong to focus solely on this in-vehicle element of the journey.

9.8 To illustrate this point, the following example looks at the journey time elements of

generalised cost (known as Generalised Journey Time ("GJT")) discussed in Table 2

above. Since it is assumed that, other than for short trips, that the fare paid will be the

same using both modes, the money cost element can be ignored for the time being.

9.9 It is possible to see how the GJT of the trolleybus journey might not be lower than the

parallel bus service, even though the time spent inside the vehicle may be shorter.

9.10 Thus, for example, the median inbound journey time from Headingley Centre to St John's

Centre in Leeds City Centre on the existing bus network is 15 minutes. There are 22
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vehicles an hour, giving an expected waiting time of 2.7 minutes. Allowing an average

four minute walk from origin and to ultimate destination at either end, the GJT totals 33.1

minutes. This is broken down in the table below.

9.11 After NGT opens, the Promoters assume that the bus frequency would be reduced from

22 to 14, so pushing the GJT up by 5% from 33.7 minutes to 35.3 minutes, with the wait

time element rising to 4.3 minutes. Meanwhile, NGT is planned to offer a 12.9 minute

journey from Headingley to Cookridge Street, but only operate ten times an hour, so

giving a waiting time of six minutes.

9.12 Thus, the result is that all existing public transport users are worse off than currently.

Those who stay with the bus see their GJT rise from an existing 33.7 minutes to 35.3

minutes, whilst those who switch to NGT experience an increase from 33.7 minutes to

34.9 minutes.

9.13 This example illustrates that the proposed expenditure of £250m does not provide a

transformational impact on the generalised cost of public transport in the corridor for most

passengers:

(a) their walk time to and from the stop will be the same or higher (because NGT

would have fewer stops)

(b) their wait time would be worse, since they would be forced to choose between

two less frequent modes

(c) for NGT users, the in vehicle time would be 2.1 minutes lower

The advantage of (c) is insufficient to offset the disadvantages of (a) and (b). We do not

believe that this would provide a sustainable transportation benefit to the travelling public.

Table 1: TAS Ilustration of Generalised Journey Time Calculations, Existing Bus v NGT +
Bus, Headingley Hill to Cookridge StreetlSt John's Centre

Generalised

In Vehicle Journey
Mode Walk time Wait time

Time Time of
each mode

(mins)
ExistinQ Bus 16.0 2.7 15.0 33.7
Post NGT
Bus post NGT 16.0 4.3 15.0 35.3
NGT 16.0 6.0 12.9 34.9
Source: TAS Analysis of existing bus network and NGT proposals including

frequency, run time and fares.

9.14 This is not an isolated example: as is discussed in Chapter 3 of the TAS Supplementary

Report, generalised cost modelling on the NGT corridor undertaken by T AS based on its
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analysis of existing bus demand, we estimate that some 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.

USE OF OUTDATED TECHNOLOGY

9.15 Based on its analysis of the NGT scheme, TAS advised FWY that the proposed use of

trolleybus technology for the project was inappropriate and increased both the capital and

operating costs of the scheme unnecessarily.

9.16 Our reasons for this advice were as follows:

(a) Value for money in capital expenditure:

(i) electrification infrastructure: costs arising from the installation of wiring,

traction poles, sub-stations and the other equipment (quote figure from

Business Case) could be saved completely;

(ii) vehicles: because trolleybuses are no longer produced in large volumes,

the capital costs of the vehicles will be much higher than conventional

vehicles and supply will be limited to fewer manufacturers. The capital

costs allowed in the 2014 Business Case is £650,000 per vehicle -

more than double, and approaching three times, the unit cost of
equivalent diesel, gas or even hybrid powered vehicles. The limited use

of trolleybuses generally throughout the world - and in particular the

lack of vehicles with right hand drive capabilities - means that the

vehicles for Leeds would require bespoke construction which could

include special tooling, and potentially higher costs than those in the

business case estimates;

(iii) At the same time, this need for such bespoke vehicles in very small

numbers for Leeds creates inherent weaknesses for the future

robustness of the scheme, particularly in respect of the delays and

higher costs associated with sourcing replacement vehicles. This is

upon the assumption (which cannot be given) that a source of practical

supply can be guaranteed to exist into the future;

(iv) We note that the 2014 Business Case put forward by the Promoters

envisages leasing the vehicles on a form of availability contract.

However, the unique nature of the fleet means that the vehicles would

have few if any alternative uses and probably nil residual value other

than scrap at the end of their lives, so increasing the cost of leasing.
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The total cost is estimated by the Promoters at £228,000 per vehicle per

year (Document C-1-10, para 3.5) - sufficient to buy outright a brand

new diesel-powered fleet every year. We note too that the proposed

method of acquiring the vehicles will cost three times as much as the

outright purchase proposed in the 2012 PEBCS. Outright purchase

would cost £650,000 x 20 = £13m whist the proposed lease would cost

£228,000 per annum x 20 for twelve years, a total cost of £54.72m.

(b) Value for money in operating costs: the on-going operational costs of the system

are likely to be unnecessarily high as a consequence of:

(i) the need to maintain an expensive electrification infrastructure;

(ii) the requirement to obtain, and maintain a stock of, spare parts for a

virtually unique fleet of no more than 20 vehicles of a type not in volume

production;

(iii) the specification of conductors for the system in an age where pre-

payment of fares via electronic means is rapidly becoming the norm.

(c) Meanwhile, the rapid development of electric vehicle technology, including

induction charging of vehicle batteries at stops and termini (as currently being

demonstrated in Milton Keynes), means that the adoption of trolleybus

technology is unnecessarily expensive.

(d) Inflexibility and unresponsive to market changes:

(i) whilst fleets of conventional vehicles can be moved from one location to

another and cascaded onto less high profile services, the nature of the

NGT system means that the same vehicles would operate on the

corridor for the full expected life of 12 years, becoming progressively

less up to date and less attractive to customers;

(ii) the high capital cost of providing extensions or diversions to trolleybus

systems means that the NGT would be much less flexible and therefore

less responsive to the changing needs of existing and future potential

customers. The fact that vehicles of the type envisaged are not in

rolling production would make the provision of small numbers of extra

vehicles to cope with growth in demand prohibitively expensive to

provide. Timescales could be significantly lengthened and the purchase

would be subject to availability of public funding.

(e) Visual intrusion, environmental impact and operational vulnerability:
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(i) The provision of overhead wires and the poles required to support them

has a major impact on the urban environment. As it needs two wires, the

supports are more visually intrusive than light rail, especially at junctions

and on corners;

(ii) The particular nature of the route through Headingley means that the

need to cut back and remove trees, as a result of the need to keep them

clear of overhead wires, creates unnecessary environmental impact;

(iii) Overhead wires can be vulnerable to damage from storms and high

winds, so increasing the risk of perturbations and interruptions to

services, there will also be an adverse impact upon various heritage

assets of the city as discussed in the Proof of Evidence of Katy

Lightbody;

(iv) Trolleybuses can be subject to de-wiring in service, which causes the

service to be disrupted, inconveniencing users, and congestion, causing

inconvenience to other road users. Services can also be disrupted by

accidents or road works especially where these require diversions:

though on-board batteries can provide some flexibility, their range tends

to be limited.

OVERSTATEMENT OF PATRONAGE AND REVENUE

9.17 The analysis by TAS has shown that the Promoters have seriously overstated the
patronage and revenue that would accrue to the system.

9.18 This has been explained in detail in the two TAS reports commissioned by FWY and

discussed in Sections 5 and 6 above.

9.19 As noted above, our reasons for this are:

(a) Existing bus demand in the corridor has been overstated

(b) There are no grounds for expecting current rail trips to transfer to NGT

(c) The forecast level of rail interchange trips is subject to a high degree of risk and
therefore should be reduced

(d) The forecast number of Park and Ride trips needs to be revised to take account

of the lack of a direct bus service and the limited capacity of the Bodington site

(e) A failure of the annualisation factor calculations to take into account the effect of

University vacations on existing and future patronage
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(f) A reduction in car and P&R transfer annualisation factors to reflect lower
propensities to transfer to public transport during the evenings and on Sundays

(g) An overstatement of the likely switch from existing bus to NGT because of the

application of exaggerated mode penalties in the modelling.

DETRIMENT TO EXISTING PASSENGER TRANSPORT USERS

9.20 As described in Appendix 2 and the TAS Report, our analysis shows that some 7.3 million

passengers per annum use the existing bus routes affected by NGT but would not be

provided with a direct alternative on the trolleybus services. These passengers would be

at risk of frequency reductions, service withdrawals, higher fares or a combination of

these as a consequence of the introduction of NGT. Of these, 2.6 million used services on

the northern corridor (T AS Report, Paragraphs 4.1.7 and 4.1.8).

9.21 In the areas of Cookridge, Tínshill and Holt Park, some 683,000 existing bus passengers

would, under the Promoters' assumptions, see their existing bus service frequency halved

without having the alternative of the trolleybus available to them. Analysis of the
patronage expected to remain on service 28 serving Weetwood and Adel led us to doubt

whether this service would be viable once the NGT opened (TAS Report, section 4.2), so

depriving these residents of any commercial bus service.

9.22 The provision of high levels of priority for NGT in the City Centre would risk causing

additional delay to other FWY bus services which cross the designated NGT corridor. As

stated at Para 4.6 (c) of the FWY Statement of Case, analysis of the existing FWY

network has highlighted the risk of increased delays on other bus services which cross or

otherwise interact with the route of NGT route in the city centre, resulting from priority

measures provided for NGT, particularly at traffic signals. Services using The Headrow,

Boar Lane, City Square, Park Rowand Leeds Bridge would all be at risk of additional

delay if total priority is granted to NGT.

10 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.

10.1 We do not consider that the benefits identified by the Promoters would be delivered, since

the basis of the calculation of the benefits is the patronage forecast, and as is discussed

in the TAS Supplementary Report, we believe that this is grossly overstated. The
following paragraphs deal with each type of benefit in turn.
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TRANSPORTATION

10.2 In its reviews of the NGT scheme, TAS also considered the benefits claimed by the

Promoters for the NGT scheme, and advised FWY that most if not all the features and

gains predicted for the scheme could be delivered more quickly and more cheaply by

upgrading existing conventional bus services. In particular, we considered the claims

made in the Promoters' Planning Statement concerning:

(a) improvements in journey times and punctuality;

(b) high quality stops with shelters, real time information and level boarding;

(c) park and ride services;

(d) modern passenger vehicles offering improved quality of travel.

10.3 As FWY set out in its Statement of Case (sections 6 to 9), there are grounds for saying

that either such attributes are already being delivered or do not depend on the

introduction of a trolleybus service for their implementation.

10.4 A particular concern is the quality of vehicle proposed, and the low ratio of seats to
standing places. It is noted that the Promoters' 2014 Business Case shows heavy peak

loadings on the services which would require a proportion of passengers to stand for quite

long distances. Despite this, the modelling undertaken by the consultants has specifically

excluded the possibilities of including Crowding Penalties into the model for NGT.

10.5 As is noted in Appendix 3 to the FWY Statement of Case, research by Passenger Focus

in 2011 identified that having a seat for their journey was the third most commonly

required attribute by passengers.

10.6 Even when completed, the project would only deliver public transport services to a

resident population of some 45,000 people - out of a total of over 750,000 in the City as a

whole; this represents just 6% of the population.

10.7 In the light of the analysis undertaken and set out above, TAS advised FWY that the cost

of the project was likely to be wholly disproportionate to the benefits actually delivered

and the population served.

10.8 We advised FWY that investment in a reconfiguration of the existing bus network to

improve quality and reduce boarding and alighting times 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.
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10.9 Furthermore, we advised FWY that, should it be possible to work in partnership with the

City Council and the Integrated Transport Authority to deliver infrastructure improvements

to enable faster and more predictable journey times on the corridors, either at the same

time or shortly after the reconfigured bus product, even more benefits would be delivered

to existing customers and the wider community.

REGENERA TION

10.10 We note that the NGT Proposals will serve 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.

10.11 Reviewing the Promoters' Business Case, document ref C-1, the illustration at figure 3.5

shows that the system will have just two stops in areas with unemployment levels above

the national average of 7%, with the bulk of its route serving areas surrounding the city

centre with between 5 and 6 per cent. The majority of the route along the A660 corridor

has unemployment of 4% or less - virtually half the national average.

10.12 Looking at the Promoters' own figures for Indices of Multiple Deprivation, contained in

Figure 3.6 of Document C-1, we note that the NGT route touches only two wards in the

highest category of deprivation.

10.13 Reviewing the Promoters' own assessment of the land use development potential in

Document C-1, we note from the map included at figure 3.15 that the NGT route's role in

serving any of the major sites earmarked for land use development will be limited.

Originating on the northern edge of the South Leeds zone, it will be touching the Leeds

South Bank area and the fringe of the Aire Valley AAP, but not the Enterprise Zone or the

key sites in the West Leeds Gateway or the Leeds-Bradford corridor.

10.14 We therefore believe that NGT is poorly designed to improve accessibility to employment

from areas of the city with high unemployment or deprivation, and the route will do little to

provide access to the key land use development sites which will drive the economic

development of the City over the next decade.

ENVIRONMENTAL

10.15 Since our reviews of the Business Case suggested that the numbers of passengers that

would be carried was seriously overstated, it follows that the environmental benefits

claimed to flow from modal shift would also be overstated.

10.16 As already noted, the adoption of trolleybus technology means that:

(a) The provision of overhead wires and the poles required to support them has a

major impact on the urban environment. As it needs two wires, the supports are
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more visually intrusive than light rail, especially at junctions and on corners and

with an adverse impact on heritage assets;

(b) The particular nature of the route through Headingley means that the need to cut

back and remove trees, as a result of the need to keep them clear of overhead

wires, creates unnecessary environmental impact;

10.17 The use of hybrid vehicles on most or all the existing bus services on the corridors would

deliver immediate improvements in local air quality, whilst the introduction of fully electric

vehicles, expected to be available within five years, would further improve local air

quality, with no detriment to the environment caused by overhead wires.

SOCIO-ECONOMIC BENEFITS

10.18 As already discussed in paragraphs 9.17 et seq of this Proof, our analysis of the
underlying market data suggests that the patronage and revenue forecast is seriously

overstated, that the modelling work undertaken is seriously flawed and that as a

consequence the NGT would be very unlikely to deliver benefits claimed for it.

10.19 In reviewing the Promoters' case, we have had particular regard to the Wider Economic

Impacts (WEI) claimed for the scheme, as reported in Document C-1-18 Leeds New

Generation Transport - Wider Economic Impacts. To quote from the Executive Summary,

"The WEls of a transport project include changes to agglomeration, labour supply,

competition and productivity, and are driven by changes in generalised transport costs

that result from the project."

10.20 It will be appreciated that if the generalised cost modelling which underlies the analysis is

incorrect, then the WEls calculated will be subject to overstatement in direct proportion. In

this case, the TAS Report set out in Section 5.5 our concerns about the methodology

used in the generalised cost modelling to calculate the relative costs of each mode. For

the reasons there stated, we believe the application of mode penalties and waiting time

penalties is flawed. As is explained in the same section of the TAS Report, we feel that

the whole basis of the stated preference research and the way it is applied to the forecast

is flawed.

10.21 In addition, as will have been seen from paragraphs 9.149.9 to 9.14 of this Proof, our

analysis suggests that up to 48% of existing public transport users will experience an

increase in Generalised Journey Time as a result of the introduction of NGT.

10.22 Meanwhile, section 5.4 of the T AS Report suggests that the annualisation factors used in

the modelling work are overstated, since they fail to take account of the differences in

transport demand between University term time and vacations. Section 7.1 and Table 17

-17-

1248/F28585.1 /L1VE:85318094.1 /CAJL



of the T AS Supplementary Report at Appendix 2 of this Proof provide T AS's latest

conclusions on annualisation factors.

10.23 Beyond the question of the underlying Generalised Cost Model, we also have some

concerns about the application of the DfT WebTAG guidelines to this modelling, and

concerns about the credibility of the results. These are documented separately and can

be found as Appendix 4 to this Proof.

11 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.

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE

11.1 For the reasons set out in Section 7.4 of the TAS Report, and in paragraph 9.16 above,

our advice to our client was that trolleybus was inappropriate mode for the provision of

high quality public transport services on the NGT corridor. This advice was given for a

variety of reasons, including its visual impact on the environment, the cost of
infrastructure, vehicle and maintenance, its inflexibility and inherent vulnerability, and the

potential, with the rapid development of electric buses, to become obsolete relatively early

in its expected life.

11.2 We set out in Section 7.5 of the TAS Report our reasons for believing that the evaluation

of the alternatives undertaken at the time of the PEBCS submission to the Department for

Transport in March 2012 was seriously flawed and designed to flatter the preferred

scheme. In particular, at that time, the removal of the off-highway segregated alignment

from the Next Best Alternative seemed perverse.

11.3 In the Promoters' 2014 Business Case, there remains a strong presumption in favour of

the trolleybus, even though the Next Best Alternative ("NBA") is more fully developed and

the concern raised in paragraph 11.2 above has been addressed by retaining the

segregated alignment in the NBA scheme. The 2014 NBA evaluates a plug-in hybrid bus

against the trolleybus.
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Table 2: NGT Proposals: Trolleybus and NBA Forecasts Compared

Single Hour AM peak hour Interpeak average PM peak hour
Forecasts (All hour

Sources)

Trolleybus 2,595 2,895 3,368

NBA 1,779 2,045 2,397

Difference 816 850 971

% Uplift for trolleybus 45.9% 41.6% 40.5%

Source: Promoters' Document C1- NGT Business Case Review, Tables 12.4 and 12.6

11.4 As already noted in Table 4 in Appendix 1, the components of generalised cost which are

held to determine the level of demand for transport services are primarily journey time,

waiting time (frequency), reliability and fares. These four are also shown as the most

significant by the results of the Stated Preference Study undertaken for NGT by Steer

Davies Gleave in 2008 (Stated Preference Study - Final Report, Steer Davies Gleave

2008, submitted as Appendix 24 to the Major Scheme Business Case submitted to

Department for Transport, October 2009).

11.5 The business case states that the plug-in hybrid scheme would have the same run times

as the trolleybuses along the corridor and run at the same frequency. The fares charged

would also be the same. The plug-in hybrid scheme is expected to lead to similar

improvements in reliability as the trolleybus scheme.

11.6 Thus, four of the key demand drivers are not assumed to alter between the two schemes.

We do not therefore believe that the Promoters are able to justify an increase of up to

46% in demand between the proposed trolleybus scheme and the NBA.

CHOICE OF MEANS OF PROPULSION

11.7 As set out in detail in 9.15 et seq above, we do not believe that the choice of means of

propulsion is appropriate and advised FWY that the means of propulsion chosen offers

poor value for money. This is because the use of trolleybus technology:

(a) Inflates the capital cost of the scheme unnecessarily

(b) Increases the risk of high levels of ongoing operating costs for the scheme

(c) Makes the scheme less flexible and less responsive to consumer demand

(d) Creates unnecessary visual impact through the need for unsightly overhead

electrification equipment (OHLE).

12 Matter 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.
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12.1 Section 7.3 and Table 34 of the TAS Report provide an evaluation of the scheme against

the Local Transport Plan objectives. For the reasons set out there, we believe that the

NGT proposals offer a poor strategic fit with the Local Transport Plan.

13 Matter 5(b): Impacts on air quality

13.1 TAS advised FWY that the improvements in Local Air Quality were unlikely to be

delivered in the quantity claimed. The reasons for this would be:

(a) Lower than claimed modal switch between car and Park & Ride and car and

NGT, reflecting recommended changes to the annualisation methodology

detailed in Section 5.4 of the T AS Report.

(b) Recommended reductions in the Park & Ride element of the forecast, for the
reasons set out in Chapter 5 of the T AS Supplementary Report at Appendix 2

below.

13.2 T AS further pointed out that equivalent improvements in air quality could be made at

much lower cost by investing initially in hybrid, and later in fully electric, vehicles for all

bus services on the corridor, and indeed on other services in the City. Whilst hybrids

would not initially reduce emissions to zero, the fact that they could be introduced five

years earlier than the NGT vehicles and at no cost to the public purse would offset this.

14 Matter 7(a): 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.

14.1 T AS has undertaken detailed analysis of the effects of NGT on the existing bus network in

Leeds. The detail of the analysis undertaken and its results can be found in Chapter 4 of

the TAS Report, using electronic ticket machine (ETM) data supplied by FWY.

14.2 TAS has been using ETM data to analyse its clients' business for approximately 20 years,

using QData Software, designed by QV Associates. QV Associates was founded in 1986

by Dr lain Macbriar, who had previously worked for the National Bus Company on internal

consultancy projects for ten years. Dr Macbriar became a Director of The T AS

Partnership Limited in 2001.

14.3 ETM data contains a detailed record of the ticket transactions. Typically, it contains

(a) driver number;

(b) duty number;

(c) vehicle (fleet) number;
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(d) service number;

(e) journey number;

(f) stage number;

(g) ticket type;

(h) fare value;

(i) alighting stage number

U) time of issue.

14.4 ETM data provides analysis of patronage and revenue by service, at loadings by day of

week, by time of day, or by individual journey. It also offers the facility to look

geographically, at different sections of the route or at individual stages.

14.5 The conclusions of the analysis may be summarised as:

(a) total patronage on the routes directly affected by NGT is 12.4m passenger

journeys per annum

(b) 5.1 m journeys per annum would have the option of a direct switch to NGT

(c) 7.3m journeys per annum would have no alternative to the existing bus service
and would therefore be 'at risk' of service reductions prompted by the
introduction of NGT

(d) In the Cookridge, Tinshill and Holt Park areas, some 683,000 passengers per

annum would be directly inconvenienced by the reductions in frequency
assumed by the Promoters.

(e) Bus route 28 would be unlikely to be viable after NGT had opened, thus putting

at risk the provision of a bus service to residents of the Weetwood Lane and Adel

areas of the City.

(f) Service 97 might have to be reduced in frequency as well in order to maintain

viability, so reducing services between Headingley, Horsforth and Guiseley.

14.6 In respect of point (d), (e) and (f), we advised FWY that there was a risk that a significant

proportion of these customers could switch to use of their private car, so obviating

decongestion benefits forecast on the corridor. This would be a particular risk in this area,

given the high levels of car availability in this area, discussed in our demographic analysis

in Chapter 3 of the T AS Report.
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15 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).

15.1 As can be seen from the T AS Supplementary Report at Appendix 2 to this Proof, our

review of the Promoters' Business Case, contained in their Core Document Ref. C-1,

suggests that the patronage forecast is seriously overstated.

15.2 As summarised in Table 20 in Chapter 7 of that report, TAS has advised FWY that it

expects NGT patronage in the notional 2016 year to be 6.4 million rather than the 11.8

million forecast by the Promoters.

15.3 Following a review of the likely sources of revenue and the charges levied (detailed in

Chapter 8 of the TAS Supplementary Report), TAS advised FWY that the revenue

accruing from the 6.4 million passengers would be £10.4 million at 2014 fares.

15.4 Our review of the operating costs forecast by the Promoters is contained in Appendix 3 to

this Proof. This suggests that the costs contained in Document C-1 are understated by

approximately 23%.

15.5 The results of these two assessments are compared with the Promoters' Case in Table 3

below.

Table 3: TAS and Promoters' 2016 Revenue and Operating Cost Forecasts Compared
Item TAS Forecast Promoters'

(£000) Forecast (£000)

Revenue 10,375 16,024

Direct Operating Costs 5,762 5,230
Vehicle Leasing Costs 4,788 4,560
Infrastructure Maintenance Costs 2,000 2,000
Sub-Total 12,550 11,790

Operating Surplus/(Deficit) (2,029) 4,324
Source: TAS figures from TAS Supplementary Report Appendix 2, para 8.6.2 (Revenue)
and TAS Operating Cost Audit (Appendix 3).
Promoters' figures from Document C-1
Table 11.2 (costs), Para 11.35 (infrastructure maintenance costs), Table 12.14 (revenue).
Vehicle leasing costs from Document C-1-10, para 3.5

15.6 We do not therefore believe that the scheme would continue to attract the necessary
funding were the Order to be granted. The T AS analysis suggested that there would be a

requirement for significantly higher fares or - more likely - the need for an ongoing

subsidy, in order to maintain NGT services.

15.7 We note that in their assessment of the operating costs of the scheme, the Promoters
have relied upon operating cost savings believed to be incurred by the bus operators as

part of the NGT scheme. Since there is no evidence to suggest that the bus operators
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would behave in accordance with the Promoters' assumptions, TAS believes that this

amount should be removed from the economic assessment of the NGT scheme. This

sum is assessed at £1.27m per annum in Table 11.2 of the Promoters' document C-1 and

has been ignored in our assessment of operating costs above. We are of the view that, in

any financial or risk assessment of the NGT scheme, savings which might or might not

accrue to third parties are irrelevant to the central case.

16 Matter 13: Whether there is a compellng case in the public interest for conferring

on the Promoters' powers compulsorily to acquire and use land for the purposes of

the scheme

16.1 Our advice to FWY is that we do not believe that the Promoters have made a compelling

case in the public interest for the scheme in the light of the analysis we have undertaken

of the Business and Economic Cases.

16.2 In summary, our reasons for this view are that:

(a) The base data used for bus demand is inaccurate

(b) The modelling assumptions used were seriously flawed

(c) The demand and revenue are significantly overestimated

(d) The operating costs quoted are too low, and subject to high risk

(e) The implementation of NGT would act to the detriment of other bus users in

Leeds, and jeopardise the operation and quality of the wider bus network

(f) The flaws in the Business Case mean that there is a risk that the scheme would

not be viable, and could require ongoing subsidy to provide services currently

existing at no risk to public sector

(g) The NGT scheme simply replaces existing successful services but does not
serve areas of housing and employment growth or significant areas of

deprivation in the city

(h) We consider that the plans have been developed in isolation from the rest of the
transport network, because the objective is not supporting L TP3 but to take

control of existing business for other reasons.

(i) The alternative offered by FWY can be delivered quickly, with wider and larger

impact, less risk and significantly lower costs to the public sector

U) The alternative is capable of delivery within the framework of a Partnership
Agreement which is capable of delivering at least the same degree of certainty
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over future transport provision as the electoral cycle which determines the nature

and cost of public sector provision.

17 Matter 18: The extent to which the works would accord with the National Planning

Policy Framework and in particular the desirabilty of sustaining or enhancing the

character or appearance of the heritage assets and Conservation Areas.

17.1 We are of the view that the erection of Overhead Line Equipment (OLE) for the proposed

NGT scheme will neither sustain nor enhance the character or appearance of heritage

assets.

17.2 The provision of OLE is unnecessary since the benefits of the NGT scheme could be

delivered by the FWY alternative without the need for any impact at all on the character or

appearance of the heritage assets and Conservation Areas - and at no cost to the

taxpayer.

18 Summary and Conclusions

18.1 The NGT business case is seriously flawed to the extent that the NGT will not deliver the

claimed benefits.

18.2 The same benefits could be achieved by the FWY New Bus for Leeds alternative as set

out in this proof.

19 . Declaration

19.1 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.

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

:-l,
/ j I
/ . i. "j,' i

(øl: j ofh J
... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. r~"... ... ........... ... ..... J .1. .. .I.f;: 29\4...Chris Cheek - Date
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1. Introduction and Scope of Evidence   

Qualifications and Experience   

1.1 My name is Katy Mary Irving Lightbody and I am an Associate Director at Turley, a 

national firm of planning and urban design consultants.  I am responsible for the 

provision of heritage and conservation planning services and am a member of the 

Turley Heritage service.  I have been a Chartered Town Planner since 2003 and an 

affiliate member of the Institute of Historic Building Conservation for 6 years. 

1.2 My professional career over the past 12 years has covered many aspects of the 

historic environment. Following a year spent working at the City of Edinburgh Council; 

I joined DPP in Manchester 2002 and spent the next four years as a planning 

consultant before specialising in heritage and conservation planning in 2006.  Since 

then my work has focussed on advising both public and private sector clients on 

conservation of the historic environment, including advice, detailed assessment and 

appraisal of conservation areas, listed buildings and locally listed buildings, together 

with other heritage assets.  I joined Turley in December 2010 and continue to advise 

on heritage matters.   

1.3 I am instructed in this case on behalf of First West Yorkshire Limited to examine the 

heritage aspects as presented in connection with the application for a proposed 

Leeds trolley vehicle system order, made under the Transport and Works Act 1992, a 

request for deemed planning permission under the Town and Country Planning Act 

1990 and applications for listed building consent and conservation area consent 

under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.   

Scope of Evidence 

1.4 This proof of evidence deals with matters set out at paragraphs 16 to 20 of the 

Statement of Matters issued jointly by the TWA Orders Unit of the Department for 

Transport and the National Planning Casework Unit of the Department for 

Communities and Local Government on the 18th February 2014.  In relation to the 

applications for listed building and conservation area consents, paragraphs 16 to 20 

set out the following issues about which the Secretary of State for Transport and the 

Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government particularly wish to be 

informed for the purposes of their respective consideration of the relevant 

applications: 
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“16. The extent to which the proposed works affecting the Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas (“the works”) would accord with the provisions of the Planning 

(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) act 1990 and in particular Sections 16, 66 

and 72. 

17. The extent to which the works are in accordance with the development plan 

for the area including any ‘saved  policies’. The weight that should be attached to the 

development plan, and any emerging plans. 

18. The extent to which the works would accord with the National Planning Policy 

Framework and in particular the desirability of sustaining or enhancing the character 

or appearance of the heritage assets and Conservation Areas. 

1.5 My evidence should be read in association with that of John Brooks in respect of 

planning matters. 
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2. Heritage Context 

2.1 A total of 61 applications for listed building consent and 17 applications for 

conservation area consent have been submitted in respect of works proposed to be 

undertaken along the route of the Leeds Trolley Vehicle System (LTVS).  This 

includes 52 applications for listed building consent for building fixings, 8 applications 

for listed building consent for alterations to buildings and walls, 1 application for listed 

building consent to move a grade II listed structure and 17 applications for 

conservation area consent for demolition of buildings and other structures. 

2.2 The majority of the applications for listed building consent relate to the installation of 

building fixings to support Overhead Line Equipment (OLE).  These works apply to 

both grade II listed, grade II* and grade I listed buildings and structures.  

Repositioning of one grade II listed horse trough is proposed and the partial set back 

of 6 grade II listed boundary walls.  A further grade II listed wall is affected on the 

southern line of the route. 

2.3 The route of the LTVS passes through West Park Conservation Area, Far Headingley 

Conservation Area, Headingley Conservation Area, Headingley Hill Conservation 

Area, Hyde Park and Woodhouse Moor Conservation Area, Woodhouse 

Lane/University Precinct Conservation Area, Queen Square Conservation Area, 

Leeds City Centre Conservation Area and Eastern Riverside Conservation Area.  As 

a result of carriageway widening and the creation of an off line corridor, full and partial 

demolition of a number of unlisted buildings and other structures within these 

conservation areas is proposed. 

2.4 A large number of designated heritage assets are directly affected by the works 

associated with the LTVS.  There are also indirect effects and as set out in the 

Planning Statement submitted in support of the proposal, the following works are 

proposed:  

• The formation of a two way trolley vehicle system including the installation of 

associated plant, electrical and mechanical equipment, building fixings and 

‘any other operations necessary or expedient for the development’.  

• Formation of the twenty seven New Generation Transport (NGT) stops on the 

route. 

• Construction of nine NGT substations along the route. 
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• Landtake required from the areas along the route to adequately build and 

operate the system. 

• Relocation/amendment to various access points along the route. 

2.5 Environmental works and the creation of greenspace and smaller areas of amenity 

space is included to mitigate the effects of the development.  A large proportion of the 

above works will however be undertaken within conservation areas and within the 

setting of listed buildings.   
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3. Relevant Heritage Legislation, Policy and Guidance 

Statutory Duties (1990 Act) 

3.1 Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

requires that in considering whether to grant planning permission for development 

which affects a listed building or its setting that the local planning authority or the 

Secretary of State shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the 

building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which 

it possesses. 

3.2 Similarly, section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 

1990 requires that in the exercise of planning functions with respect to any buildings 

or land in a conservation area that special attention shall be paid to the desirability of 

preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area. 

3.3 The concept of ‘preserve’ has been interpreted through case law to mean ‘to cause 

no harm’. 

National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (NPPF) 

3.4 The NPPF was introduced in March 2012 and provides a full statement of the 

Government’s planning policies. Of the 12 core planning principles that should 

underpin plan-making and decision-taking, planning should: 

“conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that they 

can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and future 

generations”  

3.5 Notably, ‘conserve’ for heritage policy purposes is defined by the NPPF as: 

“The process of maintaining and managing change to a heritage asset in a way that 

sustains, and where appropriate, enhances it significance.”  

3.6 Chapter 12 sets out the Government’s policies for the conservation and enhancement 

of the historic environment. 

3.7 Paragraph 128 states that in determining applications, local planning authorities 

should require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets 

affected, including any contribution made by their setting. 
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3.8 Paragraph 131 requires that in determining planning applications, local planning 

authorities should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the 

significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their 

conservation; the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make 

to sustainable communities including their economic viability; and, the desirability of 

new development making a positive contribution to local character and 

distinctiveness. 

3.9 Paragraph 132 requires when considering the impact of a proposed development on 

the significance of a designated heritage asset, that great weight should be given to 

the asset’s conservation and the more important the asset, the greater that weight 

should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the 

heritage asset or development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, 

any harm or loss requires clear and convincing justification.  It is noted that 

substantial harm to or loss of a grade II listed building should be exceptional and 

substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest significance 

should be wholly exceptional. 

3.10 Paragraph 133 relates to situations where a proposed development would lead to 

‘substantial harm’ to’ or ‘total loss of’ the significance of a designated heritage asset. 

In these circumstances local planning authorities should refuse consent unless it can 

be demonstrated it is necessary in order to deliver substantial public benefits that 

outweigh such harm or loss. Alternatively, the following apply - the nature of the 

heritage asset prevents all reasonable use of the site; no viable use of the heritage 

asset can be found; conservation by grant funding or some form of charitable or 

public ownership is not possible; and, the harm or loss is outweighed by bringing the 

site back into use. 

3.11 Paragraph 134 applies where a development proposal will lead to ‘less than 

substantial harm’ to the significance of a designated heritage asset. In these 

circumstances the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 

proposal. 

3.12 Paragraph 136 confirms that local planning authorities should not permit loss of the 

whole or part of a heritage asset without taking all reasonable steps to ensure that 

new development will proceed after the loss has occurred. 
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3.13 Paragraph 138 states that not all elements of a Conservation Area will necessarily 

contribute to its significance.  Loss of a building that makes a positive contribution to 

the significance of a Conservation Area should be treated either as substantial harm 

or less than substantial harm, as appropriate, taking into account the relative 

significance of the element affected and its contribution to the significance of the 

Conservation Area as a whole.   

Setting 

3.14 Paragraph 137 requires local planning authorities look for opportunities for new 

development within the setting of heritage assets to better reveal their significance. 

With respect to setting, the policy notes that proposals that preserve those elements 

of setting that make a positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of the 

asset should be treated favourably. The setting of a heritage asset is defined by the 

NPPF as: 

“The surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not fixed and 

may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements of setting may make 

a positive or negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the 

ability to appreciate that significance or may be neutral”.1 

3.15 Paragraph 138 highlights that not all elements of a World Heritage Site or 

Conservation Area will necessarily contribute to its significance. Loss of a building (or 

other element) which makes a positive contribution to the significance of the 

Conservation Area or World Heritage Site should be treated either as substantial 

harm under paragraph 133 or less than substantial harm under paragraph 134, as 

appropriate, taking into account the relative significance of the element affected and 

its contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area or World Heritage Site as 

a whole. 

Consideration of ‘Harm’ 

3.16 The statutory duty to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the special 

interest and setting of a listed building is a matter which should be accorded 

considerable importance and weight. The presumption is therefore that development 

proposals should not give rise to harm to the special interest of a listed building.  

3.17 In the event that harm is perceived to arise from proposals, the NPPF provides a 

policy framework at paragraphs 133 and 134 within which such harm can then be 

                                                           
1
  NPPF Annex 2: Glossary 



10 
 

weighed against public benefits (133) or substantial public benefits (134) bearing in 

mind the considerable weight to be attached to the statutory duty. 

3.18 The National Planning Practice Guide (NPPG), published 6th March 2014, provides 

guidance on how to assess if there is substantial harm. This states: 

“What matters in assessing if a proposal causes substantial harm is the impact on the 

significance of the asset.  As the National Planning Policy Framework makes clear, 

significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from 

its setting. 

Whether a proposal causes substantial harm will be a judgement for the decision 

taker, having regard to the circumstances of the case and the policy in the National 

Planning Policy Framework. In general terms, substantial harm is a high test, so it 

may not arise in many cases. For example, in determining whether works to a listed 

building constitute substantial harm, an important consideration would be whether the 

adverse impact seriously affects a key element of its special architectural or historic 

interest. It is the degree of harm to the asset’s significance rather than the scale of 

the development that is to be addressed. The harm may arise from works to the asset 

or from development within its setting.” 

National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 2014  

3.19 In relation to harm to conservation areas, the NPPG acknowledges that an unlisted 

building that makes a positive contribution to a conservation area is individually of 

lesser importance than a listed building (paragraph 132 of the National Planning 

Policy Framework). If the building is important or integral to the character or 

appearance of the conservation area then its demolition is more likely to amount to 

substantial harm to the conservation area, engaging the tests in paragraph 133 of the 

National Planning Policy Framework. However, the justification for its demolition will 

still be proportionate to the relative significance of the building and its contribution to 

the significance of the conservation area as a whole. 

3.20 The NPPG provides advice on how proposals can minimise harm to the significance 

of a heritage asset.  It confirms that a clear understanding of the significance of a 

heritage asset and its setting is necessary to develop proposals which avoid or 

minimise harm. Early appraisals, a conservation plan or targeted specialist 

investigation can help to identify constraints and opportunities arising from the asset 

at an early stage. Such studies can reveal alternative development options, for 
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example more sensitive designs or different orientations, that will deliver public 

benefits in a more sustainable and appropriate way. 

Local Planning Policy Considerations 

Leeds Unitary Development Plan (2006) 

Listed Buildings Character and Appearance 

3.21 N17: wherever possible, existing detailing and all features, including internal features, 

which contribute to the character of the listed building should be preserved, repaired 

or if missing replaced. To the extent that the original plan form is intact, that plan 

should be preserved where it contributes to the special character and appearance of 

the building. 

Conservation Areas and Demolition 

3.22 N18a: there will be a presumption against any demolition of a building or parts of a 

building which makes a positive contribution to the character and appearance of a 

conservation area. 

3.23 N18b: in a conservation area, consent for demolition will not be given unless detailed 

plans for redevelopment of the site have been approved. Such permission will be 

subject to the condition that demolition shall not take place until a contract for an 

approved scheme of redevelopment has been let. 

Conservation Areas and New Buildings 

3.24 N19: all new buildings and extensions within or adjacent to conservation areas should 

preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the area by ensuring that: 

• the siting and scale of the building is in harmony with the adjoining buildings 

and the area as a whole; 

• detailed design of the buildings, including the roofscape is such that the 

proportions of the parts relate to each other and to adjoining buildings; 

• the materials used are appropriate to the environment area and sympathetic to 

adjoining buildings. Where a local materials policy exists, this should be 

complied with; 

• careful attention is given to the design and quality of boundary and landscape 

treatment. 
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Conservation Areas and Retention of Features 

3.25 N20: demolition or removal of other features which contribute to the character of the 

conservation area and which are subject to planning control, such as trees, boundary 

walls or railings, will be resisted. 

City Centre Character 

3.26 CC3: the identity and distinctive character of the city Centre will be maintained by: 

• Protecting the building fabric and style Which make Leeds a unique and 

attractive city; 

• Encouraging good innovative designs for new Buildings and spaces; 

• Upgrading the environment where necessary to complement the needs of 

activities which are essential to the identity, vitality and Function of the city 

centre. 

City Centre Conservation Area 

3.27 CC5: all development within the conservation area or its immediate setting must be 

designed so as to preserve or enhance the existing character of the area. The heights 

of new buildings there should normally relate to those of surrounding buildings by 

being within one storey height of them. 

Development in Conservation Areas 

3.28 BC7: development within conservation areas will normally be required to be in 

traditional local materials. 

Demolition of Buildings in Conservation Areas 

3.29 BC8: where the demolition of an unlisted building in a conservation area is to be 

permitted, it may be required by condition that:  

• certain features of the building are salvaged and stored or re-used in an 

agreed manner. 

Design and Location of Signs 

3.30 BD8: all signs must be well designed and sensitively located within the street scene. 

They should be carefully related to the character, scale and architectural features of 

the building on which they are placed. 
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Leeds Local Development Framework & Draft Core Strategy (2013) 

Core Strategy Objectives 

3.31 Core Strategy Objective 12 supports high quality design and the positive use of the 

historic environment to create and maintain distinctive and cohesive places that 

include measures to improve community safety. 

Policy P11: Conservation  

3.32 The historic environment, consisting of archaeological remains, historic buildings 

townscapes and landscapes, including locally significant undesignated assets and 

their settings, will be conserved, particularly those elements which help to give Leeds 

its distinct identity: 

• the Victorian and Edwardian civic and public buildings, theatres, arcades, 

warehouses and offices within the city centre and the urban grain of yards and 

alleys. 

• the nationally significant industrial heritage relating to its textile, tanning and 

engineering industries, including its factories, chimneys and associated 

housing. 

• its legacy of public parks, gardens and cemeteries. 

• the 19th century transport network, including the Leeds and Liverpool Canal. 

3.33 Development proposals will be expected to demonstrate a full understanding of 

historic assets affected. Heritage statements assessing the significance of assets, the 

impact of proposals and mitigation measures will be required to be submitted by 

developers to accompany development proposals. 

3.34 Innovative and sustainable construction which integrates with and enhances the 

historic environment will be encouraged. 

Local Guidance  

3.35 Leeds City Council published the Far Headingley and West Park Conservation 

Appraisal and Management Plan documents on the 10th November 2008.  Both 

appraisals provide an overview of the special interest of the relevant conservation 

area and include a summary of issues and opportunities.  In relation to both 

conservation areas, it is stated that the protection and enhancement of the special 
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character of the conservation area depends on the positive conservation 

management of the village and in addition to the existing national statutory legislation 

and local planning policy controls, a number of opportunities for enhancement are 

identified.  This includes ensuring that all new development is sustainable, high 

quality, well designed 21st century architecture that responds to its context.  It also 

includes ensuring that traffic management measures impact as little as possible on 

the special character of the area. 

Barnwell Manor  

3.36 The Court of Appeal’s judgement in East Northamptonshire DC v Secretary of State 

for Communities and Local Government [2014] EWCA Civ 137 on the Barnwell 

Manor case was issued on 18 February, 2014. The appeal was brought against the 

previous High Court of March 2012 which quashed a Planning Inspector’s decision to 

allow an appeal for the construction of four wind turbines on land north of Catshead 

Woods, Sudborough, Northamptonshire. 

3.37 The proposals were within the setting of a number of heritage assets including 

Lyveden New Bield, a site owned by the National Trust comprising a grade I listed 

building and grade I registered park and garden and a Scheduled Ancient Monument. 

3.38 The High Court had previously found that the Planning Inspector did not at any stage 

in the balancing exercise accord ‘special weight’, or considerable importance to “the 

desirability of preserving the setting”. He treated ‘harm’ to the setting and the wider 

benefit of the windfarm proposal as if those two factors were of equal importance. 

3.39 These conclusions were challenged on the basis that Section 66(1) simply required 

the decision-maker to consider whether there would be some harm to the setting of 

the listed building and if there was harm, to refuse planning permission unless that 

harm was outweighed by the advantages of the proposed development. 

3.40 Most notably the Court of Appeal found that: 

• Parliament’s intention in enacting Section 66(1) was that decision-makers 

should give “considerable importance and weight” to the desirability of 

preserving the setting of listed buildings when carrying out the balancing 

exercise. 
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• Even when the harm to heritage assets is less than substantial, the balancing 

exercise required by national policy cannot ignore the overarching statutory 

duty imposed by Section 66(1). 

• The Planning Inspector treated the less than substantial harm to the setting of 

listed buildings, as a less than substantial objection to the grant of planning 

permission. 

• The Inspector, at no stage in the decision letter, expressly acknowledged the 

need, if he found harm to the setting of the listed buildings, to give 

considerable weight to the desirability of preserving the setting of those 

buildings – a fatal flaw in the decision. 

• The Inspector did not assess the contribution made by the setting of Lyveden 

New Bield, by virtue of being undeveloped, to its heritage significance as a 

heritage asset. 

• The Inspector’s reasoning that the proposals would not be so detracting that it 

would prevent an understanding or appreciation of the significance of the 

elements that make up Lyveden New Bield, did not fully address matters. 

• The ability of the public to appreciate a heritage asset is one, but by no means 

the only, factor to be considered when assessing the contribution that setting 

makes to the significance of a heritage asset. 

• The Practice Guidance nowhere suggests that the question of whether harm 

to setting is substantial can be answered simply by applying the ‘reasonable 

observer’ test adopted by the Inspector in his decision. 

• Such a test for deciding whether harm to the setting of a designated heritage 

asset was substantial would preclude virtually all cases, except where a 

proposal would be in the immediate vicinity of the heritage asset, from 

amounting to substantial harm. 

• Therefore, the Inspector was held to have incorrectly considered the quantum 

of harm as well not giving proper effect to the duty under Section 66(1). 

 

3.41 The case illustrates the need to very carefully deal with matters of heritage setting 

when promoting proposals for change. 
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Pond Farm 

3.42 The Barnwell Manor case was considered in the context of PPS 5 and its associated 

practice guide. The more recent challenge of the Pond Farm decision in the High 

Court in North Norfolk DC v Secretary of State for Communities and Local 

Government [2014] EWHC 279 (Admin) (handed down just before the Barnwell 

Manor Court of Appeal decision) considered the statutory duty specifically in the 

context of the NPPF. The Court held that it is essential that in applying the 

subsequent advice in paragraph 134 of the NPPF, which is expressed in terms of a 

balance rather than expressly referring to issues of weight and significance, the 

approach of the decision-maker is consistent with the statutory duty. The decision-

maker should not address the question “as a simple balancing exercise but whether 

there is justification for overriding the presumption in favour of preservation.” The 

judgment goes on to say that it is not necessary for the decision-maker to pass 

through a particular series of legal hoops, nor recite any particular form of words to 

demonstrate this. But this did not mean that the desirability of preserving the setting 

of a listed building should be treated by a decision-maker as a “mere material 

consideration to which (he) can simply attach the weight (he) sees fit in (his) 

judgement”. 

 



17 
 

4. Significance and Setting of Designated Heritage Assets 

Listed Building Works 

4.1 Schedule 1 of The Transport and Works Applications (Listed Buildings, Conservation 

Areas and Ancient Monuments Procedure) Regulations 1992 modifies Section 10 of 

the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. The 1990 Act 

states the following: 

“(2) Such an application shall be made in such form as the authority may require and 

shall contain— 

(a) sufficient particulars to identify the building to which it relates,  including a plan; 

(b) such other plans and drawings as are necessary to describe the works which are 

the subject of the application; and 

(c) such other particulars as may be required by the authority.” 

4.2 The modification substitutes subsection (2)(b) with the following: 

“(b) such other plans, drawings, sections, models, photographs and other materials 

as are necessary to describe the works which are the subject of the application and 

which may include- 

(i) detailed plans, drawings and sections; or 

(ii) extracts from plans and sections submitted, or to be submitted, with an application 

under section 6 of the Transport and Works act 1992; or 

(iii) (where no such plans, drawings or sections have been prepared at the date of the 

application) a clear written description of the works proposed to be carried out at or to 

the building, supported by such other materials as the applicant is reasonably able to 

provide; and”.  

Fixings 

4.3 The following images are of a range of listed buildings to which Overhead Line 

Equipment (OLE) will be fixed.  
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Figure 1 –39 Cookridge Street           Figure 2 – Leeds Museum 

(Grade II Listed)                      (Grade II Listed)    

 

          

Figure 3 – 55 Cookridge Street         Figure 4 – 21-22 Park Row 

(Grade II Listed)                      (Grade II Listed)    

 

          

Figure 5 –18 Park Row          Figure 6 – 26-27 Park Row 

(Grade II Listed)                      (Grade II Listed) 
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Figure 7 –24-26 Briggate          Figure 8 – Parkinson Building 

(Grade II* Listed)                      (Grade II Listed)    

 

          

Figure 9 –Holy Trinity Church          Figure 10 – Holy Trinity Church 

(Grade I Listed)                      (Grade I Listed)    

 

4.4 Holy Trinity Church (Figures 9 and 10) is a grade I listed building.  An application for 

listed building consent (Ref: 13/03891/L1) has been submitted for the use of fixing 

bolts or brackets to be inserted into the façade of the building at a height of 

approximately 6.8m or above from ground level to support overhead line wires 

required for the operation of the Leeds NGT.  It is stated  on the application form that 

‘On completion, the only element visible on the façade of the building will be exposed 

eyelets, to which inert (non-electrified) cross span wires will be connected.’ 

4.5 In relation to the interior of the grade I listed building, the details are not yet known 

and in the description of existing materials and finishes of the internal walls of the 

church, the following is stated: 

“Part of TWA application at concept stage therefore details not currently available and 

will be subject to building inspection at the appropriate time” 

4.6 Proposed materials and finishes will be ‘subject to outcome of building inspection to 

provide anchorage for building fixing’. 
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4.7 Within the Design, Access and Heritage Statement submitted with the application the 

introductory text confirms that the Leeds NGT vehicles will be powered via an 

overhead line equipment (OLE) system comprising two electrified contact wires 

located above each vehicle route, with the power conveyed to the vehicle via trolley 

poles.  It is stated that the contact wire is suspended by span wires (perpendicular to 

the route) which are then supported by discrete poles or building/structure fixings.  It 

is not clear whether the OLE fixings proposed at Holy Trinity Church will also be 

accompanied by poles and other infrastructure. 

4.8 In the ‘Scheme details’ section of the supporting statement it is assumed that 

depending on the structural nature of the building, there may be a need for the OLE 

fixing to be held by a spreader plate on the inside of the structure.  It also states that 

‘for most forms of structure’, there will be no evidence of the fixing inside the building.  

The fixing height is not specified, and will depend on the final design of the line 

support system.  It is noted that it may be necessary to install two building fixings. 

4.9 The Transport and Works Applications (Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and 

Ancient Monuments Procedure) Regulations 1992 states that an application for listed 

building consent may require and shall contain such other plans, drawings, sections, 

models, photographs and other materials as are necessary to describe the works and 

may include detailed plans, drawings and sections, or extracts of plans submitted. 

The application for listed building consent in relation to Holy Trinity Church is not 

accompanied by an elevation drawing, section or model and instead a plan of the 

building has been submitted on which the entire principal side elevation of the church 

is highlighted as the ‘Zone for OLE attachment….Exact position to be determined.’ 

This seems to contradict the statement in the impact section of the supporting report 

that the physical impact of the scheme will be a limited number of relatively small 

holes ‘in a less significant section of the structure’. 

4.10 The 1992 Regulations state that where no plans, drawings or sections have been 

prepared at the date of the application, a clear written description of the works 

proposed to be carried out at or to the building should be provided, supported by such 

other materials as the applicant is reasonably able to provide. 

4.11 The Holy Trinity Church application does not include a clear written description of the 

proposed works. Within the ‘scheme details’ section of the Design, Access and 

Heritage Statement it is asserted  that it is ‘premature’ at this stage of the Transport 

and Works Act application to detail the exact type of fixing to be used and the precise 
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positioning on the building façade and that this detail will be resolved at the detailed 

design stage. 

4.12 The application therefore seeks permission for a fixing or fixings in an unspecified 

location on the principal side elevation of a grade I listed building.   No information 

has been provided on nature and design of the fixing, the location of the fixing (other 

than indicative height), the structural integrity of the listed building and its ability to 

support the fixing and the overhead line, or whether works to the interior of the 

building will be required and the nature of these. 

4.13 There is no assessment of the setting of the listed building and the elements of 

setting that contribute to the significance of the church.  The concluding paragraph of 

the supporting statement states that the NGT scheme has been designed so as to 

minimise impact upon ‘the heritage’ and the OLE fixing proposed (the detail of which 

is not known) will not adversely impact on the character or setting of the building.  

The application is not supported by an assessment of the setting of the building to 

establish the impact of the wider effects of the proposal caused by the overhead 

lines, supports/poles and other infrastructure. 

4.14 As will be evident from the above, I do not consider that there has been a proper or 

appropriate assessment of this impact of the scheme on this important asset.  It also 

follows that neither the inspector nor the Secretary of State have the necessary 

information to properly assess the impact of the proposal upon this important heritage 

asset.    

Alteration and demolition of curtilage listed walls and structures 

       

Figure 11 – 62 Headingley Lane       Figure 12 – 62 Headingley Lane 

(Grade II Listed)                    (Grade II Listed) 
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4.15 In relation to No 62 Headingley Lane, listed building consent (Ref: 13/03891) is 

sought for the removal of a section of approximately 45m of a 2m high curtilage listed 

wall constructed of ashlar yellow York stone with limestone based mortar.  The 

flanking walls are specifically mentioned in the list entry description for the lodge.  

These works are considered necessary to facilitate ‘a crucial area of the route; at the 

point whereby the offline route returns to the main carriageway’.   

4.16 It is concluded within the Design, Access and Heritage Statement submitted in 

support of the application that the grade II listed lodge house and walls make a 

positive contribution to Headingley Hill Conservation Area, that the boundary wall is 

‘within keeping with the overall aesthetic of the Conservation Area’ and that the 

‘building’ is considered to have both historical and aesthetic value.  It is confirmed in 

the statement submitted with the application that the proposal will see the removal of 

approximately 45m of the boundary wall associated with the grade II listed lodge, but 

also states that the final location will be subject to discussion with the conservation 

officer at Leeds City Council.  I pause to observe the obvious importance of 

establishing the precise location at the outset.   

4.17 The document also refers to a larger octagonal shaped pier and a stretch of higher 

walling attached and decorated by a moulded coping around the entranceway to 

Hinsley Hall and the lodge house.  It is asserted that this element is not ‘likely to be 

affected by the scheme’, but this is not confirmed. 

4.18 In Table 1.1 the significance of effect is classed as ‘moderate adverse’ and this is 

reduced to ‘slight adverse’ following mitigation. The suggested mitigation is in vague 

non prescriptive terms and is described as follows: 

“Conditions likely to be implemented, and wherever possible, minimal damage to be 

done to remaining boundary walls.  Reinstatement or repair to be done 

sympathetically and utilising original construction techniques wherever practicable.   

Potential to reuse materials in retaining walls to the west of the development.” 
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Figure 13 - Rose Court Gate Piers 

 
4.19 At Rose Court on Headingley Lane, listed building consent (Ref:13/03877/L1 ) is 

sought for the set back of twin piers to the north of the listed building.  In addition, 

listed building consent is sought for the demolition of a stretch of approximately 105 

metres of walling to the north of and associated with the grade II listed Rose Court.  It 

is concluded that the gate piers and wall make a positive contribution to the 

Headingley Hill and Hyde Park & Woodhouse Moor Conservation Area.  Within the 

Design, Access and Heritage Statement accompanying both applications, the 

relocation is described as ‘to approx. 5m to the south west of current location.’ The 

significance of effect is quantified as ‘moderate adverse’ reduced to ‘slight adverse’ it 

is said due to the  mitigation described as follows: 

“Set back as near as possible to original position.  Planning conditions to reflect 

sympathetic reinstatement of structures.” 

4.20 In the concluding section of the supporting statement it is stated that ‘There is no loss 

of value to the heritage assets or to the wider society represented by the partial 

removal of the historic walling’.  This statement is inconsistent with the identified 

moderate adverse and slight adverse significance of effect.  The location of the new 

structure also encroaches towards the listed building and reduces part of the 

designed garden associated with the house. 
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Consideration of Impact on Setting 

4.21 Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

requires that in considering whether to grant planning permission for development 

which affects a listed building or its setting that the local planning authority or the 

Secretary of State shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the 

building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which 

it possesses. 

4.22 The NPPF defines ‘setting’ as the surroundings in which a heritage asset is 

experienced and confirms that elements of setting may make a positive or negative 

contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that 

significance or may be neutral. 

4.23 Paragraph 132 of the NPPF confirms that the significance of a designated heritage 

asset can be harmed or lost not only through alteration or destruction of the heritage 

asset or development within its setting.  As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any 

harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification.   

4.24 English Heritage published guidance entitled ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’ in 

October 2011.  The guidance sets out the need for a systematic and staged approach 

to assessing the impact of development proposals in the setting of a heritage asset. It 

confirms that such assessment should be based on an understanding of the 

significance of the heritage assets affected and then the contribution of setting to that 

significance. 

4.25 When assessing the effect of a proposed development on the significance of a 

heritage asset through effects on setting, matters of location and siting of 

development; the form and appearance of development; additional effects; and, 

permanence are highlighted. 

4.26 The Court of Appeal’s judgement on the Barnwell Manor case is also relevant to the 

consideration of the impact of development upon the setting of designated heritage 

assets.  The High Court had previously found that the Planning Inspector did not at 

any stage in the balancing exercise accord ‘special weight’, or considerable 

importance to “the desirability of preserving the setting”. He treated ‘harm’ to the 

setting and the wider benefit of the windfarm proposal as if those two factors were of 

equal importance. 
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4.27 The Court of Appeal found that Parliament’s intention in enacting Section 66(1) was 

that decision-makers should give “considerable importance and weight” to the 

desirability of preserving the setting of listed buildings when carrying out the 

balancing exercise.  Even where the harm to heritage assets is less than substantial, 

the balancing exercise required by national policy cannot ignore the overarching 

statutory duty imposed by Section 66(1). 

4.28 The case illustrates the need to carefully deal with matters of heritage setting when 

promoting proposals for change. 

4.29 In granting consent for the north and east routes of the previous Supertram scheme 

in 2001, the Secretary of State concluded the following in relation to the indirect 

impacts of the proposal: 

“With regard to the environmental effect of those works which do not require such 

(Listed Building and Conservation Area) consents but which will nevertheless impact 

upon the settings of listed buildings or upon the character or appearance of the 

conservation areas, the Secretary of State accepts that many of these works will be 

visually intrusive and he notes the loss of many mature trees.  However, weighed 

against the overall benefits of the Supertram scheme, he concludes that the loss of 

amenity that is likely to arise in certain locations, whilst unwelcome, should be 

accepted for the greater public benefit of the scheme.  In reaching this conclusion, he 

has taken account of the mitigation measures proposed by the applicants, which 

should help to keep adverse effects to the minimum.” 

4.30 The current LTVS proposals will impact on the setting of designated heritage assets 

in a variety of ways, including the installation of OLE, construction of sub stations, 

erection of NGT stops, and the installation of plant, electrical and mechanical 

equipment.  These works are proposed in close proximity to numerous listed 

buildings, some of which are highly graded.  The inspector noted in considering the 

predecessor Supertram proposals that many of the works would be visually intrusive 

and unwelcome.   

4.31 In relation to the construction of the off highway corridor between Headingley Lane 

and Alma Road, these works are proposed within the setting of a number of 

designated heritage assets including Headingley Castle, Ivy Lodge and the former 

Lodge to Headingley Castle, all of which are grade II listed.  The Historic Environment 

Chapter of the Environmental Statement confirms that the paddock areas and 
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hedgerows affected by the route are a ‘significant green space within the 

Conservation Area and make a positive contribution to its character’ and it is 

concluded that the new alignment will have a detrimental impact on the context of 

these medium value features ‘such that their integrity is compromised and the 

appreciation and understanding of them is diminished.’  The potentially significant 

impact of these works on the setting and significance of proximate listed buildings has 

not been assessed.   

4.32 In Leeds City Centre, the NGT route passes a series of listed buildings on Cookridge 

Street and travels northwards, passing Leeds Museum (grade II listed), to the east of 

Millennium Square.  The impact of the works associated with this part route on the 

setting and significance of these assets has not been assessed.   

4.33 Paragraph 128 of the NPPF makes it clear that in determining applications, local 

planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of any 

heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting, yet the 

LTVS is not supported by an assessment of the impact of the proposals on the setting 

and significance of the assets affected and there is no evidence of the English 

Heritage guidance having been applied. 

4.34 The following images illustrate the nature of the infrastructure and landscape that has 

resulted from similar proposals.  The first image shows the proliferation of overhead 

lines and support structures of the Manchester Metrolink near the top of Moseley 

Street, at Piccadilly Gardens. 

 

Figure 14 – View of Mosley Street / Piccadilly Gardens 
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Figure 15 – View towards Market Street 

Conservation Areas 

4.35 As previously stated, 17 applications for conservation area consent have been 

submitted.  These pre-date The Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Act 2013. 

4.36 Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

requires that in the exercise of planning functions with respect to any buildings or land 

in a conservation area that special attention shall be paid to the desirability of 

preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area.  The concept of 

‘preserve’ has been interpreted through case law to mean ‘to cause no harm’. 

4.37 Paragraph 137 of the NPPF states that local planning authorities should look for 

opportunities for new development within conservation areas to enhance or better 

reveal their significance.  Paragraph 138 stresses that not all elements of a 

conservation area will necessarily contribute to the significance of the conservation 

area.  It also states that loss of a building (or other element) which makes a positive 

contribution to the significance of the conservation area should be treated either as 

substantial harm or less than substantial harm.  The NPPG states that if the building 

(structure) is important or integral to the character or appearance of the conservation 

area then its demolition is more likely to amount to substantial harm to the 

conservation area, engaging the tests in paragraph 133 of the NPPF. 
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4.38 Conservation area consent (Ref: 13/03952) is sought for the demolition of No 6 Wood 

Lane and part of its boundary wall.  It is concluded in the Design, Access and 

Heritage Statement submitted in support of the application that the building makes a 

positive contribution to Headingley Conservation Area and that the associated wall 

contributes, in a minor way, to the character of the conservation area.  Table 1.1 of 

the supporting statement concludes that full demolition of the building will have a 

‘slight adverse’ magnitude of effect, but will have a ‘moderate beneficial’ magnitude of 

effect following mitigation.  The proposed mitigation is as follows: 

“Will create access which will allow NGT traffic an offline route, to bypass congestion 

within the centre of a Conservation Area. 

Structure is not listed, and is slightly run down in comparison to listed structures in 

environs.” 

4.39 This does not constitute mitigation and no mitigation measures are proposed that 

would explain why the slight adverse effect of the demolition of a building and walls 

that make a positive contribution to Headingley Conservation Area would result in a 

‘moderate beneficial’ magnitude of effect. 

4.40 Conservation area consent is sought for the ‘set back of up to 300m of non-listed 

curtilage along Headingley Lane’ from between 5 to 10m from the original location 

(Ref: 13/03959).  The Design, Access and Heritage Statement accompanying the 

application refers to the fact that the areas of wall represent ‘near continuous 

construction from the 1890s’ and are associated with the suburbanisation of this area 

of Leeds.  It is concluded that the boundary walls are important in terms of 

associative value and also in terms of showing the original alignment of Headingley 

Lane. Their removal is classed as having a ‘slight adverse’ magnitude of effect, 

resulting in a neutral/slight beneficial magnitude of effect following mitigation.  The 

proposed mitigation measure is setting the wall back, up to 5 to 10m from its original 

location.  There is no information about the method for these works or the materials to 

be used in the reconstruction.  Under the heading ‘mitigation’ the following is stated: 

“Reinstatement may provide some limited ability to enhance positive characteristics of 

the Conservation Area, and removal of negative features such as badly eroded or 

ruinous sections of boundary walls.”    

4.41 At 31 Headingley Lane conservation area consent (Ref: 13/03979) is sought for 

demolition of a red brick gatehouse building described in the statement 
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accompanying the application as having some historic value and associative value.  

The magnitude of effect arising from these works is ‘moderate adverse’, yet the 

significance of effect following mitigation is said to be ‘neutral to slight beneficial’ 

following the proposed mitigation measures are described as follows: 

“Possible further landscaping or development opportunities after construction of NGT.  

Any changes within conditions of Conservation Area consent.” 

4.42 The proposals for which deemed planning permission is sought will also affect the 

character and appearance and significance of the conservation areas through which 

the LTVS will travel.  There is no clear assessment of the impact of the proposals on 

the character and appearance and significance of the affected conservation areas.  

However, there is an acknowledgment of some of the harm that will be caused by the 

proposals in the Historic Environment chapter of the Environmental Statement.  It is 

confirmed that the ‘positive buildings’ and boundaries proposed for demolition along 

Shire Oak Road, Shire Oak Street, and Wood Lane cannot be reinstated and their 

loss can only be partially mitigated.  The construction of a new road through an 

existing greenspace corridor that makes a positive contribution to the Headingley 

Conservation Area is described as ‘damaging to its appearance and character and 

will not be in keeping with the existing form, pattern and layout of the historic 

landscape’.  It is concluded that the residual impacts relating to the off highway route 

and Headingley Road will be ‘significant’, but that substantial public benefits outweigh 

the loss of significance of heritage assets. 

4.43 A range of substantial and less than substantial harmful effects are identified in the 

Environmental Statement and Design, Access and Heritage Statements submitted in 

support of the applications for listed building consent and conservation area consent.  

The level of harm is consistently reduced in light of various mitigation measures that 

are not confirmed or specified in the relevant applications, do not form part of the 

application submissions, and cannot be guaranteed.  The above review of various 

applications for conservation area consent demonstrates consistent under-estimation 

of the harmful effects of the proposals.  Again, as will be evident from the above, I do 

not consider that there has been a proper or appropriate assessment of the impact of 

the scheme on these assets.  It also follows that neither the inspector nor the 

Secretary of State have the necessary information to properly assess the impact of 

the proposal upon these heritage assets. 
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5. Impact of the Proposals 

The Statutory Duties  

5.1 Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

requires that in considering whether to grant planning permission for development 

which affects a listed building or its setting that the local planning authority or the 

Secretary of State shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the 

building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which 

it possesses. 

5.2 The importance of applying ‘considerable importance and weight’ to the desirability of 

preserving the setting of a listed building was recently re-asserted by the Barnwell 

Manor case and the Pond Farm case established that preserving the setting of a 

listed building should not be treated as a ‘mere material consideration’.   

5.3 Insufficient information has been provided to enable an assessment of the impact of 

the proposals on the special architectural or historic interest of the affected listed 

buildings to be undertaken and no assessment of the setting of the listed buildings 

affected by the works associated with the LTVS has been undertaken.  

5.4 Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

requires that in the exercise of planning functions with respect to any buildings or land 

in a conservation area that special attention shall be paid to the desirability of 

preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area. 

5.5 The concept of ‘preserve’ has been interpreted through case law to mean ‘to cause 

no harm’. 

5.6 It is acknowledged within the supporting documents submitted with the proposals that 

there will be some harm to the character and appearance of conservation areas 

through the alteration and demolition of buildings and structures that make a positive 

contribution to the conservation areas within which they are located.  As set out in 

Section 4 of my evidence and illustrated with examples, insufficient information has 

been provided to enable thorough consideration of the wider impact of the proposals 

on the character and appearance of the conservation areas through which the LTVS 

will travel.   
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5.7 The applicant has not demonstrated that the proposals will preserve or enhance the 

character or appearance of the relevant conservation areas or accord with Section 72 

of The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 

Local Planning Policy Considerations  

5.8 Policy N17 of the Leeds Unitary Development Plan states that wherever possible, 

existing detailing and all features, including internal features which contribute to the 

character of a listed building should be preserved.  A large number of applications for 

listed building consent for building fixings have been submitted, some of which relate 

to highly graded and decorative buildings (as illustrated by Figures 1 to 10).  

Insufficient information has been provided with these applications and the Inspector 

cannot be confident that ‘all features’ will be preserved. 

5.9 The proposals do not comply with Policy N18a and applications for conservation area 

consent have been submitted that seek consent for the demolition or partial 

demolition of buildings that make a positive contribution to the conservation areas 

along the route of the LVTS.  The proposals cannot comply with Policy N18b which 

states that in a conservation area, consent for demolition will not be given unless 

detailed plans for redevelopment of the site have been approved.   

5.10 Insufficient information has also been submitted in relation to Policy N19.  It has not 

been demonstrated that the design of new buildings and structures associated with 

the LVTS will be sited and of a scale to be in harmony with adjoining buildings and 

the area as a whole, that detailed design is appropriate, that appropriate and 

sympathetic materials will be used and that careful consideration will be given to the 

design and quality of boundary and landscape treatments. 

5.11 The proposals do not comply with Policy N20 and conservation area consent is 

sought for the demolition and removal of features which contribute to the character of 

conservation areas along the LTVS route. 

5.12 Insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate that the proposals comply 

with Policies CC3 and CC5 and that the identity and distinctive character of the city 

centre will be maintained, or that the proposed development will preserve or enhance 

the existing character of the area. 

5.13 Policy BC7 states that development within conservation areas will normally be 

required to be in traditional local materials.  Where walls and buildings are to be 
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demolished and potentially re-built – no information has been submitted about the 

method for reconstruction and there is no commitment in the application 

documentation to the use of traditional local materials. 

5.14 Insufficient information has been submitted to evidence that the requirements of Core 

Strategy Objective 12 will be met and that the LVTS scheme will deliver high quality 

design.  The information submitted and the harmful effects identified suggest that the 

proposals will not support positive use of the historic environment to ‘create and 

maintain distinctive and cohesive places.’  

The NPPF and NPPG 

5.15 The requirements of Paragraph 128 of the NPPF have not been met and as set out 

above, the significance of the heritage assets affected by the proposals, including any 

contribution made by their setting, has not been assessed.   

5.16 Paragraph 132 of the NPPF confirms that the significance of a designated heritage 

asset can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or 

development within its setting.  It also notes that any harm or loss should require 

clear and convincing justification.  Substantial harm to or loss of a grade II listed 

should be exceptional and substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets 

of the highest significance (including grade I and II* buildings should be wholly 

exceptional.   

5.17 Paragraph 133 of the NPPF is applicable where a proposed development will lead to 

‘substantial harm’ to’ or ‘total loss of’ the significance of a designated heritage asset. 

In these circumstances local planning authorities should refuse consent unless it can 

be demonstrated it is necessary in order to deliver substantial public benefits that 

outweigh such harm or loss. Alternatively, the following apply - the nature of the 

heritage asset prevents all reasonable use of the site; no viable use of the heritage 

asset can be found; conservation by grant funding or some form of charitable or 

public ownership not possible; and, the harm or loss is outweighed by bringing the 

site back into use. 

5.18 Paragraph 134 applies where a development proposal will lead to ‘less than 

substantial harm’ to the significance of a designated heritage asset. In these 

circumstances the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 

proposal. 
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5.1 Harmful effects have been identified in the supporting documents submitted with the 

proposals and in relation to the off highway corridor in Headingley the residual 

impacts are described as ‘significant’.  As set out in the NPPG, substantial harm is a 

high test and may not arise in many cases.  However, through lack of assessment 

and detailed information, the actual impact of the proposals particularly in relation to 

impact on the setting of listed buildings and the character and appearance of the 

relevant conservation areas cannot be quantified and a judgement on whether the 

public benefits generated by the scheme outweigh this harm cannot be made.  There 

are also examples where the level of harm caused by the proposals has been 

reduced and under-estimated by mitigation measures that are not specific and cannot 

be guaranteed.   

5.2 The applicant has not addressed Paragraph 137 of the NPPF and has not 

demonstrated that the proposals will preserve those elements of setting that make a 

positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of the relevant assets.     
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6. Summary and Conclusions  

6.1 A large number of designated heritage assets are affected by the LVTS proposals 

and there will be a series of direct and indirect impacts resulting from the installation 

of building fixings, the demolition of curtilage listed structures and walls, and the 

demolition and partial demolition of buildings and structures in conservation areas.  

The proposals will have a potential widespread impact upon the setting of listed 

buildings and will affect the character and appearance of the conservation areas 

through which the LVTS will travel. 

6.2 A range of harmful effects have been identified and in some instances these effects 

are mitigated by series of measures that are not specific and cannot be guaranteed.  

The impact of the proposals has therefore been underestimated. 

6.3 The importance of applying ‘considerable importance and weight’ to the desirability of 

preserving the setting of a listed building was recently re-asserted by the Barnwell 

Manor case, and the Pond Farm case established that preserving the setting of a 

listed building should not be treated as a ‘mere material consideration’.  Insufficient 

information has been provided to enable an assessment of the impact of the 

proposals on the special architectural or historic interest of the affected listed 

buildings to be carried out and the applicant has not demonstrated that the proposals 

comply with Section 66 of The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 

Act 1990. 

6.1 The applicant has also not demonstrated that the proposals will preserve or enhance 

the character or appearance of the relevant conservation areas or accord with 

Section 72 of The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 

6.1 The requirements of Paragraph 128 of the NPPF have not been met and the 

significance of the heritage assets affected by the proposals, including any 

contribution made by their setting, has not been assessed.  Through lack of 

assessment and detailed information, the level of harm caused by the proposals in 

NPPF terms cannot be quantified and a judgement on whether the public benefits 

generated by the scheme outweigh this harm cannot be made.   
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