
9th October 2014 
                        
Dear Mr Whitehead                                                                                                                

 

Re: Objection 1505 

 

I am appearing before you at the public Inquiry on Wednesday 15th October 2014, and set out 

my statement of case. I am a local resident and do not represent any organization. 

 

I consider the proposed trolleybus system does not provide value for money, and the 

Promoter should consider a tramway/light railway for the following reasons. 

 

1) The scheme will have insufficient capacity to reduce traffic congestion. The 

vehicles have a capacity of 160, providing, on the proposed service frequency of 10 

hourly a maximum of 1,600, of which 20% will transfer from cars.1  Trams would 

carry an additional 1,000 an hour. 

2) Motorists will not see the trolleybus as a sufficiently attractive2. The evidence of 

the past 50 years demonstrates that motorists will only transfer in significant numbers 

to a rail-based alternative. Typically, light rail systems attract 30-40% of patronage 

from former car trips, whereas bus rapid transit attracts less than 5%.3 This calls into 

question the likelihood of NGT achieving 20%. 

3) The service will not be sufficiently reliable. Nearly half (45%) the proposed route 

will be mixed with general traffic. To be reliable, at least 85% is required. If a 

tramway was built, it would take less road space. A double track tramway takes 17 

feet 6 inches (21.254m) road space, almost 10 feet less than two bus lanes.4  This 

would, for example, enable two tracks to be laid on one side of Otley Road, rather 

than one bus lane on opposite sides, with buses moving in and out of general traffic at 

stops. 

4) Affordability. The references to light rail make reference to the previous supertram 

proposal being cancelled by the government because it was unaffordable. The DfT 

grant of £400m was for a bigger scheme than NGT. Some of the costs have been 

artificially moved from the capital cost to annual operating costs. For example, the 

trolleybuses are to be leased, at an annual cost of £6.2m5. This reduces the funding 

requirement by £20m, based on £1m per trolleybus. A tram costs around £2m, and 

over the sixty year life of the scheme, the cost of the fleet would be £20m less6  It is 

also more efficient, with a staff/passenger ratio of 250/1, (500/1 if run as a coupled 

pair) compared to 160/1 for the trolleybus. This leads to lower running costs. In 

Besancon in France, a tramway of similar length to NGT has been constructed at a 

                                                      
1 Leeds NGT Business Case Review table 12.4. This is the AM peak hour hour percentage. The interpeak and pm 
peak hour forecasts are 11.3% and 10.1%, both more than double the historic average (see footnote 2)  
2 Paragraph 3.57 of the Scheme Business Case App-7-2 states ‘..Very few business travelers currently use bus in 
Leeds and are forecast to use NGT’…  
3 ‘Sustainable Light Rail’:  paper by Prof Lewis Lesley to Claverton Conference 2008, published on 
www.claverton-energy.com/sustainable-light-rail-2html 
4 Paragraph 5.22 of the scheme design gives a minimum width of 4.2 metres. The lanes are to be widened for 
cyclists, but see article by Matthew Beard Transport Editor of the London Evening Standard on 2nd April 2013 
reporting 1,219 collisions between buses and cyclists in the capital between 2008 and 2012.  
5 Statement of case table 11.3 
6 Based on 5 fleet replacements every 12 years, compared with 1½ fleet replacements for the trams over the 
60 year life of the scheme. 



cost of around £178m (Euro €228M)7. This is less than the funding requirement, and 

only £3.5m more than the DfT grant.  

5) Lost Opportunity for tram train. The best hope for a fully integrated regional rapid 

transit scheme would be to construct a tram train network along the lines of the one 

already in operation in Karlsruhe in Germany. This is referred to in the 2009 

framework document and elsewhere. However, this will not realistically be possible if 

the NGT trolleybus is built, as the city centre public transport loop will have to be 

reconstructed, and as a consequence the chance for direct through services from the 

areas NGT serves will be lost. 

 

I therefore consider you should recommend that a modern light rail system, should be 

considered and not just decide to accept or reject the trolleybus, which has been considered as 

a solution partly because of the dictates of the DfT. The inspector’s report on the Leeds 

Unitary Development Plan states 

 

‘Supertram … offers probably the most practical prospect for most local communities to be 

relieved of the impact of high road traffic levels and congestion.’ 

 

And 

 

‘there is little prospect that further enhancements to bus services could enhance (ie the new 

measures needed to address the increase in travel demands) this position’8  

 

The summary of the Planning Summary Proof of Evidence states that  

 

‘The scale of growth (of motor traffic) now envisaged is far greater than contemplated when 

the previous supertram scheme was conceived. The need is if anything even more compelling 

today.’9 

 

It is therefore perverse of the Promoter to propose a scheme with a lower capacity that will 

make little difference to peak hour congestion, because, as the Business Case argues, most 

business users will not use NGT.    

 

I hope my comments are helpful, and welcome the opportunity to contribute to the debate. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

George Jennings  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                      
7 The length of the scheme is 14.5km. details from an article from 27th August 2014 on www.mobilicities.com   
8 Appendix 8-3-1 paragraphs A3.8 and A3.9 
9 Appendix 8-1 paragraph 1.3 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

          
 

 

 

 

  


