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1 Preamble 

 

The evidence that I give in this statement of evidence is in support of the Objection 

made by the Federation of Small Businesses to the possible grant of the Leeds 

Trolleybus Vehicle System Order by the Secretary of State for Transport under the 

provisions of the Transport and Works Act 1992. 

 

I support all the components of the Objection already made by the FSB under 
TWA/13/APP/04/OBJ/1721. 

 
 

2 Who I am 

 

I am Christopher James Longley MBE BA MSc. I am presently a Member of the 

West Yorkshire Regional Committee of the Federation of Small Businesses (FSB) 

and I am also the Yorkshire Representative to the National Policy Committee of the 

FSB.  

 

I am a Member of the current European Regional Development Fund 2007-2013 

Local Management Committee for Yorkshire and the Humber on behalf of the FSB, 

and I was a Member of the Programme Management Committee of the Objective 2 

Structural Funds Programme 2000-2006 as Vice Chair of the Regional Forum for 

Voluntary and Community Organisations throughout Yorkshire and Humber. I was a 

Member of the Regional Transport Board for Yorkshire and Humber when the Leeds 

Supertram Project was killed by the then Secretary of State for Transport. 

 

 

3 My background 

 

I graduated from Hull University in 1967 with a BA in Geography specialising in 

urban geography. I graduated in 1969 from Leeds University with an MSc in 

Transportation Engineering as one of the first group of graduates from the then new 

Centre for Transport Studies within Leeds University. Between 1968 and 1972 I 

worked for Leeds City Transport, and from 1974 to 1979 I worked for West Yorkshire 



Passenger Transport Executive; first in a planning role relating to the West Yorkshire 

Transportation Study (where my special job was the Leeds Bus Study) and to 

Section 25 local rail services; latterly as Operations Officer with responsibilities for 

local bus service provisions and control throughout West Yorkshire. 

 

 

4 Commercial Manager of South Yorkshire Supertram, my duties 

1989-1996 

 

Between 1989 and 1996 I was the Commercial Manager of the South Yorkshire 

Supertram Ltd (SYSL) whose task was to secure the design and construction of the 

Sheffield Light Railway known as “Supertram”, the Supertram vehicles that run on it, 

the tram-stops, the power supply system, the highway design and construction 

works, and the depot for the maintenance of the trams. The entire package was 

secured by SYSL by open competitive tender for a total contract price of £240.61 

million, a price for which it was delivered. In the absence of the Chief Executive I 

chaired the Programme Delivery Committee. 

 

Also between 1989 and 1996 I was the Commercial Manager of South Yorkshire 

Supertram (No2) Ltd (SYSL2) whose task was to design, organise and implement 

the public consultation programme about the design and construction of the entire 

light railway and of the Supertram light rail vehicles (the “trams”) themselves over the 

seven year period. In this role I also wrote the economic evaluation that was 

accepted by the Department of Transport and on which the £240.61 million capital 

funding was agreed, this with the assistance of Martin Voorhees Associates and the 

imprimatur of SG Warburg. I also wrote the SYSL2 Business Plan for the 25 year 

operational contract period, this with the assistance of KPMG.  

 

I also directed the creation of the terms and conditions of the contracts that 

underpinned the eventual privatisation of SYSL2, this with the assistance of Coopers 

and Lybrand, and including the creation of the South Yorkshire Supertram Trust and 

the “Golden Share” held by the Passenger Transport Authority to control the timing 

of the sale of SYSL2. 

 

It is a matter of public record elsewhere that the Supertram system opened in stages 

through 1993/1994, and that it operated 99% of its scheduled mileage from the first 

day of operation. By 1996 95%+ of trams were operating within 5 minutes of 

advertised time and the 99% of mileage operated remained the case. These are 

levels of reliability that colleagues within the industry tell me remain in 2014.  

 

I have therefore been professionally involved as a responsible decision maker in 

every one of the stages and aspects of delivery of a Supertram system that I have 

set out above. 

 



5 Operations Officer of South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive  

1979-1989 

 

The Transport Act 1985 changed the nature of local bus service provision in England 

- everywhere outside London, that is - from a regulated system of local bus services 

to a completely deregulated “free for all” provision by commercial bus operators. 

 

It was into this entirely new statutory and organisational regime that between 1986 

and 1989 I was appointed the Operations Officer of South Yorkshire Passenger 

Transport Executive.  

 

My main task was to secure the provision of local bus services by open competitive 

tender throughout South Yorkshire in the wake of the Transport Act 1985’s 

deregulation of local bus services, of the privatisation of the National Bus Company 

subsidiaries in the area, and of the arrival of new privately created bus companies in 

South Yorkshire. In South Yorkshire in 1984, Hansard records that 350 million bus 

passenger journeys were made. 

 

To set this in context, by the 1986 start of registered bus service operations only 50-

60% of the local bus services operated up to 31 March 1986 under the aegis of the 

Transport Executive were registered to operate commercially. Virtually all early 

morning, weekday evening and all Sunday services were not registered 

commercially, and many routes were not registered at all.  

 

My job was to establish which of those many missing local bus routes and those 

days of the week and those times of day when local bus services were required to 

meet established passenger need, and then to put those missing bus services out to 

open competitive tender. I also directed a major tendering exercise to secure the 

provision of local school bus services. 

 

I undertook all these tasks in close consultation for this four year period with the four 

South Yorkshire Metropolitan District Councils and the Passenger Transport 

Authority, itself a much altered entity. In that period of time I secured the provision of 

local bus services to an average annual budget of £16 million (1986-1989 prices). 

 

The core essential feature of the Transport Act 1985 – that publicly funded local bus 

services can only be secured lawfully outside London by open competitive tender 

from bus operating companies that are not controlled in Metropolitan areas by the 

Passenger Transport Authority – remains to this day. In FY 2012/2013 only 

104,934,000 bus passenger journeys were made within South Yorkshire according 

to the South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive. This is 246,000,000 fewer 

passengers than were carried in 1984 according to Hansard. 

 

 



6 My own experience as Commercial Manager of the South Yorkshire 

Supertram system in Sheffield 

 

We opened the Supertram system in stages through 1994 and 1995. SYSL2 was 

responsible for operating and maintaining the system and its trams. The entire cost 

of these tasks had to be covered from fare box revenue. SYSL2 was owned by the 

Passenger Transport Executive, and it was intended that it would become sufficiently 

profitable to be sold for in the region of £60 million. This was the extent of the 

Trading Credits made available by the Government to the Passenger Transport 

Authority as a part of the £240.61 million funding package to secure the capital 

programme. The sale of SYSL2 for £60 million would therefore defray these Trading 

Credits and absolve the South Yorkshire Passenger Transport Authority (SYPTA) 

and its guarantor the Sheffield City Council of the debt. 

 

Under the provisions of the Transport Act 1985 it was then - and remains to this day 

– illegal for the any Passenger Transport Authority (PTA) to subsidise any transport 

operation directly, or to own a transport company without making arrangements for 

the disposal of that transport company and securing its disposal. 

 

SYSL2 therefore had to be profitable in its own right to achieve the necessary sale 

price, and the PTA could not subsidise it. Attracting enough passengers to secure 

that profitability was key, and the SYSL2 Business Plan had taken a central case in 

which some bus services linked into the tram system and other bus services 

continued to operate unchanged. Outright competition from local bus services was a 

case that was considered in the Business Plan. 

 

But outright competition was deemed unlikely because Mainline - the local bus 

company now owned by FirstGroup - was still owned by the SYPTA to which South 

Yorkshire Supertram was ultimately (if very indirectly) also accountable. Indeed the 

conventional wisdom was that because the route of the light railway gave new 

linkages in many places, the bus companies would be less likely to compete where 

such new links were made. The likely behaviours of other (new entrant) bus 

companies were less predictable, but they were comparatively small in size when the 

economic appraisals and the business plans were being compiled in 1989 and 1990. 

 

Out in the real world, events were to be very different.  

 

After the “false dawn” of the 1994 Stage One opening of Supertram between the 

Sheffield city centre and the new shopping centre at Meadowhall (when the 

Supertram had such a speed/convenience/novelty advantage that the bus 

companies largely did not compete at all), Stages Two and onward attracted virtually 

immediate competition from local bus companies anxious not to lose their 

passengers. 

 



The competition took different and unstable forms: there was a mix of some new bus 

routes, some new and augmented bus service timetables and some bus fare cutting. 

And they were very effective. Supertram farebox revenue never reached the 

business plan’s central case assumptions, although it did cover the operating and 

maintenance costs.  

 

By the time the full Supertram system was open, it was clear that passenger 

numbers were well down on the business case forecasts and were unlikely to reach 

those forecasts in the foreseeable future. The future discounted flow of SYSL2 

profits was therefore far too small to give SYSL2 a likely sale price of £60 million.  

 

In the event, SYSL2 – and its 25 year operating concession - was sold by 

competitive tender to the Stagecoach Group at a price (rumoured to be £1.15 million) 

which left the SYPTA and its guarantor Sheffield City Council with the responsibility 

to pay off the majority of the £60 million Trading Credit debt.   

 

The options open to the debtors to deal with the debt are (a) to pay the interest on an 

equivalent loan and (b) to repay the debt in combined instalments of capital and 

interest. In both cases, the annual costs have to be found from the revenue accounts 

of the Authorities. Given the downward pressure on local authority grant, business 

rate and community charge income, the choices are limited to net increases in 

charge income or cuts in other services against a constant cost baseline.  

 

I am not aware of the basis on which the £60 million is being/has actually been 

defrayed, but the choices are as I have set out. In these current times of austerity, 

local authorities have sought to increase their revenue from chargeable services 

rather than cut front line services such as the care of vulnerable people of all ages 

and the education of children and young people. As government austerity bites 

further in the years up to 2020, it is difficult to see this trend reversing. 

 

 

7 A comparison I invite: It is a comparison between the actual financing of 

the South Yorkshire Supertram and the financing of the proposed Leeds 

NGT Trolleybus System 

 

The headline numbers are similar:  

 

 South Yorkshire Supertram: Total actual construction costs of South 

Yorkshire Supertram were £240.61 Million, of which £175 million was 

effectively outright central government grant.  Approximately £60 million of 

Trading Credits was to be repaid by the sale of the SYSL2 operating 

company or by the guarantor authorities from their public funds. 

 



 Proposed Leeds NGT Trolleybus System: Other Proofs of Evidence to 

the Inquiry suggest that the total estimated construction costs of the Leeds 

NGT Trolleybus System are £250 million approximately of which 

approximately £175 million is outright central government grant.  

 

The other £75 million is said by the Promoters to comprise the value of 

land (£11 million estimated) and £65 million in cash from prudential 

borrowing.  

 

It is unclear how this £65 million (approximately) of cash will be sourced, how it will 

be serviced pending any repayment or how it will be repaid.  

 

Presumably the same options for repayment will be open to the West Yorkshire 

Combined Authorities as are open to the South Yorkshire Authorities in the absence 

of any offsetting cash from the sale of a trolleybus operating company. 

 

I say again that the options open to the debtors to deal with the debt are (a) to pay 

the interest on an equivalent loan and (b) to repay the debt in combined instalments 

of capital and interest. In both cases, the annual costs have to be found from the 

revenue accounts of the Authorities. Given the downward pressure on local authority 

grant, business rate and community charge income, the sources are limited to net 

increases in charge income or cuts in other services against a constant cost 

baseline.  

 

 

8 The Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) 

 

This Authority has a duty (in terms) to police and enforce competition law and it has 

taken over certain duties of the recently abolished Office of Fair Trading (OFT) in this 

respect.  

 

The CMA has a general duty to preserve competition such that it must stop any 

measures that inhibit competition between bus services and between bus operators 

and this is germane in Leeds.  

 

8.1 CMA Issue One 

 

I have therefore invited the CMA to consider whether a Leeds NGT Trolleybus 

System TWAO restriction that: 

(a) limits access to specified stretches of highway to trolleybuses only and/or  

(b) limits access to specified stretches of highway to trolleybuses only and 

where those trolleybuses are owned by a sole and publicly owned operating 

entity  

may be anti-competitive. My email to the CMA is attached to this Proof of Evidence. 



 

If the CMA were to declare that such a restriction is anti-competitive it would allow 

access to the previously reserved highways to any of the following: (a) other electric 

trolleybuses, (b) other diesel powered articulated buses or (c) buses of all 

descriptions, motive power sources and configurations. 

 

In these latter cases, the vehicles additionally permitted might not be bound by the 

restrictions of power supply to operating only along the NGT route, would have the 

priority advantages allocated to trolleybuses and thus their speed advantages, could 

charge whatever fares their operating companies wished and would spread the 

available passenger demand across many extra vehicles. It is a fact that diesel 

powered articulated buses operating along the reserved highways could also access 

far wider catchment areas from which to attract passengers.  

 

In consequence, whatever Business Plan assumptions had been made by the NGT 

Promoters about Trolleybus farebox revenue would be seriously challenged if the 

CMA ruled that the trolleybus unique access permissions in the sought after TWAO 

were anti competitive.  

 

The CMA view is therefore crucial to the viability of the NGT Business Plan central 

case and I am pressing them to reach that view.  

 

I would also point out that it is the OFT that forced the DfT and Network Rail to agree 

that the First Hull Trains open access rail services could operate in competition with 

East Coast Trains (owned by the Government’s own Direct Rail Services) over the 

East Coast Main Line. 

 

8.2 CMA Issue 2 

 

Outside London, the Transport Act 1985 expressly forbids a Passenger Transport 

Authority or Executive from (a) owning a transport company other than to dispose of 

it and (b) expressly forbids either body from subsidising a local bus service other 

than by buying it through open public competitive tender. 

 

The Promoters of the Leeds NGT Trolleybus System appear, according to their 

Proofs of Evidence, to intend to establish an entity under their control to operate the 

trolleybuses. Such an action is impossible under the provisions of the Transport Act 

1985 unless the Authority intends to sell the entity at some future point in time. 

 

As published in their Proofs of Evidence, the Promoters of the Leeds NGT Trolleybus 

System also appear to be intending to subsidise directly the operation of the 

trolleybuses by paying the operating costs of the trolleybus operation and taking 

whatever farebox revenue is collected. The trolleybus operation, if this approach is 



adopted, is completely insulated from any revenue risk and this is impossible within 

the strictures of the Transport Act 1985. 

 

 

9  Summary of my Proof of Evidence 

 

I invite the Inspector to consider: 

 

1. Local bus operating companies competed in the 1990’s with the South Yorkshire 

Supertram in Sheffield to the point that passenger numbers and the farebox 

revenues of SYSL2 were eroded disastrously and the sale value of the operating 

company SYSL2 were negated. 

2. The Authorities in South Yorkshire were left with a bill of approximately £60 

million to pay as result. 

3. Local bus operators in Leeds are entirely free to compete in the 2010’s with the 

proposed Leeds NGT trolleybuses through bus route changes, bus timetable 

changes and fare cuts to the point that the passenger numbers and the farebox 

revenues of NGT might also be eroded disastrously. 

4. In these circumstances the Leeds Authorities might well inherit an operating loss 

that their own Proofs of Evidence say they must defray from public funds, which 

remains illegal under the Transport Act 1985. 

5. The Business Case put forward by the Promoters relies on the trolleybuses 

having exclusive use of the reserved highways being proposed within the TWAO, 

but this may well be seen as anti-competitive by the Competition and Markets 

Authority and declared inadmissible. 

6. In these circumstances NGT trolleybuses would again be subject to competition 

from other buses, but this time from other buses using the reserved and 

prioritised highways proposed for use by the trolleybuses.  

7. In these circumstances the Leeds Authorities might well again inherit an 

operating loss that their own Proofs of Evidence say they must defray from public 

funds, which remains illegal under the Transport Act 1985. 

8. Under the provisions of the Transport Act 1985 it is illegal for a Passenger 

Transport Authority/Executive to set up a transport operating company/entity or to 

operate transport services themselves directly without putting that company up 

for sale. 

 

I hope this summary is helpful to the Inspector in his deliberations. It does of course 

supplement the points in the Objection already deposited by the Federation of Small 

Businesses 
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OBJ/1721 ATTACHMENTS 

 

 

Text of email letter to Competition and Markets Authority, 28 April 2014 

 

from: Chris Longley 

to: enquiries@cma.gsi.gov.uk 

Alan Sullivan 
Competition and Markets Authority 
 
Dear Mr Sullivan, 
 
Thank you for speaking with me this afternoon. I am most grateful.  
 
Since I wrote the letter below to OFT on 17 March 2014, I have confirmed that the 
trolleybuses involved will indeed run on specially constructed ordinary roads (highways) 
along which other buses could also operate because no form of physical or electronic 
guidance will be used. The rest of my original letter stands. 
 
To recap briefly: The Promoters of the Leeds Electric Trolleybus Scheme ("New Generation 
Transport") propose to build stretches of new highway in Leeds to which access would only 
be granted to their proposed fleet of 20 electric trolleybuses. 
 
As the CMA will be well aware, outside London the provision of local bus services is fully 
deregulated by the 1985 Transport Act (et seq) and is open to competition without limit. I 
know of no place outside London in which buses of a single type or single ownership have 
been granted exclusive use of any stretch of highway. 
 
I would therefore be very grateful if the CMA would look at this issue with all speed because 
a Public Inquiry into the proposal to build these highways for trolleybuses begins tomorrow in 
Leeds and the resolution of this issue is central to these proceedings. 
 
Put bluntly, if the 20 trolleybuses have uniquely privileged access to these new highways 
they will have a competitive advantage denied to the buses of other operators. 
 
The buses of other operators will have to use nearby congested highways upon which 
additional delays will have been imposed by the traffic signal priorities given exclusively to 
the trolleybuses using the new reserved highways.  
 
In short, the trolleybuses would be privileged among buses when all should be equal. So it 
would be helpful to have an opinion that made clear that all buses of whatever kind and 
ownership must be granted open access to all highways. 
 
Given that I wrote to your OFT colleagues on 17 March 2014 and the Public Inquiry begins 
tomorrow, I would be grateful for your views by return. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Chris Longley MBE 
West Yorkshire Committee of the Federation of Small Businesses 
National Policy Committee of the Federation of Small Businesses 

 



Text of my email to the Office of Fair Trading (OFT) on 17 March 2014 

Please note that when I wrote this email to the OFT on 17 March 2014 I believed – 
from the information I had been given – that the Promoters were intending to 
construct the reserved stretches of the Trolleybus route as guided busways similar to 
those already in place in York Road in Leeds for the use of existing buses. 

 Only later did I discover the Promoters intend to construct these reserved routes as 
highways without any guidance system, and hence my use of the word “guideway” in 
the email below.  

 

-------- Original Message --------  

Subject:  For the attention of Competition Team: Leeds Trolleybus "Monopoly Operation" 
Date:  Mon, 17 Mar 2014 13:28:15 +0000 

From:  Chris Longley  
To:  enquiries@oft.gsi.gov.uk  

 

From: 

Chris Longley MBE 

Member of the Federation of Small Businesses West Yorkshire Committee, and of its 
National Policy Committee 

To: 

Office of Fair Trading, Competition Team 

 17 March 2014 

Dear Vladimir 

 LOCAL BUS SERVICE COMPETITION 

 Thank you for speaking with me today. You were most helpful. 

I would be very grateful if you would reply to me with a Case Number so that when the 
transfer to the Competition Commission takes place there can be continuity of contact.   

I raise what I believe to be a serious matter of the restriction of competition in the provision 
of local bus services. 

 LEEDS “NEW GENERATION TRANSIT” (TROLLEYBUSES): BACKGROUND 

 Leeds City Council and the West Yorkshire Integrated Transport Authority are sponsoring a 
Transport and Works Order to allow the construction and operation of a 20km guideway 
along a single corridor in Leeds, a guideway along which it proposes the operation of single 
deck articulated electric trolleybuses. The form of physical or electronic guidance that the 
guideway will use is as yet not in the public domain. 

mailto:enquiries@oft.gsi.gov.uk


 If the consultation and tendering process is completed as set out by the proposers of the 
order, some 20 electric trolleybuses will be operating over the guideway in 2018/2019 under 
a monopoly operating concession that will last many years. 

 PROCESS 

 There have been many objections to the project. most of which concern the perceived 
imbalance between the benefits that those who use the trolleybuses will receive and the dis-
benefits to virtually everybody else:  

 other road users who will be delayed and  
 everyone along the route whose lives and businesses will be disrupted by either 

construction works or by the continuing operation of the trolleybuses. 
 those who use other bus services that will be delayed or may be cut in frequency,  

At this time, the business case supporting this application for the Transport and Works Order 
is not in the public domain. A major element of the business case must be the revenue from 
passengers using the trolleybuses, and the assumptions made about the conditions 
surrounding that revenue are as yet not in the public domain either.  

 If the business case assumes the trolleybuses are operated as a monopoly user of the 
guideway, the assumed passenger revenue will be larger than if the guideway were also to 
be used by other competing trolleybuses (or other kinds of bus for that matter) that are in 
separate ownership. 

 The Secretary of State for Transport has appointed an Inspector to run an Independent 
Inquiry into the application for the Transport and Works Order, and this Inquiry is imminent. 

 COMPETITIVE OUTCOME 

 If the Transport and Works Order is granted by the Secretary of State, contracts for the 
design, build, operation and maintenance of the guideway and the trolleybuses will be invited 
through competitive tender. These may be separate contracts or they may be a “bundle” in 
which a single partnership “wins” the lot. 

 However, if a sole “winner” of the contract to operate the trolleybuses emerges as it must in 
this process, it will create a monopoly operator of these trolleybus services.  

 At face value the OFT has proper cause to investigate this situation, bearing in mind the 
imminence of the Independent Inquiry.  

 It follows that the imminent Independent Inquiry would benefit materially from the views of 
the OFT in this matter because the OFT views will have a bearing on the content of the 
business case being put forward by the sponsors of the Transport and Works Order. 

 As the OFT knows, such a monopoly would not be allowed in the operation of local bus 
services along any ordinary highway corridor or in any particular area where the local bus 
services in question used the highway. 

 I look forward to your acknowledgement of this email and to your investigating this matter 
with all possible speed in view of the imminent Independent Inquiry 

 Kind regards 



 Chris 

 Chris Longley MBE 

Federation of Small Businesses 

  


