
  REB-1 OBJ1810 
 

Page 1 of 9 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THE LEEDS TROLLEY VEHICLE SYSTEM ORDER 

 

 

Rebuttal Evidence 

 

Promoters’ Response to Mr Bell 

 

REB-1 

OBJ/1810 

 

 

 

April 2014 

West Yorkshire Combined Authority & Leeds City 

Council 

  



  REB-1 OBJ1810 
 

Page 2 of 9 
 

Table of Contents  

1. Introduction      3 

2. Response to Points Raised   5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



  REB-1 OBJ1810 
 

Page 3 of 9 
 

1. Introduction 

1.1. This rebuttal Proof of Evidence has been prepared on behalf of West 

Yorkshire Combined Authority and Leeds City Council (together “the 

Promoters”) to respond to particular aspects of the Proof of Evidence of Mr 

Bell, document reference: OBJ/1810 which was received by the Promoters 

on 26/03/2014.   

1.2. It is not intended that this rebuttal proof should address further points that 

witnesses for the Promoters have already covered in their evidence; 

however, cross-references to relevant paragraphs of those witnesses’ Proofs 

of Evidence are given below, where appropriate.  

1.3. This rebuttal proof responds to the following issues raised in  Mr Bell’s  Proof 

of Evidence: 

 Page 5, line 28: Introduction of Tidal flow traffic system 

 Page 8, line 15: Conductors are required to ‘re attach’ vehicle to the 

Overhead Line Equipment  

 Page 9, lines 4-36: Standing levels and patronage figures will lead 

to dangerous levels of passengers standing  

 Page 10, lines 1-2: Articulated vehicles are dangerous on roads 

such as those in Leeds 

 Page 10, line 3: Diesel/Gas/Hybrid buses fair better (Well to Wheel) 

than trolleybuses 
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1.4. It is intended that this rebuttal proof should be a composite response by the 

Promoters to those new points raised in the evidence of Mr Bell.  In this 

respect, for cross-examination purposes the name of the Promoters’ witness 

who is responsible for each aspect of this rebuttal proof is given at the 

beginning of each section below. 

1.5. Each of the Promoters’ witnesses who have contributed to this rebuttal 

confirm that they believe the facts and opinions they have stated to be true 

and where applicable, their evidence conforms to the standards and 

requirements of their professional bodies. 
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2. Response to Points Raised 

Rebuttal Argument 1 

2.1. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on the Introduction of Tidal flow traffic 

system (page 5, line 28)  

2.1.1. Very few cities in the UK have tidal flow systems. Where they are 

employed they are used on highways much wider than any of those 

along the NGT route (normally 5 + lane A roads with motorway 

restrictions). 

2.1.2. Logistically (and in terms of local environmental impacts) it would be 

incredibly challenging to deliver a tidal-flow scheme along all or even 

part of this route.  To do so would mean the erection of large gantries 

along the route at regular intervals. Not only this but given the number 

of access roads which adjoin to the A660 (for example), new signs 

would be required at frequent intervals and at every single junction 

where it is in operation.  

2.1.3. Although a tidal flow system could (theoretically) help improve journey 

times for all traffic it would not deliver against the objectives of the 

NGT project, and therefore it has not been taken forward through the 

scheme design process. 

Rebuttal Argument 2 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on the use of conductors to ‘re attach’ 

trolleybus vehicles to the Overhead Line Equipment (OLE) (page 8, line 15). 

2.2.1.  With modern trolleybus systems, conductors are not required to 

attach/detach the trolleybus booms from the overhead line equipment 

(as had been the case many decades ago). The driver can do this 

from the safety of the vehicle.  

2.2.2. The length of time required to do this depends on the make model of 

vehicle used, however it is often in the region of 10-15 seconds – 
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usually while stopped at a junction or a bus stop, and therefore having 

no impact on journey times.  

2.2.3. Conductors may be used as part of NGT scheme for the following 

reasons:- 

 To reduce the amount of patronage lost through fare evasion; 

 To discourage anti-social behaviour and promote an increased 

sense of security to passengers; 

 To offer a level of customer service on-board the vehicles; and 

 To aid in any emergency situations. 

Rebuttal Argument 3 

2.3. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on the impact of standing levels and 

patronage figures on passenger safety (page 9, lines 4-36)  

2.3.1. Trolleybuses of the same vehicle type and of the same broad 

standing:seating ratios that NGT propose are in operation in many 

locations around the world, and without any of the issues arising that 

have been asserted.  Tram vehicles, which are in operation in UK 

cities such as Nottingham, Sheffield and Birmingham have similar if 

not higher standing:seating ratios than is being proposed for NGT.  

Equally, none of these problems have been reported by the operators 

of these systems. 

2.3.2. In addition to the above points, although there would be fewer seats 

than a standard double decker bus (for example), the more open 

layout would have advantages in terms of easier access to these 

seats and improved wheelchair access. The vast majority of 

passengers travelling in inter-peak and off-peak times will have a seat 

available should they wish to use one. In my opinion the conclusion 

that NGT is beneficial in terms of Access to Healthcare facilities 

presented in paragraph 5.32 onwards of the Health Impact 

Assessment [A-08h-3] is appropriate. 
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Rebuttal Argument 4 

2.4. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on the use of articulated vehicles and the 

safety of such vehicles on the roads in Leeds (page 10, lines 1-2) 

2.4.1.  Whilst it has been stated by some sources that articulated buses 

were removed from London for safety reasons, there is no concrete 

evidence available to support this view.  In addition, there are a 

number of points that I will make in response to the issue raised in 

respect of articulated vehicles, as set out below 

 NGT proposals include for design changes to the highway layout 

along the 14.8km route. At almost all junctions, the curvature of 

the road has been altered in order to improve ride quality and 

lines of sight for the drivers.  

 NGT proposals include for 64 new pedestrian crossings 

encouraging people to cross the road safely.  

 Along 65% of the route between the two park and rides NGT 

vehicles would be travelling in lanes segregated from general 

traffic. These lanes will be enforced 24 hours a day, 7 days a 

week. This reduces the likelihood of vehicles crossing the path of 

NGT vehicles of vice versa.  

 As part of the scheme many right/left turns across the NGT lanes 

would be banned. Alternative routes would be provided at safer 

locations.  

 All of the junctions along the route would be re constructed to 

offer priority for NGT vehicles. An example of which being 

Lawnswood Roundabout where NGT vehicles will travel straight 

across the roundabout without interacting with general traffic.  

 This particular route lends itself to long vehicles – the A660 does 
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currently have articulated buses operating along its length. The 

Supertram proposals includes for 30+m vehicles (trams) running 

along the same corridor with similar levels of segregation and 

priority. These proposals were granted the powers associated 

with the Transport and Works Act Order in 2004.  

 Vehicles of the type proposed as part of NGT operate 

successfully around the world.  

 Where NGT services are to share road space with cyclists, lanes 

are to be at least 4.2m wide. This is a generous provision in 

comparison to most cycle/bus lanes across the City and the UK 

where lanes can be as narrow as 3.3m wide (need to check this 

– what is the guidance?) 

 The Promoters will be considering the latest technology to 

ensure cyclist safety. This could include sensors on board the 

vehicles to alert drivers when cyclist are close to the vehicle and 

also alerting cyclists when the vehicle is turning left/right.  

Rebuttal Argument 5 

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Leather, with assistance from Mr Terry Ellis, Mott 

MacDonald’s carbon expert to the point made on page 10 paragraph 2 

questioning use of  Diesel/Gas/Hybrid buses compared to trolleybuses in 

terms of their ‘well to wheel’ statistics.  

2.5.1. “It is suggested that trolleybuses will be 20% more fuel efficient than 

diesel buses in the total well to wheel equation.  There is no data to 

support this suspect statement” 

2.5.2. Further information relating to the fuel efficiency of trolleybuses is 

given in the Sub Mode Options Report [Document C-1-16].  It is 

assumed that the assertion is in response to the point made in the 

second bullet point of page 37 of this document, namely: “The 

potential WTW CO2 benefits for the battery electric and trolleybus sub 
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modes depend on electricity production methods. The reductions of 

24% for trolleybus and 30% for battery electric are based on the 

current UK grid mix (164 g CO2eq/MJ). These figures could be 

improved significantly through the use of electricity from renewables 

or future decarbonisation of the UK grid”. 

2.5.3. As set out in Section 3.27 of my proof [APP 15 2], alternative mode 

options were fully considered in the development of the scheme.  This 

process included consideration of alternative mode options as set out 

in Report C-1-16. This study draws upon a range of currently available 

data and studies to compare the relative current and potential future 

performance of different modes across a range of parameters, 

including efficiency and emissions. In addition, the actual power 

demand for NGT will be dependent on the specific trolleybus vehicle 

selected  and will be highly likely to be significantly less than stated in 

the Environmental Statement and Sub Mode Options Report.  It is 

likely that energy efficient criteria will be used in the procurement 

process for the trolleybus. 

 


