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1. Although some may see transport as a poor relation to other seemingly more 

glamorous aspects of policy formulation, it has a central role to play in the way that 

individuals and wider society interact, whether socially or economically. Transport 

provision affects all of us, and in particular where we live, how we get to meet others 

whether for work or for social interaction, or when meeting the needs arising from 

health, welfare, or general day to day living 1. 

2. Leeds lies at the heart of the Leeds City Region, and is the largest centre of 

employment in the region. The city provides almost 460,000 jobs, and is home to 

395,000 employees2.  The success of the Leeds economy means that there is net 

inward commuting with inward commuters to Leeds from neighbouring districts 

exceeding outflows by around 50,000 per day3. Those figures alone demonstrate the 

need to transport people efficiently in and out of the city to and from work, let alone 

for other purposes. 

3. It is not merely the numbers which demonstrate that need, but the location of the 

jobs; key employment areas include, as one might expect, areas in the centre of the 

urban area, such as the city centre and the university precinct4. 

                                                      
1Eddington Report paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2,  G-4-62 
2C-1 paragraph 3.41 
3C-1 paragraph 3.45 
4C-1 paragraph 3.42 
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4. The number of people living in Leeds is expected to increase. Over the decade to 2021 

it is anticipated that the population of Leeds will grow by 11.8% (compared to a 

projection of 8.6% for England)5.  

5. Given the fact that Leeds is home to more jobs than employees, and to an expanding 

population, it is not surprising that many of the city’s radial routes are congested6. It 

is also noteworthy that some of the most congested routes, such as the A660 corridor, 

are not served by rail7.  

6. Policies have been developed to address these challenges. The long established policy, 

re-emphasised in the current draft Core Strategy, is to provide for a rapid transit 

system to increase radial route capacity into the city, to improve punctuality and to 

provide park and ride facilities8. 

7. The scheme before this inquiry will allow that long held ambition to be realised, and 

those challenges to be addressed to the benefit of those who live in, work in, and visit 

Leeds, the wider region and the UK as a whole. 

8. The Secretary of State has served a statement of matters9. The matters identified are 

addressed in the Promoters’ evidence. 

 

 

The Promoters 

9. The scheme is promoted by Leeds City Council (“LCC”) and West Yorkshire Combined 

Authority (“the Combined Authority”)10. 

10. Leeds City Council is a unitary authority responsible for all local government services 

and functions within the City of Leeds, other than those transport functions which are 

performed by the Combined Authority11. 

                                                      
5C-1 paragraph 3.38 
6C-1 Fig 3.8 
7UDP Diagram 2, D-2-1 
8D 1-1 Policy 11 (draft Core Strategy) 
9 Rule 7(6) Transport and Works (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 2004, E-1-16 
10A-01-08 Declaration as to status of applicants 
11Farrington PoE 3.1 
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11. The Combined Authority was established by statutory instrument12 and came into 

being on the 1st April 2014. On establishment of the Combined Authority: 

a. The West Yorkshire integrated transport area was dissolved13 

b. The West Yorkshire Integrated Transport Authority (“ITA”) was abolished14 

c. The functions, property rights and liabilities of the ITA were transferred to the 

Combined Authority15 

d. The West Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive was dissolved16 

e. The functions, property rights and liabilities of the West Yorkshire Passenger 

Transport Executive were transferred to the Combined Authority17 

12. In addition to its transport functions, the Combined Authority exercises, concurrently 

with the constituent authorities, economic development and regeneration 

functions18.  

13. References in the draft TWA Order19 to the Executive will have to be amended to refer 

to the Combined Authority. 

14. Although the legal status has changed the ‘Metro’ brand has been retained for the 

public transport operations20. 

 

The Evolution of and need for the Scheme 

15. The need for improved public transport facilities in the City has long been recognised. 

16. The 1991 multi-modal Leeds Transport Strategy achieved a great deal of success in 

improving the City’s transport infrastructure21, however, although the necessary 

powers were obtained, the three-line light rail network or Supertram which would 

have served East, South and North West Leeds was never implemented. 

                                                      
12The West Yorkshire Combined Authority Order 2014  SI 2014/864 
13The West Yorkshire Combined Authority Order 2014  Article 6(1) 
14The West Yorkshire Combined Authority Order 2014 Article 6(1) 
15The West Yorkshire Combined Authority Order 2014 Article 6(2) 
16The West Yorkshire Combined Authority Order 2014 Article 8(2) 
17The West Yorkshire Combined Authority Order 2014 Article 8(2) 
18The West Yorkshire Combined Authority Order 2014 Article 10 and Schedule 3 
19A-01-4 
20 Henkel PoE 2.5  APP-4-2 
21C-4-2 page 4 
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17. When making the Leeds Supertram (Extension) Order and granting deemed planning 

permission the Secretary of State accepted his inspector’s recommendations. The 

inspector found that improved public transport facilities in Leeds, and especially along 

the A660 were needed22. The Secretary of State accepted that improved public 

transport facilities in Leeds were needed, and that he was not persuaded that 

enhanced bus services would satisfactorily address the need23.  

18. Although Supertram was given DfT funding approval in 2001, that approval was 

withdrawn in July 2004.  

19. In November 2005 the DfT confirmed that it could not fund Supertram but identified 

an opportunity to develop an alternative rapid transit system which could lead the 

way for other cities24. 

20. An analysis of transport needs took place in conjunction with the development of 

planning policy for the City.  

21. In March 2007 an Initial Business Case was prepared for a replacement mass transit 

project25. The proposals were for a north corridor along the A660 and for a south 

corridor to provide a link between the M621 Motorway via the A61 into the city 

centre. At that stage an east route was also proposed. The highest quality option 

under consideration was described as a bus-tram26. 

22. The DfT indicated that it was broadly content with the ‘shape of the business case so 

far’, but indicated that it would be necessary for Metro to consider whether to retain 

the Aire Valley corridor option27. 

23. Further analysis of options took place. The 2009 analysis was based on two scenarios, 

namely travel growth in line with national projections or growth based upon emerging 

land use development options set out in planning policy documents. The conclusion 

reached was that there was insufficient capacity on the City’s bus, rail and road 

networks to accommodate growth28. The Otley A660 corridor was identified as one of 

                                                      
22D-6-2 paragraph 73.2(a) 
23Decision letter dated 20th December 2000, paragraph 10, G-4-1 
24C-6-1 
25C-5-1 
26C-5-1 2.5.18 on page 47 
27C-6-2 
28C-4-2 page 18 
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the worst affected corridors for congestion29, crowded/unpunctual buses, and poor 

accessibility30.  

24. Having identified the need to enhance transport capacity a range of potential 

solutions were considered. The solutions considered included rapid transit, bus 

network enhancements, rail network enhancements, tram train, and park and ride31. 

25. Different solutions were considered appropriate for different corridors.  

26. In October 2009 a Major Scheme Business Case Submission was made to the DfT. At 

that time the NGT project included three radial routes to Bodington Park and Ride, St 

James’s Hospital and Stourton Park and Ride. At the time of submission the Benefit 

Cost Ratio (“BCR”) was calculated to be 2.6232. 

27. The proposal set out in the Major Scheme Business Case was accepted by central 

Government and in March 2010 programme entry approval was granted for the NGT 

scheme. Programme entry approval related to the North Line to Holt Park, the South 

Line to Stourton and the Western section of the City Centre loop to join the North and 

South lines33. 

28. Following the election of the coalition government the transport major schemes 

process was suspended while the Government reviewed all schemes.  

29. The NGT scheme was placed in the ‘Development Pool’ and a process initiated 

whereby promoters were invited to review the scale and scope of their proposals as 

well as their proposals for local funding contributions34. 

30. In September 2011 the promoters submitted a Best and Final Funding Bid. In that bid 

the promoters proposed a very substantial increase in local funding35. 

31. In December 2011 the DfT indicated that it had not been able to make a decision in 

response to the Best and Final Funding Bid submission. The DfT stated that it 

                                                      
29 C-4-2 page 14 
30C-4-2 page 15 
31C-4-2 page 20 
32C-4 Table 18.6 on page 18-4 
33C-6-8 
34C-2 paragraph 1.6 
35C-3 paragraph 4.3 
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recognised that a strong strategic case had been made but that it was unable to form 

a concluded view on whether the scheme represented value for money36. 

32. In March 2012 a Programme Entry Business Case Submission was made. The project 

for which the bid was made was the current scheme, namely the 14km trolley vehicle 

based rapid transit scheme, running from Holt Park to Stourton, with park and ride 

sites at Bodington and at Stourton37.At that stage the southern route passed along the 

Balm Road sidings. 

33. Programme Entry re-approval was granted in July 201238 with the DfT stating that it 

would provide a maximum funding contribution of £173.5m. It is a condition of the 

funding that the scheme must be implemented in accordance with the scheme 

proposal as set out in the March 2012 business case39. The DfT assessed the BCR as 

being 2.7. 

34. In early 2013 the proposed High Speed 2 (HS2) route between Leeds and the West 

Midlands was announced. That proposal included a section of line in close proximity 

to the then proposed NGT route along the rail sidings in Balm Road. As a result of that 

proposal a change to the route in the south corridor was proposed and the Belle Isle 

route was selected. In May 2013 the promoters sought approval from the DfT to the 

change in route of the NGT. 

35. In a letter dated 5thAugust 2013 the DfT approved the change to the Belle Isle route 

and made plain that the conditions set out in the July 2012 letter continued to apply40. 

36. In September 2013 the TWA Order application was made. 

 

The Scheme 

37. The proposal is for a trolley vehicle system to run over a route which is 14.8 km in 

length41.  

                                                      
36C-6-13 
37C-2 paragraph 1.3 
38C-6-15 
39C-6-15 condition (ii) 
40C-6-14 
41 Smith PoE 3.1.1, APP-3-2 
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38. As with any scheme of this type the technical detail evolves as the scheme progresses 

and as the promoters respond to points taken by landowners and others– the latest 

technical drawings are those produced in March 201442. 

39. The system will connect people to key employment sites, education, health, retail and 

leisure facilities.  The north route will provide rapid transit on the heavily congested 

A660. The south route will provide rapid transit linkages to prominent development 

sites acting as a catalyst for growth and regeneration.  

40. Park and ride sites will be created at Bodington in the north and Stourton in the south. 

41. The trolley vehicles will be afforded priority by a combination of lanes for use by NGT 

and buses, preferential treatment at traffic signals, and new sections of NGT only 

route.  The NGT only route includes a section to the east of the congested A660 

through Headingley. 

42. A fleet of 20 trolley vehicles is proposed to be operated from a depot at Stourton.  

43. The trolley vehicles as proposed are articulated vehicles 18.75m in length and be able 

to carry between 120-160 passengers.  The vehicles will have level boarding from 27 

stops43. 

44. The trolley vehicles will be modern, quiet, accessible and clean with zero emissions on 

street.  

45. 10 electricity supply sub-stations will be provided44. 

46. The 27 passenger stops will provide shelter, seating, lighting, real time travel 

information and ticketing information. 

47. It is proposed to run two services, each with a frequency of 5 vehicles per hour, from 

Holt Park to Stourton and Bodington to Stourton. That means that between Bodington 

and Stourton there will be 10 services per hour, or one every six minutes. 

48. Seven scheme objectives were developed following a review of relevant local, regional 

and national policy45. The objectives are 46:  

                                                      
42A-11, and Smith PoE (App-3-2) section 4.2 
43The stops are listed at Smith PoE (App-3-2) pages 25-27 
44Smith PoE (App-3-2) pages 35-37 
45C-4-10 – Strategic Fit Objectives –Issue 2, Technical Note  section 2 pages 3-4 
46C-4, Major Scheme Business Case October 2009, Table 3.7,  C-1 Business Case Review Jan 2014, Table 3.8. A-

01-2 Statement of Aims paragraph 3.2 
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a. To maximise growth of the Leeds economy by enhancing its competitive 

position and facilitating future employment and population growth. 

b. Support and facilitate the sustainable growth of Leeds, recognising the 

importance of the City centre to the future economy of the Leeds City Region 

c. Support and facilitate targeted regeneration initiatives and economic growth 

in the more deprived areas of Leeds. 

d. Improve the efficiency of the City’s public transport and road networks. 

e. Reduce transport emissions of CO2 and other greenhouse gases. 

f. Promote the quality of life through a safe and healthy built and natural 

environment. 

49. The proposals will contribute to meeting all these objectives. 

50. The benefits of the scheme are reflected in the economic assessment. The value for 

money of the scheme, with a BCR of 2.9047, falls within the High category48. 

 

 

The Draft Order and associated applications 

51. A draft Transport and Works Act 1992 order has been submitted49, and is 

accompanied by all the necessary additional information50.  

52.  There have been changes to the plans which are summarised in Mr Smith’s proof of 

evidence51. As a consequence of those changes, revised TRO plans have been 

prepared and will be submitted to the inquiry. 

53. A direction deeming that planning permission be granted is sought52.  

54. In addition, applications have been made for listed building consent53 and for 

conservation area consent54.  Those applications have been referred to the Secretary 

                                                      
47pp-7-2 Chadwick PoE 3.106. This figure has been adjusted since the Business Case Review was completed – 

see Table 17.4 in C-1, which has a figure for the preferred option of 2.96 
48App-7-2 Chadwick PoE 3.35: High VfM if the BCR is between 2.0 and 4.0 
49A-01-04 
50As required by Rule 10 of the Transport and Works (Applications and Objections Procedure) (England and 

Wales) Rules 2006 (E-1-22) 
51 App-3-3 section 4.2; revised technical design drawings A-11 
52A-01-07 
53Applications for LBC for OLE fixings (Smith PoE App-3-2, paragraph 5.14.3), and 12 other applications (Smith 

PoE App-3-2, paragraphs 5.14.4 to 5.14.41) 
54See Smith PoE (App-3-2) section 5.15 
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of State55. The requirement to obtain conservation area consent still applies as the 

applications were made before the requirement for such consent was repealed.  There 

were 61 representations on the heritage applications, of which 3 have now been 

withdrawn (including English Heritage).   

55. There were 1764 objections to the Order. Of those objections 95 were made by those 

with qualifying interests56. 1759 objections remain outstanding.  There were also 10 

representations received by the Secretary of State and 40 letters of support. 

56. An additional Listed Building Consent application has been submitted in relation to 

the Old Red Lion public house57.  This has been referred to the Secretary of State to 

be considered at this inquiry58. 

57. Additional environmental information was submitted on 30th January 2014, giving rise 

to a further 6 week representation period.  

58. A note setting out how the procedural requirements have been satisfied has been 

produced59. 

 

 

The Transport and Planning Issues 

59. The NGT scheme will provide rapid transit on one of the most congested radial routes 

into Leeds and is supported by the relevant transport and planning policies. 

60. The capacity of the radial route network provides an absolute constraint to the volume 

of traffic entering the city centre in the morning peak hour and leaving it in the evening 

peak hour.  One of the most congested radial routes into the city centre is the A66060. 

61. If employment growth in the city centre is to be accommodated the only way to do so 

without worsening congestion is to increase radial public transport capacity and to 

make this capacity attractive to travellers who would otherwise travel by car61. 

                                                      
55Section 12(3A) Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
56i.e. persons falling within the ambit of section 11(4)(b) of the Transport and Works Act 1992 
57 A-09c-62 
58 DCLG letter 15th January 2014 
59…………. 
60C-1-15 paragraph 4.29 
61C-1-15 paragraph 5.28 



10 
 

62. Both the A660 corridor and the A61/M621 corridors are appropriate for a rapid transit 

intervention62. 

63. The NGT scheme will provide that much needed rapid transit intervention. 

64. The scheme has been designed to maintain existing cycle facilities and wherever 

possible to enhance or extend the current provision63. 

65. Conditions for pedestrians will be improved by introducing 64 additional controlled 

crossings and by the introduction of shared space environments64. 

66. The scheme will result in a net 1.2km increase in bus lanes65, and buses will benefit 

from much of the improved infrastructure. 

67. The signalised junction analysis undertaken by Mr Robertson66, and the priority 

junction analysis produced by Mr Smith67, demonstrates that, with the modifications 

to the road network which are proposed, and with priority being afforded to NGT 

vehicles, such intervention can be achieved without causing any unduly adverse 

impacts on other road users.  

68. The extent to which the proposals accord with the relevant planning and transport 

framework has been considered in the Strategic Fit analysis carried out throughout 

the development of the project, including the January 2014 Strategic Fit – A Review68. 

The conclusion of the analysis is that the objectives set for NGT are consistent with 

the contemporary policy framework and that they and their interpretation remain 

current69. 

69. The Leeds Core Strategy is still in draft but well on its way to adoption. Investment in 

a rapid transit system to increase radial capacity into the city is identified as a key 

spatial priority70, and NGT is shown on Map 9 as one of the key elements of the 

transport strategy71. 

                                                      
62C-1-15 paragraph 5.31 
63Smith PoE 7.2.6 (App-3-2) 
64Smith PoE 7.3.16 (App-3-2) 
65Smith PoE 7.5.5 (App-3-2) 
66App-6-2 sections 5 and 6 
67Smith Ap.4 (App-3-4) 
68C-1-15 
69C-1-15 paragraph 2.59 
70D-1-1 policy 11 (i) 
71D-1-1 between pages 44 and 45 
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70. The UDP Review was adopted after funding had been withdrawn for Supertram. A 

decision was made to retain the policies relating to Supertram given that alternatives 

were under consideration72.  

71. UDP Review Policy T12 indicates support for new modern forms of public transport 

such as Supertram, and policy T13 protects the routes to south Leeds and to 

Headingley. The current trolley vehicle proposals are fully consistent with that policy.  

72. The UDP review includes an express allocation of land for park and ride facilities at 

Bodington and at Stourton73.  

73. Development of a rapid transit network including NGT is identified as a key priority in 

the Local Transport Plan74. 

74. Although in this case the proposals do accord with the development plan it should be 

noted that the requirement imposed by section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004, that planning applications be determined in accordance with the 

development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise, does not apply 

when making a section 90 Town and Country Planning Act 1990 direction75. It is the 

Applicant’s case that the proposals do accord with the development plan when 

considered as a whole, and it this stage we merely invite you to note our submission 

on this point76.  

 

The Environmental and Heritage Issues 

75. The scheme’s likely environmental impacts have been properly assessed in 

accordance with all relevant legislative requirements.  The scheme has thus been 

subjected to an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), the requirements of which 

are governed by the EC Directive 85/337/EEC77 (as codified in 2011/92/EU) and the 

results of which are presented in the Environmental Statement submitted with the 

                                                      
72D-2-9: UDP Review 6.2.9-6.2.11 
73D-2-9  policy T17 
74D-6-11 page 72 
75R (oao Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) v. Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change [2012] 

EWHC 46 (Admin) at paragraphs 70-81 
76We note, for example, that Mr Brooks refers to section 38(6) PCPA 2004 at paragraph 7.1 of his proof of 

evidence   923/04 
77E-2-1 
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application78 as amended by the supplemental ES submitted in January 201479.  The 

supplementary ES provides further information on (inter alia) air quality80, noise and 

vibration81, and open space82.  The ES provides all of the information required by the 

Scoping Opinion issued by the DfT83 and conforms fully to the requirements of the 

relevant Regulations84. 

 

Public Open Space 

76. NGT will in large part run on the existing highway infrastructure.  In a handful of places 

along the route the scheme will additionally utilise existing open space.  The impact of 

the scheme in this regard has been assessed as part of the EIA process85. 

77. In part the acquisition will be on a temporary basis to provide the construction 

compounds that all schemes of this nature require.  This would not cause any long 

term harm and in most cases would offer the opportunity for improvement86. 

78. The scheme also necessitates permanent land-take in respect of a small number of 

the City’s parks and areas of green space87.   The impact on the majority of these 

spaces can be assessed using the Leeds Quality Park standard88: in each of these cases 

the scheme will result in an improved score when assessed against that standard89. 

79. The scheme necessitates the re-provision of University of Leeds sports pitches at 

Bodington Hall to make way for the proposed park and ride scheme.  The new pitches 

and proposed enhancements will be of an appropriately high quality and allow for 

more intensive use90. 

                                                      
78 A08a – A-08f 
79 B-1 to B-7. 
80 B-2 
81 B-4 
82 B-5 
83 Annex A to A-08b; Annex C od the Main Statement (A-08b) outlines where in the ES the required information 
is to be located. 
84 Transport and Works (Applications and Objections Procedure) (England and Wales) Rules 2006 (E-1-22) 
85 A-08e-3 and B-5: ES Technical Appendix J. 
86 APP-11-2 paragraph 2.17. 
87 APP-11-2 paragraph 2.1 table 2.1. 
88 APP-11-2 paragraph 2.2 – 2.11; 3 of the areas in question are not of sufficiently high recreational value to 
warrant assessment: table APP-11-2 at table 2.2. 
89 APP-11-2 table 2.2. 
90 APP 11-2 paragraph 2.14 2-15. 
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80. The scheme also creates new areas of open space on both the north line and the south 

line.  Both areas (at Headingley Hill and Stourton Park and Ride) will meet the LQP 

standard91. 

81. The scheme also uses open space to provide ecological mitigation and enhancement 

at various points along the scheme, as endorsed by the NPPF92. 

 

Electromagnetic compatibility 

82. The scheme’s impact on terms of electromagnetic compatibility (EMC) has been fully 

assessed as part of the EIA process93. 

83. In so far as relevant to the assessment of the scheme, EMC concerns the ability of 

equipment (here NGT) to function satisfactorily without introducing unduly adverse 

electromagnetic disturbance to other equipment in its environment. 

84. NGT will comply with all relevant legislation, standards and guidance, in particular the 

EMC Directive94 and the Electromagnetic Compatibility Regulations 200695.  All testing 

will be carried out in accordance with the approach set out in the ES96. 

85. Specific studies have been carried out in respect the impact on and mitigation for 

particular receptors97.  The University of Leeds has rightly not objected to the scheme 

but given its use of medical equipment it has been the subject of more detailed 

investigation98. 

86. EMC issues during the construction phase of the scheme will be routine, i.e. as 

standard for any large civil engineering project99. 

87. Similarly, the scheme is not expected to give rise to any significant operational EMC 

risks in practice100. 

                                                      
91 APP-11-2 table 2.3. 
92 Core Principles at NPPF paragraph 17. 
93 A-08c-5: Technical Appendix E – Electromagnetic Compatibility 
94 Directive 2004/108/EC; E-2-8. 
95 E-1-21. 
96 A-08c-5 paragraph 1.19 
97 G-4-34 and G-4-35 
98 APP-14-2 paragraph 4.2(a). 
99 APP-14-2 paragraph 4.8 – 4.10. 
100 APP-14 paragraph 7.4 – 7.13 



14 
 

88. There is no significant risk to human health101 or in terms of interference with 

television, radio, or wi-fi102. 

 

 

Noise 

89. The scheme’s impact in terms of noise and vibration is fully assessed in the ES103, not 

only in terms of the operational impact of NGT itself but also in terms of the impact of 

traffic displaced by NGT104. 

90. As with any engineering project of this scale there will inevitably be impacts associated 

with the construction of the scheme105.  Scheme construction will be managed and 

the noise impact mitigated in accordance with all relevant legislation, standards and 

guidelines.  In particular, working hours will be controlled, appropriate machinery will 

be used and best practice employed. 

91. With regard to operational noise, again as would be expected, some receptors will 

benefit whilst others will be adversely affected.  In the short term (i.e. on scheme 

opening) in the order of 440 dwellings and other sensitive receptors will receive 

significant adverse affects106, but this reduced in the long term (to 70)107. 

92. There will be no significant impacts arising from the proposed sub-stations or the 

depot. 

93. The scheme will not cause significant vibration effects108. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
101 APP-14-2 paragraphs 1.7 – 1.10 and 6.3; see also APP-15.2 paragraph 3.8. 
102 APP-14-2 paragraph 6.6. 
103 A-08e-2 and B4: Technical Appendix I – Noise and Vibration. 
104 APP-13-2 paragraph 2.3 and 2.4. 
105 APP 13-3-1 (n.b. the use of worst case: APP-13-2 paragraph 8.4). 
106 APP-13-2 paragraph 5.5-5.11 and table 5.2 
107 APP-13-2 paragraph 5.13 – 5.21 and tables 5.3 and 5.4; see also B-4 paragraph 4.62 – 4.103 
108 APP-13-2 paragraph 8.12 
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Ecology 

94. The scheme’s ecological impacts are presented in the ES109.  The methodology 

underpinning the assessment is thorough and based on well-established practice110.  

Surveys have been carried out between 2009 and 2013. 

95. The scheme’s ecological impact is relatively limited.  It is notable that Natural England 

does not object to the Scheme, subject to the imposition of suitable conditions111.   

96. No nationally or locally designated sites will be affected. 

97. The construction of the scheme will cause some local level habitat impacts, principally 

because of the loss of trees which offer potential roosting places for bats and nesting 

places for birds112.  This will reduce significantly and ultimately become beneficial in 

the longer term once the extensive mitigatory planting becomes established. 

98. The most significant locations in terms of the scheme’s potential to have an impact 

upon breeding birds are the off-highway section in Headingley (i.e. behind the Arndale 

Centre) and the proposed park and rides at Stourton and Bodington.  The extensive 

surveys referred to above have not revealed the presence of any Schedule 1 birds113.  

Whilst there will be a loss of breeding habitat there will be significant mitigation during 

scheme construction and operation, including the provision of 60 bird boxes, the 

planting of species rich grassland to improve foraging habitat, and tree planting to 

provide future nesting places114. 

99. The scheme requires the removal of two buildings that currently host bats (one small 

transient bat roost each).  These are (i) the toilet block at Lawnswood and (ii) 6 Wood 

Land.  The demolition will follow methods specified under licence granted by Natural 

England.  The loss of these roosts is not significant in ecological terms115.  60 new bat 

boxes will be erected during the construction phase. 

                                                      
109 A-08d: Technical Appendix - Ecology 
110 Ecological Impact Assessment Methodology at Annex A of A-08b, in turn drawing on the Chartered Institute 
of Ecology and Environmental Management’s Guidance on the Ecological Impact Assessment (G-4-3) and the 
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges Aims and Objectives of Environmental Assessment (E-4-7). 
111 APP-8-2 paragraphs 6.8 – 6.10 and conditions listed at APP-8-3-5 
112 APP-12-2 paragraph 6.3 
113 I.e. Birds protected by s.1(5) and Schedule 1 of the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981.  A complete list of the 
recorded birds is provided at Annex B of A-08d. 
114 See mitigation summary at Table 5.1 at APP-12-2 
115 APP-12-2 paragraph 6.6 – 6.10. 
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100. There is a maternity roost of pipistelle bats at Headingley Castle.  NGT will pass 

through their foraging grounds, reducing the area that is suitable for that purpose.  

The impact will be reduced to negligible by the use of directional lighting (pipistrelles 

are the most light-tolerant bat species).  In addition to the bat boxes referred to above 

the scheme will also include the provision of an area of semi-improved grassland, 

woodland, scrub and scattered trees at the off-highway section in Headingley 

(referred to as the “mitigation meadow”116).  This will provide increased foraging areas 

for bats. 

 

101. Overall, with the tree replacement policy and the installation of bird and bat 

boxes NGT will have a minor beneficial effect in ecological terms117. 

 

Air Quality 

102. The scheme’s air quality impact is detailed in the Air Quality Technical 

Appendix to the ES118. 

103. The construction of the scheme will be governed by a Code of Construction 

Practice (CoCP)119 which includes mitigation measures designed to secure dust 

suppression (e.g. road sweeping), to prevent idling construction vehicles and to 

minimise construction journeys. 

104. The scheme will have an adverse impact on air quality in some locations as a 

result of the changes that will occur to existing traffic flows but it will be beneficial in 

others.  Overall the scheme’s air quality effects will not be significant in environmental 

terms120. 

 

Carbon effects 

105. The scheme’s carbon impact is set out in Technical Appendix B to the ES121. 

                                                      
116 Drawings M4931-116 to 119 and 312694/TD/016 to 019 in A-08k. 
117117 APP-12-2 paragraph 9.18. 
118 B-2 
119 A-08g-2 
120B2 page 55 paragraph 5.1 
121 A-08c-2 
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106. As with any civil engineering project of this scale the construction phase will 

give rise to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (both as a result of the constructions 

works themselves and as a result of increased traffic congestion).  The CoCP will 

minimise carbon emissions from plant and traffic, for example by avoiding the use of 

diesel-powered generators and minimising energy use. 

107. With regard to the operational phase, powering the NGT vehicles will give rise 

to emissions that are minimal in the context of existing transport emissions122.  

Similarly, there will be a very small increase in the overall road traffic emissions (as 

small as 0.2% over baseline conditions123) resulting from the redistribution of existing 

traffic patterns to accommodate NGT.  NGT is itself more efficient than other modes 

of transport, especially private cars.  Each NGT vehicle can accommodate up to 160 

people, resulting in fewer emissions per passenger kilometre than other transport 

modes124. 

 

Historic Environment 

108. The scheme’s heritage impacts are assessed in the ES125.  As with other 

environmental issues and as is to be expected with a scheme of this nature, NGT has 

both positive and harmful impacts126.  It is highly relevant that English Heritage has 

now withdrawn its objection to the scheme. 

109. The key heritage assets in the case are the conservation areas through which, 

and the listed buildings by which, NGT will pass.   

 

110. With regard to the conservation areas, whilst some harm will result from (for 

example) the removal of various curtilage walls and the removal of trees NGT will 

plainly not result in “substantial harm” to any of the conservation areas as a whole for 

the purposes of paragraph 133 of the NPPF127. 

                                                      
122 A-08c-2 paragraph 5.5 
123 B1 paragraph 5.1 
124APP-15-2 paragraph 4.23 
125 A08c-7 
126 A-08c-7 ; see also summary at Appendix A to the Environment Chapter of A-08b 
127 See also NPPG 18a-017 and Bedford v Secretary of State [2013] EWHC 2847 Admin. 
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111. Similarly, the scheme will harm the historic value of a small number of principal 

/ curtilage walls that will be demolished128, and it will affect the setting of a large 

number of listed buildings – for example through the fixing of OLE to  listed buildings129 

as well as the general appearance of the OLE, the removal of trees and the 

construction of NGT stops.  That said, any harm is clearly “less than substantial” for 

the purposes of the NPPF, meaning that the scheme’s heritage impacts are to be 

weighed against the public benefits of the scheme130. 

112. It is acknowledged that, given the statutory duties imposed by section 66 and 

72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, considerable 

weight and importance is to be given to the achievement of the objectives set out in 

those sections when balancing any public benefit against less than substantial harm.  

 

Landscape and visual impact 

113. The scheme’s landscape and visual impact is assessed in the ES131, the detail of 

the scheme being set out in the three volume design statement132 and illustrated in a 

series of photomontages133.  NGT broadly follows the alignment of the Leeds 

Supertram scheme: it is clear that the principle of a rapid transit scheme broadly along 

the NGT route is already well established. 

114. That aside, the assessment presented in the ES analyses NGT’s impact by 

reference to 44 character areas (29 along the north route, 15 for the south).  The 

scheme would not be significant in landscape and visual impact terms in respect of 

any of the 15 southern character areas134, and would only have significant impacts in 

respect of 9 of the northern character areas135.  This assessment is based upon the 

approach set out in the 2nd edition of the GLVIA136; if the assessment is made against 

                                                      
128 APP-9-2 paragraph 5.5. 
129 APP-9-2 paragraph 5.8. 
130 NPPF paragraph 134. 
131 A-08-e1: Technical Appendix H, Landscape, Townscape and Visual Amenity 
132 Volumes 1 and 2: A-08k; Volume 2 Character Area Regeneration Synergy at B12 
133 B-7 
134 APP-10-2 paragraph 10.9 
135 APP-10-2 paragraph 10.8; nb this assessment is against GVLIA 2nd edition. 
136 I.e. Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 2nd Edition (2002): G-4-2 
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the recently published 3rd edition137 the impacts are reduced further138.  The most 

significant impacts will be felt at Bodington Park (park and ride replacing playing 

pitches), the off-highway section behind the Arndale Centre and at Hyde Park 

Corner139. 

115. The scheme will bring about a net gain in terms of tree numbers140. 

 

 

Economic and Regeneration Issues 

116. The scheme will facilitate movement into, and through the City centre, 

offering the opportunity for business, retail and other trips to be made by rapid mass 

transit.  The ability to transport people with a high degree of punctuality is likely to 

prove to be an attraction to those considering doing business in Leeds. 

117. The southern route will link some of the most deprived areas of south Leeds 

with the city centre and other areas141. 

118. It is often the case that planning and other policies aim to stimulate 

economic activity, but it is not often that the economic effects of those policies, or of 

projects carried out in accordance with those policies are able to be forecast with 

any degree of precision. That may be said to be inevitable given that it is the 

behaviour of many different individual human beings which contributes to economic 

activity.  However in this case the forecast economic impact has been modeled, and 

the results of that modeling provide a tangible indication of the extent of benefits 

which will be realised if the scheme is allowed to proceed. 

119. When considering these economic development and regeneration benefits it 

is important to bear in mind that the DfT’s approach to Cost Benefit Appraisal makes 

an assumption that the pattern of population and employment is not affected by 

transport investment (other than at the margin). As a result one of the main reasons 

                                                      
137 G-4-22 
138 APP-10-2 paragraph 10.8 
139 APP-10-2 paragraph 10.8. 
140 APP-10-2 paragraph 10.12. 
141App-1-2 Farrington PoE 5.3 
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for the promotion of NGT, namely to facilitate economic growth, is not considered 

within the formal Cost Benefit Appraisal142. 

120. However DfT guidance establishes that Land Use Transport Interaction 

Models can be used to assess the impact of transport intervention on jobs and 

population. Such a model has been developed for West Yorkshire and it is therefore 

possible to forecast certain economic impacts that will arise as a result of NGT, even 

though those impacts are not assessed as part of the Cost Benefit Appraisal143. 

121. The economic analysis undertaken indicates that NGT will144: 

a. Lead to an increase of 3,687 jobs in Leeds District by 2031 

b. Result in wider economic impacts of £115m present value (in 2010 prices) or 

put in an alternative way increase the gross value added of the Leeds District 

in 2031 by £235.6 million. 

122. Those tangible benefits are in addition to the transport and other benefits 

which are assessed in the Cost Benefit Appraisal. If those benefits had been included 

when calculating the BCR, it would have been 3.65:1145. 

 

Funding 

123. As required146 the application was accompanied by a funding statement147. 

124. The approach to capital funding is set out in the Financial Case section of the 

business case and the funding position is as follows148: 

 

DfT      £173.5m 

Metro Capital Reserves/LTP3    £4.9m 

LCC Capital Programme/LTP3   £25.5m 

Prudential Borrowing    £35m 

                                                      
142App-7-2 Chadwick PoE 3.123 
143App-7-2 Chadwick PoE 3.124-3.125 
144App-7-2 Chadwick PoE 3.126 
145App-7-2 Chadwick PoE 3.126 
146Transport and Works (Applications and Objections Procedure) (England and Wales) Rules 2006,  Rule 
10(3)(a): E-1-22 
147A-01-10 
148C-1  Table 20.1 on page 20-2 



21 
 

Land already in Metro or LCC ownership £11.6m 

      ----------- 

Total       £250.6m 

 

 

Property Interests 

125. The scheme necessitates the acquisition of third party land.  The proposed 

acquisition is in the public interest.  There has already been significant land 

acquisition following the approval of the previously proposed Supertram scheme.  

Property acquisition matters are dealt with in Mr Caten’s evidence149 and the inquiry 

will be updated as matters progress. 

 

Consultation  

126. There have been three main periods of consultation150: 

a. 2008: Feasibility Stage 

b. 2009: Development of the Business Case 

c. 2012/2013: Development of the Transport and Works Act Order submission 

127. Details of the consultation undertaken can be found in the Statement of 

Consultation which is an application document151. 

 

 

Conclusions  

128. There can be no doubt that there is a need for improved public transport on 

radial routes into Leeds city centre. 

129. Further there can also be little or no doubt that the proposed northern and 

southern radial routes are appropriate routes on which to introduce improved public 

transport.  

130. The proposed trolley vehicle system will provide the much needed improved 

public transport and will do so by providing a modern, convenient, punctual, reliable, 

                                                      
149 App-16-2 
150 C-1 paragraph 4.14 
151 A-01-3 
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and high quality system, without causing unacceptably adverse impacts on 

congestion for other road users. 

131. Any rapid transit system to serve the north and south corridors will have 

some environmental effect, particularly during construction. The effects have been 

assessed and no unduly adverse impact will occur.  

132. The trolley vehicle system is deliverable, there is no serious challenge to the 

feasibility of introducing it, and funds are in place. 

133. You should be beware of the siren voices which suggest that the objects of 

the order applied for could be achieved by other means.  If the order is made a rapid 

transit scheme will be provided on the north and south corridors. Absent the order, 

Leeds will be deprived of that opportunity with no realistic prospect of achieving the 

scheme objectives by alternative means.  

134. This scheme will deliver very significant benefits to Leeds and its people.  To 

reject it in the hope that something better might come along would be to deprive 

Leeds of a modern rapid transit system on the basis of an uncertain hope – that 

would not be the right or proper course to follow.  

 

 

 

Landmark Chambers,      Neil Cameron QC 

180, Fleet Street,     Robert Walton 

London EC4A 2HG     29th April 2014  


