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1. Introduction 

 

Qualifications and Experience 

 

1.1. My name is Stephen Speak and I am the Deputy Chief Planning Officer for Leeds 

City Council.  I hold an MA in Land Economy from Cambridge University and a 

Diploma in Town and Regional Planning from Leeds Polytechnic (now Leeds 

Metropolitan University). 

 

1.2. I have been employed within the planning service of Leeds City Council since 1972.  

Whilst my experience covers a wide range of planning activity, most of it relates to 

the forward planning functions of the Council.  My current role has particular 

responsibility for the preparation of the Local Plan and sustainable development.  I 

have had direct engagement in the preparation of the Leeds UDP (2001), the UDP 

Review (2006) and the Core Strategy (subject to examination in October 2013). 

 

1.3. I can confirm that the evidence which I have prepared and provide for this 

examination is true and that the opinions expressed are my true and professional 

opinions.  

 

Scope of evidence 

 

1.4. The scope of my evidence is to set out the extent to which the proposed scheme is 

consistent with planning policy.    

 

Declaration of truth 

 

1.5. This proof of evidence includes all facts which I regard as being relevant to the 

opinions that I have expressed. I believe that the facts stated in this proof are true 

and that the opinions stated are correct. 
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2. Outline of Evidence 

 

Planning Policy 

 

2.1. My evidence covers the extent to which the proposed scheme is consistent with 

planning policy.  This includes both national and local planning policy.  In particular I 

address in some detail the planning policy context relating to public transport 

schemes and park and ride developments. 

 

2.2. In considering the policy position, I will describe the evolution of that position where I 

consider it is relevant to an understanding of the current scheme.  This is set out in 

Appendix 1 [APP-8-3-1] of my proof. 

 

2.3. I also consider planning policy relating to open space and heritage issues.  

However, detailed analysis of the effects of NGT on these interests is provided in 

the evidence of Mr Walker, Mr Flesher and Mr Ward.  I will draw on their 

conclusions in considering the overall planning balance. 

 

Consideration by the Local Planning Authority 

 

2.4. Although the decision whether or not to grant planning permission rests with the 

Secretary of State, the proposals have been considered by the City Council as the 

Local Planning Authority (LPA).  The LPA has considered the proposals through a 

number of meetings of its City Plans Panel. 

 

2.5. My evidence describes the process of engagement with the Panel and the outcome.  

I set out the proposed schedule of planning conditions which were also subject to 

review by the LPA. This includes proposed changes arising after the submission of 

TWAO documents. However, it should be noted that other LCC officers are 

responsible for the details of these and, if necessary, I will defer to those other 

officers in relation to particular details.  
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3. Evolution of the Policy Position 

 

3.1. Planning policy at the national level supporting the introduction of modern public 

transport systems, designed to ease congestion and encourage model shift is not 

new.  Similarly at the local level development plan policy as it has evolved since 

1992 has promoted the introduction of a modern, rapid public transport system 

linked to park and ride in the corridor now proposed for NGT.  This has included the 

protection of the route and its identification on the Proposals Map and the specific 

allocation of the park and ride sites at Bodington and Stourton North. 

 

3.2. In reaching the current position the policy has been considered through two 

development plan inquiries and the predecessor Supertram Scheme and earlier 

TWAO inquiries.  Details of this policy background are set out at Appendix 1 [APP-

8-3-1]. 
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4. The Current Policy Context 

 

National Planning Policy 

 

4.1. Current national planning policy is set out in the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF).  From its publication in March 2012 this replaced and 

condensed most previous guidance, including PPG13: Transport. 

 

4.2. The over-arching message of the NPPF is that it is the purpose of planning to help 

deliver sustainable development.  The guidance goes on to consider what this 

means in practice.  Paragraph 17 of the NPPF sets out some „Core Planning 

Principles‟ relevant to both plan-making and decision-taking.  These include that 

planning should: 

 

 “be genuinely Plan-led……; 

 not simply be about scrutiny, but instead be a creative exercise in finding ways to 

enhance and improve the places in which people live their lives; 

 encourage the effective use of land; and 

 actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public 

transport……” 

 

4.3. The NPPF retains the emphasis of earlier guidance of encouraging more 

sustainable forms of transport and providing an alternative to movement by private 

car: 

 

“Transport policies have an important role to play in facilitating sustainable 

development but also in contributing to wider sustainability and health objectives……  

The transport system needs to be balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes, 

giving people a real choice about how they travel......”  [CD, E-4-21, paragraph 29, 

p9] 

 

4.4. The guidance goes on to say that: 
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“Local authorities should work with ……transport providers to develop strategies for 

the provision of viable infrastructure necessary to support sustainable 

development……”  [CD, E-4-21, paragraph 31, p9] 

 

4.5. Paragraphs 35 and 41 advise that plans should identify and protect sites and routes 

that could be critical in developing infrastructure to widen travel choice. 

 

4.6. The NPPF recognises that open space and opportunities for sport and recreation 

are important to the health and well-being of communities.  It therefore seeks to 

protect such land and advises it should not be built on unless: 

 

 “an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, 

buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or 

 the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by 

equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable 

location; or  

 the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the needs 

for which clearly outweigh the loss.”  [CD, E-4-21, paragraph 74, p18] 

 

4.7. Section 12 of the NPPF (CD, E-4-21, paras 126-141, p30-32) sets out national 

policy relating to the historic environment.  This advises that applicants must 

describe the significance of any heritage assets affected by development proposals, 

including their settings.  The significance of the asset is to be taken into account in 

assessing the impact of the proposed development. 

 

4.8. The NPPF advises that where proposals involve the substantial harm or total loss of 

significance to a heritage asset then consent should be refused unless this is 

outweighed by the substantial public benefits of the development.  The Framework 

goes on to say: 

 

 “where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the 

significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the 
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public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use.”  [CD, E-4-

21, paragraph 134, p31] 

 

4.9. The effects of a proposal on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset 

should also be considered. 

 

4.10. The NPPF reminds us that in accordance with Section 38(6) of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, planning decisions must be taken in accordance 

with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.   

 

4.11. The NPPF states that: 

 

“…… due weight should be given to relevant policies in existing plans according to 

their degree of consistency with this framework (the closer the policies in the plan to 

the policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given).”  [CD, E-4-

21, paragraph 215, p48] 

 

4.12. The NPPF also states that: 

 

“From the day of publication, decision takers may also give weight to relevant 

policies in emerging plans according to: 

 

 The stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced the 

preparation, the greater the weight that may be given); 

 The extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less 

significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given); 

and 

 The degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging Plan to the 

policies in this Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging Plan to the 

policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given).”  [CD, E-4-

21, paragraph 216, p48] 
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4.13. These extracts are important for the purposes of considering the relative weight to 

be given to policies in the existing and emerging development plans.  It is the 

Council‟s contention that the policies in these plans, set out in the following sections, 

are generally consistent with the NPPF. 

 

Leeds Unitary Development Plan (Review 2006) 

 

4.14. The UDPR (CD, D-2-8/9/10) is the current development plan for Leeds.  As 

explained in Section 3 and detailed in Appendix 1 [APP-8-3-1] many of the policies 

in the current plan were not subject to review but were simply imported and 

consolidated into the UDPR.  This included Strategic Goal 4 (promoting sustainable 

development), Strategic Aim 2 (promoting sustainable transport solutions), Strategy 

Principle 4 (giving priority in the introduction of new transport infrastructure to public 

transport) as well as the policies most relevant to NGT, i.e.: 

 

 T12: Supporting new modern forms of public transport; 

 T13: Protecting Supertram routes and station sites; 

 T14: Advising that further corridors would be considered; and 

 T17: Allocating park and ride sites 

 

4.15. Diagram 2 (CD, D-2-9, p125) illustrates the corridors being considered for 

Supertram including a South Leeds route and the A660.  The safeguarded routes 

and park and ride allocations are identified on the Proposals Map (CD, D-2-8). 

 

4.16. The policies of the UDPR are „saved‟ consistent with the directions of the Secretary 

of State of September 2007 and June 2009 (CD, D-1-4). 

 

4.17. One change of note between the UDP (2001) and the current plan is in the 

supporting text at paras 6.2.9-11 of the UDPR (CD, D-2-9, p111-112).  This 

acknowledged that funding for Supertram was no longer available and that the 

Council would work with the PTE and Government to bring forward alternatives.  It 

advised that until alternatives were developed it was not proposed to modify the 
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UDP to delete references to Supertram and that the changed position would be 

incorporated in the LDF. 

 

4.18. Detailed policies for the park and ride sites are set out in Volume 1, Section 3 of the 

UDPR (CD, D-2-9).  Section 3 brings together proposals provided on a thematic 

basis earlier in the UDP to provide a consolidated site specific proposal, including 

further detailed requirements as appropriate.  The proposals for Bodington park and 

ride site (T17.2) are contained in the North Leeds Chapter (CD, D-2-9, paragraph 

18.3.6, p394-5) and those for Stourton North (T17.1) in the South Leeds Chapter 

(CD D-2-9, paragraph 22.3.2, p425-6).  In both cases the park and ride proposals 

are only one element of a policy describing a range of uses and requirements.  The 

policies are all currently „saved‟.  However, it should be noted that the employment 

component of the policies, E18.6 and E19 at Bodington and E18.8 and E19 at 

Stourton North are proposed to be deleted once the Core Strategy is adopted.  The 

references to policies E4, E4.17 and E4.28 respectively, would also cease to be 

relevant as the listing in E4 simply reflected the employment use proposed in E18.  

Policy E18 is no longer considered to be appropriate as it promoted out-of-centre 

offices and an ample supply of sites for office development exists in more 

appropriate locations. 

 

4.19. The UDP recognises the importance of greenspace for recreation, nature 

conservation and quality of place.  This is reflected in strategic principle SP1 which 

says: 

 

 “Greenspace is protected and enhanced as an important land use in its own right in 

conferring amenity, quality of life and a sense of identity to established communities 

and proposed extensions”. [CD, D-2-9, p28] 

 

4.20. Policy N1 (CD, D-2-9, p53) goes on to say that development of protected 

greenspace identified on the Proposals Map and City Centre Inset Map II will not be 

permitted unless the need locally is already met and a suitable replacement is 

provided in an area of shortfall. 
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4.21. Policy N6 (CD, D-2-9, p61) similarly seeks to protect playing pitches from 

development.  However, this can be acceptable where there is an overall gain in 

quality or suitable relocation. 

 

4.22. The UDPR also identifies a strategic network of urban green corridors (Policy N8 – 

CD, D-2-9, p62) which link the main built up area to the countryside.  The network is 

shown on Diagram 1 of the UDPR (CD, D-2-9, p63) and on the Proposals Maps.  

The UDP makes clear that Policy N8 does not rule out development but is a factor 

to be taken into account as development comes forward. Policy N8 affects 

Bodington in particular and is referenced in the site specific policy referred to earlier. 

 

4.23. The UDP recognises the importance of heritage assets to the quality and character 

of many parts of the District.  The proposed NGT route runs past many listed 

buildings and through a number of conservation areas and the UDP policies are 

therefore relevant. 

 

4.24. Policy N14 (CD, D-2-9, p69) advises that consent for demolition of a listed building 

should only be granted in exceptional circumstances and with the strongest 

justification.  There is also a presumption against any demolition of a building that 

makes a positive contribution to the character and appearance of a conservation 

area (Policy N18A).  Policy N20 advises that: 

 

 “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.” [CD, D-2-9, p72] 

 

4.25. Further detailed policies relating to listed building and conservation areas are set out 

in the UDPR volume 2: Appendices (CD, D-2-10). 

 

4.26. The policies of the UDPR are consistent with the broad thrust of the NPPF in 

recognising the importance of heritage assets and seeking their preservation and 

enhancement (CD, E-4-21, paras126 & 131, p30-31). However, UDP policy does 

not reflect the approach in the NPPF with regard to the significance of an asset and 

the assessment of harm. The policies of the UDP relating to heritage assets cannot 
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therefore be regarded as completely up to date and should accordingly be given 

less weight. 

 

Natural Resources and Waste Development Plan Document 

 

4.27. The NRWDPD (CD, D-3-2) was adopted by the Council on 16th January 2013.  The 

document sets out the Councils policies in particular for minerals and waste and a 

range of other environmental matters. 

 

4.28. Policy Minerals 3 (CD, D-3-2, p19) is concerned with safeguarding surface coal 

deposits. The policy refers to a „Safeguarding Area‟ which is extensive and applies 

to much of the NGT route. The policy advises that within the safeguarding area 

applicants must demonstrate that they have considered the opportunity to recover 

any coal present.   

 

4.29. I deal with this further below but the policy explains that coal should be removed 

unless: 

 

 it can be shown that it is not economically viable to do so, or 

 it is not environmentally acceptable, or 

 the need for the development outweighs the need to extract the coal, or 

 the coal will not be sterilised by the development 

 

Leeds Core Strategy 

 

4.30. The emerging Leeds Core Strategy (CS) (CD, D-1-1/2/3) is at an advanced stage of 

production.  The CS was submitted to the Secretary of State for examination on 23rd 

April 2013.  The document submitted for examination was the publication draft of 

February 2012 together with the pre-submission changes published for public 

consultation in December 2012.   

 

4.31. The inspector held a hearing on 8th July 2013 to consider the Duty to Co-operate.  

He subsequently wrote to the authority on the 10th July 2013 (CD, G-2-5) to confirm 
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that he was satisfied that the Council had complied with the Duty and that he could 

therefore proceed to consider issues of „soundness‟. 

 

4.32. The examination hearings commenced on 7th October 2013 with the final session 

taking place on 23rd October 2013.  Hearings focussed on different topics based on 

an agenda set by the inspector.  A „transport‟ session was held on the afternoon of 

14th October in Leeds Town Hall.  The inspector‟s published agenda (CD, G-2-8) 

asks three questions: 

 

 Q1: regarding Highways Agency concerns about traffic impact on the SRN; 

 Q2: concerning policies T1 and T2 which relate to transport management and    

        accessibility requirements respectively; and 

 Q3: relating to the policy for Leeds/Bradford Airport (SP11) 

 

4.33. There were no specific questions relating to NGT or public transport investment 

more generally. 

 

4.34. The CS maintains the theme of both the UDP and UDPR of supporting public 

transport improvements to provide an attractive alternative to car travel and to 

support growth whilst minimising the impact on congestion.  Section 3 sets out 24 

objectives reflecting the spatial vision of the Plan.  Under the heading of „A Well 

Connected District‟ objectives 15 and 16 are concerned with the delivery of an 

accessible and integrated transport system to support communities and economic 

competitiveness. 

 

“15. Increase the use of sustainable forms of transport by facilitating the delivery of 

new infrastructure and the improvement and management of the existing 

system, transport hubs and interchange (including Leeds City Station). 

 

16. Ensure new development takes place in locations that are or will be 

accessible by a choice of means of transport, including walking, cycling and 

public transport.” [CD, D-1-1, p18] 
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4.35. Policy SP1 (CD, D-1-1, p22) of the CS deals with the location of development and 

advises that the majority of new development will take place in the main urban area 

with Leeds City Centre being the priority location for offices, retail, service, leisure 

and cultural facilities.  Part (vi) of the policy recognises the role of new infrastructure 

in supporting this pattern of growth and economic activity.   

 

4.36. Section 4.9 of the CS (CD, D-1-1, p44-48) is concerned with the integration of 

transport and spatial planning.  It includes Map 9 which is a diagrammatic 

representation of key elements of the Leeds Transport Strategy.  An updated 

version of Map 9 (proof 2) was submitted to the CS examination as part of the 

Council‟s evidence.  Map 9 includes NGT as one of the key elements of the 

transport strategy and illustrates an NGT corridor extending from the park and ride 

site at Stourton via the City Centre to the park and ride site at Bodington and on to 

Holt Park.  It is recognised that it will be a challenge to accommodate growth whilst 

at the same time reducing carbon emissions and congestion, improving public 

transport networks and improving journey time reliability.  The CS states that. 

 

“……there is a need to secure the promotion and delivery of a fully integrated 

transport system for Leeds, which includes a high quality public transport system.  

Such transport solutions are essential ……”  [CD, D-1-1 paragraph 4.9.6, p45] 

 

4.37. This is reflected in Spatial Policy 11 which establishes the priorities for transport 

infrastructure investment.  Spatial priorities are identified, 

 

“(i) Public transport improvements for the bus and rail ……and investment in a 

rapid transit system to increase radial route capacity to the city and town 

centres and to improve reliability together with investment in the provision of 

Park and Ride facilities.” 

 

4.38. It goes on to say that: 

 

“Routes designated in the emerging transport strategy and programmed works will 

be protected from development.  Current proposals are identified on the Key 

Diagram, the Leeds Transport Strategy Map (Map 9) and saved UDP Policies.”   
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[CD, D-1-2, p27-28]  

 

4.39. The Core Strategy supports proposals for improvements to public transport 

infrastructure including park and ride facilities.  It describes such measures as an 

essential means of supporting growth in a way that does not simply lead to greater 

private car use and congestion.  Map 9 and the Key Diagram maintain and identify a 

route linking park and ride sites at Stourton and Bodington and specifically refer to 

NGT.   

 

4.40. The CS is at an advanced stage of preparation.  The policy to protect the NGT route 

and the park and ride sites was not a matter that the inspector identified for debate 

at the examination.  The inspector‟s report is awaited and may well be available by 

the time the TWAO inquiry takes place.  Given this position it is suggested that 

considerable weight should be given to the CS consistent with the guidance in the 

NPPF. 

 

4.41. In addition to its transport policies the Core Strategy also contains a number of 

strategic policies relating to design, conservation and landscape that are relevant to 

the consideration of NGT. 

 

4.42. Policy P10 deals with design.  It advises that: 

 

 “……….Developments should respect and enhance existing landscapes, streets, 

spaces and buildings according to the particular local distinctiveness and wider 

setting of the place with the intention of contributing positively to Place Making, 

quality of life and well-being. 

 

 Proposals will be supported where they accord with the following key principles: 

 

(i) The size, scale, design and layout of the development is appropriate to its 

context and respects the character and quality of surrounding buildings; the 

streets and spaces that make up the public realm and the wider locality ……. 
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(ii) The development protects and enhances the district‟s existing historic and 

natural assets, in particular historic and natural site features and locally 

important buildings, spaces, skylines and views” [CD, D-1-1, p88] 

 

4.43. The Core Strategy advises that the historic environment of buildings and spaces is 

one of the key contributors to Leeds‟ identity and that all change, especially harmful 

change, should be justified.  This is reflected in Policy P11 which says that: 

 

 “The historic environment, consisting of archaeological remains, historic buildings, 

townscapes and landscapes, including locally significant undesignated assets and 

their settings, will be conserved, particularly these elements which help to give Leeds 

its distinct identity: 

 

 ……. 

 

 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… ” [CD, D-1-2, p83-84] 

 

 

4.44. The landscape is also recognised as an important factor in the character and quality 

of a place.  Policy P12 indicates that: 

 

 “The character, quality and biodiversity of Leeds‟ townscapes and landscapes, 

including their historical and significance, will be conserved and enhanced to protect 

their distinctiveness through cultural stewardship and the planning process.” [CD, D-

1-1, p91] 

 

4.45. The policy of the Core Strategy, which reflects the guidance in the NPPF, has 

largely been accepted by the Inspector. The limited extent of his suggested 

modifications is set out in Appendix 3 (ref. MM 32). Consistent with the NPPF the 

Core Strategy policy can therefore be given significant weight. 
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Supplementary Planning Documents 

 

4.46. There are two SPDs of particular relevance to NGT.  These are the Headingley and 

Hyde Park Neighbourhood Design Statement adopted in September 2010 and the 

Far Headingley, Weetwood and West Park Neighbourhood Design Statement 2nd 

Edition Draft October 2013.  The latter is an update of an earlier SPG adopted in 

February 2005 and which was subject to public consultation in November/December 

2013. 

 

4.47. Both the SPDs recognise the NGT proposals and are concerned with the impact 

and integration of the scheme within the local area rather than the principle. 

 

4.48. The Headingley and Hyde Park NDS identified the A660 as a key issue noting a 

history of various proposals to improve public transport.  It advises that the NGT 

trolleybus scheme is the current proposal and describes the route, which is shown 

on Map 3.  It advises that NGT needs to recognise the character of the conservation 

area through which it passes. 

 

4.49. Further detail is provided in the relevant character area statements. For instance in 

Section 9 on Headingley Centre it advises that: 

 

 “9.5.5  The implementation of the New Generation Transport (NGT) scheme, or other 

public transport proposals, should provide an opportunity to improve the Otley 

Road/Shaw Lane junction.” [CD, D-3-3, p18] 

 

4.50. and in relation to Headingley Hill at Hinsley Hall: 

 

 “11.5.3 ….. If NGT goes ahead, a „green corridor‟ with accompanying pedestrian and 

cycle ways could be included.” [CD, D-3-3, P24] 

 

4.51. and at Woodhouse Moor that: 

 

 “17.7.5  The implementation of the New Generation Transport (NGT) scheme …… 

should be sensitively handled to ensure the retention/addition of trees to retain the 
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tree-lined character of Woodhouse Lane where it crosses the moor”. [CD, D-3-3, 

p46] 

 

4.52. In setting out the history of the area the NDS notes (paragraph 6.4) that Otley Road/ 

Headingley Lane has seen various forms of public transport service over the years 

with the first horse-drawn bus service in 1837, horse-drawn trams in 1871, steam 

trams and then electrified trams in 1897. 

 

4.53. The review of Woodhouse Moor (CD, D-3-3, paragraph 17.6.5, p45) advises that 

Cinder Moor and parts of Monument Moor are used for temporary car parking and 

are in need of proper landscaping. 

 

4.54. The Far Headingley, Weetwood and West Park NDS takes a similar approach.  The 

NGT route is identified on the „Access and Mobility‟ plan (page 17).  The statement 

advises that: 

 

 “Otley Road is proposed as a New Generation Transport (NGT) – trolleybus route.  

The design of its route, stops and key junctions provides the opportunity to enhance 

the public realm and the experience of pedestrians and cyclists.  It must recognise 

the local distributor function of Otley Road and also respect and contribute positively 

to the character of the three Conservation Areas it passes through or alongside.  The 

Otley Road corridor through Far Headingley and West Park is characterised by wide 

verges and mature trees and its unique non-urban  character must be respected.” 

 [CD, D-3-6, p18] 

 

4.55. The section „Guidance for Development‟ includes specific guidance for NGT (CD, D-

3-6 paragraph 5.2, p87) which is concerned to ensure the careful design of the 

scheme to minimise impacts on character and the landscape. 

 

Other Local Planning Documents 

 

4.56. There are a number of other local planning documents that reflect the NGT 

proposals. The Aire Valley AAP (CD, D-3-1 and D-3-7) is at a relatively early stage. 

A “Preferred Options” document was published in October 2007 which refers to a 
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rapid transit route on the NGT alignment.  A further informal consultation was 

undertaken in February 2011 largely to address changes to the area boundary. As a 

consequence most of the South Leeds section of the NGT route from Stourton park 

and ride to the River Aire now falls within the AAP boundary as shown at Appendix 

6 [APP-8-3-6]. The document now refers to NGT. It is hoped to reach the publication 

stage of the AAP towards the end of 2014. Given that the plan is only at an early 

stage it will carry limited weight. 

 

4.57. In addition there are two informal planning statements; the South Bank Planning 

Statement (CD, D-6-6) and the Holt Park Planning Statement (CD, D-6-16). The 

South Bank statement was adopted by the Council as informal guidance in October 

2011. The importance of NGT is recognised and the route shown on plan (see 

pages 10 and 26/27). The statement pre-dated the decision to locate the HS2 

station within the area and a more up to date picture showing the relationship of the 

NGT route to HS2 is illustrated in a recent publicity document produced jointly by 

the Council and the Leeds, York and North Yorkshire Chamber, see Appendix 7 

[APP-8-3-7]. The Holt Park statement is at an early stage a draft having been 

published for consultation in October 2013. Given the informal nature of these 

documents and their stage of development it is recognised that they will carry limited 

weight.      
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5. Engagement with the Local Planning Authority 

 

City Plans Panel 

 

5.1. The City Plans Panel is the Member decision-making body established by the 

Council, as LPA, to consider the more significant planning applications throughout 

the whole of the district.  NGT is therefore the sort of proposal that would have been 

considered by the Panel but for the TWAO process.  It was therefore considered 

appropriate for Panel to provide a view on the NGT proposals, also recognising that 

the discharge of conditions will be a matter for the LPA should planning permission 

be granted.  

 

5.2. The City Plans Panel considered the NGT scheme on a number of occasions. 

 

 14th February 2013 – all day meeting including a full route site visit followed by a 

workshop 

 10th May 2013 – half day workshop to further review the scheme drawings and in 

particular to review issues raised at the previous meeting 

 25th June 2013 – full day formal meeting of the Panel, open to the public and 

with public participation 

 29th August 2013 – Panel site visit to consider a previously raised concern 

regarding the closure of Weetwood Lane 

 17th October 2013 – formal open meeting of the Panel which considered the 

response to issues raised at the previous meeting on 25th June 

 24th October 2013 – Panel site visit to the College of Art in the light of concerns 

raised at the previous meeting 

 21st November 2013 – the formal meeting received feedback on a number of 

outstanding issues, principally relating to the College of Art; Pym Street; parking 

permits at Holt Park and further dialogue with Weetwood residents 

 

5.3. There is to be a further report to the Plans Panel on 10th April 2014. 
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5.4. The reports to Plans Panel and the minutes of these meetings are attached as Core 

Documents G-1-2 TO G-1-9.  There has been extensive dialogue with the Panel and 

a range of issues were identified and various changes made as a result of the input 

by the LPA.  Whilst it is clear that many points of detail were raised by Members 

there is no suggestion that the Panel considered that the scheme was in anyway in 

conflict with planning policy.  Indeed it is apparent that the Panel was supportive of 

the scheme in principle.  They also endorsed the schedule of conditions forming part 

of the TWAO submission. 
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6. Statement of Matters 

 

6.1. The Statement Matters issued by the Secretary of State for Transport and Secretary 

of State for Communities and Local Government on 18th February 2014 identifies a 

number of planning issues relevant to my evidence. 

 

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. 

 

6.2. My evidence considers the planning elements of Matter 4. I set out in paragraphs 

4.1 to 4.13 what I consider to be the key parts of the NPPF that are relevant to NGT.  

My analysis of the extent to which the NGT scheme accords with these aspects of 

the NPPF is given in Chapter 8.  I conclude that the proposals are supported by the 

NPPF. 

 

6.3. There is a range of local planning policy relevant to the consideration of NGT.  In 

particular my evidence addresses the current development plan which comprises 

the UDP Review 2006 (CD, D-2-9) and the Natural Resources and Waste DPD (CD,    

D-3-2).  The relevant aspects of these documents are dealt with in paragraphs 4.14 

to 4.26 and my analysis is also set out in Chapter 8.  For completeness I also refer 

to Neighbourhood Design Statements adopted by the Council as Supplementary 

Planning Documents and this information is set out in paragraphs 4.46 to 4.57. 

 

6.4. The Leeds Core Strategy is at an advanced stage with most elements already 

subject to examination and correspondence from the inspector indicating where 

modification is necessary in order for the plan to be „sound‟.  The consideration of 

the Core Strategy is contained in paragraphs 4.30 to 4.45 and Chapter 8 of my proof 

of evidence.  The Core Strategy brings development plan policy up to date by 

reference to NGT rather than Supertram and by reflecting amendments to the 

alignment.  The Core Strategy Inspector is not seeking to modify aspects of the plan 

that relate to NGT and as such considerable weight can attach to Core Strategy 

policy. 
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6.5. I conclude that NGT is consistent with local planning policy. 

 

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

constructing and operating the scheme, including: 

 

 (h) the effects of the scheme on open space and recreational facilities 

 

6.6. This issue is extensively dealt with in the proofs of evidence of Mr Walker [APP-10-

2] and Mr Flesher [APP-11-2]. My evidence considers the impact from a planning 

policy perspective and this is set out at paras 4.1.4, 4.2.4-8, 4.4.11, 4.4.13 and 8.13-

8.16 of my proof.  I conclude that limited harm will arise but that this is clearly 

outweighed by the wider benefits and compliance with policy and will be mitigated 

by the scheme proposals, including substantial tree planting. 

 

Matter 11 The conditions proposed to be attached to deemed planning 

permission for the scheme, if given, and in particular whether those 

conditions meet the tests of DOE Circular 11/95 of being necessary, 

relevant, enforceable, precise and reasonable. 

 

6.7. A number of statutory consultees have made suggested changes to the planning 

conditions submitted with the TWAO. In addition minor changes were suggested by 

the Council`s City Plans Panel at the meeting on 17th October 2013. The Promoters 

have suggested that all the proposed changes be incorporated into the final 

schedule of conditions. A note on the proposed changes is to be reported to the 

meeting of the Plans Panel on 10th April 2014. 

 

6.8. The changes proposed by statutory consultees are as follows 

 West Yorkshire Archaeology Service:  WYAS has submitted new wording to 

reflect more recent WYAS condition wording. A plan is included indicating areas 

that WYAS recommend for further investigation. 

 Natural England:  propose a condition to cover a bat mitigation and monitoring 

strategy. 

 Sport England:  suggest four new conditions 
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 Environment Agency:  suggest four new conditions. 

 

6.9. The changes proposed by the City Plans Panel on 17th October 2013 are as follows: 

 Headingley Lane new public open space:  “The proposed condition 7 relating to 

the landscaping scheme should list the new public open space” 

 Lighting behind the Arndale Centre:  “the proposed condition 13 relating to 

lighting should specify the area behind the Arndale Centre”  [CD, G-1-7] 

 

6.10. A complete list of the suggested conditions, incorporating all these changes is 

attached as Appendix 5 [APP-8-3-5]. The changes have been highlighted. 

 

6.11. It should be noted that Circular 11/95 has been cancelled and replaced following the 

publication of the NPPG on 6th March 2014. The NPPG now refers to the 6 tests set 

out in paragraph 206 of the NPPF. 
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7. Response to Objections 

 

7.1. A number of objections have been made to the draft Transport and Works Act Order 

(TWAO) submitted in respect of the NGT scheme. 

 

7.2. This chapter addresses some of the concerns and comments made in relation to 

planning policy issues through the objections to the draft TWAO which have not 

already been addressed in earlier chapters of my Proof of Evidence and specifically: 

 

 Issue 1 – the support for the route in the UDP. 

 Issue 2 – whether land at Headingley Hill has an extent planning permission for 

housing. 

 Issues 3 – consideration of land at Headingley Hill in the Leeds SHLAA and Site 

Allocations documents. 

 

7.3. It should be noted that in some cases issues have been and are continuing to be 

responded to by correspondence and meetings with objectors concerned with the 

aim of resolving those objections, where possible. In addition the objections referred 

to may contain other issues that are not relevant to my evidence. The response to 

these issues is dealt with by other witnesses. 

 

Issue 1 – the support for the route in the UDP 

 

7.4. A number of representations, OBJ/1608, OBJ/1611 and OBJ1616, by Barton 

Willmore on behalf of various clients imply limited support for the NGT route and it is 

said to be only vaguely identified in the UDP.  This appears in each of the 

representations under the heading of “Planning Policy Framework”. 

 

7.5. I cannot agree that the route is vague or in some way ill-defined.  The route is 

clearly identified on the UDP Review Proposals Map (CD, D-2-8), including through 

the City Centre on Inset Map 2.  There can be no doubt, for instance, that the route 

follows the A660 to the park and ride site at Bodington and that it leaves the A660 at 

Headingley Hill to pass behind the Arndale Centre. 
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7.6. It should also be noted that to reflect the most recent alignment for NGT, including 

the extension to Holt Park via Otley Old Road, the link from Low Road to Church 

Street via Whitfield Way and the section from Belle Isle Circus to the Stourton park 

and ride via Winrose Grove, various plans have been included in the Core Strategy.  

The relevant plans are Map 9 (p28), the Key Diagram (p33) and Map 11 (p39) 

contained in CD, D-1-2. 

 

7.7. It is accepted that the precise alignment within the corridor is not shown but taken 

together there can be no doubt that the corridors are clearly identified and are 

supported by development plan policy.  I refer elsewhere in my proof (paragraphs  

8.26 to 8.27) to the view of the UDP inspector who recognised that the proposals 

would inevitably have local impacts but nevertheless concluded that the benefits 

were such that the route should be identified and protected.  The Secretary of State 

took a similar view even when presented with the more detailed proposals for the 

Supertram scheme. 

 

Issue 2 – whether land at Headingley Hill has an extent planning permission for housing 

 

7.8. The objection on behalf of Headingley Land Developments (OBJ/1611) suggests 

that the site at Headingley Hill benefits from an extent planning permission (ref. no. 

90/26/00174) for the erection of 57 dwellings.  The objection is concerned that the 

layout of the site was designed in advance of the finalised route of NGT and that 

approval to the NGT scheme will prevent the permission from being implemented. 

 

7.9. I have received legal advice that this original planning permission has expired.  The 

fact that the renewal application was submitted within the 5 year period is irrelevant, 

it had to have been both submitted and determined within the 5 years.  The 

applicants could have exercised their rights of appeal against non-determination at 

the time but that time period expired 6 months after the end of the time the LPA had 

to determine the application. The Local Planning Authority has clarified its 

understanding of the position in recent correspondence to the owner see Appendix 

8 [APP-8-3-8]. 
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7.10. Given that this permission has lapsed its relevance to the inquiry must be limited.  

Whilst the objector is clearly correct in saying that the original permission pre-dated 

a final route for NGT it should be noted that the alignment through the Headingley 

Hill site is shown on the Proposals Map of the Revised Draft UDP placed on deposit 

in June 1993 (CD, D-2-3) to be affected by a protected transport corridor.  The route 

alignment through the objection site has remained on the Proposals Map ever since. 

 

Issue 3 – consideration of land at Headingley Hill in the Leeds SHLAA and Site Allocations 

documents. 

7.11. The objection on behalf of Headingley Land Developments (OJB/1611) also refers 

to the inclusion of the site at Headingley Hill in the Council‟s Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and in the North Leeds Chapter of the Issues and 

Options material published for consultation in June 2013 as a first step in the 

preparation of a site allocations DPD. 

 

7.12. The inclusion in the SHLAA simply reflects that the site was submitted to the Council 

on behalf of the landowner in October 2008.  Inclusion in the SHLAA does not signal 

that the Council consider the site to be suitable for housing or appropriate for 

allocation.  The SHLAA is the recognised process for gathering information on land 

that is available and which could be considered for housing.  It is a pool of sites with 

some supporting information.  The Council has always been clear that decisions on 

which site should be allocated is a matter for the Council through the site allocations 

process and not a matter for the SHLAA partnership. 

 

7.13. As a SHLAA site it was considered as part of the Council‟s site allocations work. 

The Council published some initial ideas to stimulate public engagement in June 

2013.  This was not a plan with draft allocations but identified potential sites which 

were categorised „green‟, „amber‟ or „red‟ according to the degree to which they 

were considered to support the Core Strategy approach and other known issues.  

The Headingley Hill site was classified as „amber‟ which indicates a site with 

potential but where there are issues to resolve or which is not in such a favoured 

location as to be coloured green.  The objection site was in the „amber‟ category due 

to the uncertainty and potential access difficulties associated with NGT. This is an 

entirely sensible approach as future allocations require certainty of deliverability.  
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There will be no clear position until the outcome of the TWAO inquiry is known.  If 

this follows the site allocations process, and should the site not be required for 

transport purposes, then the Core Strategy policies would allow its suitability for 

housing to be considered as a windfall site. 

 

7.14. Objection OBJ/0591 – Amongst other things the objection suggests that the NGT 

scheme is not supported by city-wide transport policy. I address elsewhere in my 

proof the extent to which the scheme is supported by development plan policy which 

sets city-wide transport policy in a planning context. Chapter 4 of my proof set out 

the relevant strategic policies of the development plan. I consider the extent to 

which there is strategic policy support for NGT in paragraphs 8.1, 8.2, 8.8, 8.9, 8.31 

to 8.33. The objector`s Statement of Case raises issues of compliance with a range 

of matters highlighted in the UDP. These essentially concern matters to do with the 

impact of the scheme on the character of the areas through which it passes, the 

effects on open space and provision for cyclists. The extent to which the NGT 

proposals seek to address such issues is dealt with in the evidence of the relevant 

expert witnesses. I would note however that, in relation to both national and local 

policy, the policy documents need to be read as a whole and a judgement made on 

the balance of interests. Drawing on the evidence of other witnesses I acknowledge 

that there will be harm to some of the interests identified in planning policy. I deal 

with the planning balance in Chapter 8 of my proof. I would also note that when the 

UDP inspector recommended the inclusion of the various policies relating to the 

Supertram scheme he did so in the light of the whole range of other policy 

objectives that he also endorsed. Clearly he considered that the creation of the 

Supertam scheme and park and ride was not incompatible with the other ambitions 

of the plan.     

 

7.15. Sport England – Under representation Rep/8 Sport England suggest inclusion of a 

number of their model conditions which they regard as more robust than those 

suggested by the promoters. I deal with this in paras 6.7 and 6.8 of my proof and the 

amended wording is included in the schedule of conditions in Appendix 5 [APP-8-3-

5] (conditions 23 and 29-32). 
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8. Analysis and The Planning Balance 

 

8.1. It is clear that there is a long history of planning policy support for schemes that 

seek to improve public transport and provide the opportunity for modal shift.  Park 

and ride proposals are part of this picture.  Similarly there is long-standing support in 

local planning policy for the introduction of a modern public transport system, linked 

to park and ride in Leeds.  This history provides an important context against which 

to consider the current scheme. 

 

8.2. The corridors and park and ride sites subject to this Inquiry were included in the 

Revised Draft UDP of 1993 and debated at the UDP Inquiry, 1994-96.  Most of the 

route now proposed was also identified on the Proposals Map at that time, the 

exceptions being the extension to Holt Park and the link between Belle Isle Circus 

and Stourton North.  The UDP Inspector considered these proposals and regarded 

them as essential to support the planned growth of the City and help address issues 

of congestion.  Others will comment on the changes in traffic volumes since the time 

of the UDP Inquiry, but if the proposals were considered by the inspector to be an 

essential ingredient of the UDP nearly 20 years ago then I would suggest they are 

even more relevant today when planned growth is so much greater. 

 

8.3. Turning to the current national planning policy position (paragraphs 4.1 to 4.13 of 

my proof) it seems to me that in principle the NGT scheme is entirely consistent with 

the position set out in the NPPF.  In terms of the Core Planning Principles (CD, E-4-

21,  paragraph 17, p5-6) the NGT scheme is clearly plan-led.  The corridor and 

park-and-ride site are identified in the current development plan and have been so 

since the Draft UDP was published in 1993.  The proposals could also be said to be 

directly concerned with places and encouraging the effective use of land.  As the 

UDP Inspector indicated this type of scheme will influence patterns of growth so that 

development is encouraged where occupiers can take advantage of the public 

transport system. 

 

8.4. The NPPF tells us that such schemes can assist in delivering sustainable 

development and provide real travel choice.  The Council and Metro working 
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together to deliver transport infrastructure is precisely what the NPPF encourages 

(CD, E-4-21, paragraph 31, p9). 

 

8.5. Similarly the NGT scheme is supported in principle by local planning policy.  This is 

clearly set out in the current development plan, the UDP Review of 2006.  This plan 

includes policies that identify and protect the corridor of the NGT scheme linked to 

specific park and ride allocations at Bodington and Stourton North.  These are 

„saved‟ policies and will remain so even once the Core Strategy is adopted. 

 

8.6. It is recognised that the UDP policies refer to the Supertam scheme that was 

previously proposed  However, as previously noted, the UDP Review acknowledged 

that Supertram would not proceed due to lack of funding but retained the policies 

and references to Supertram to protect the route of the scheme while a suitable 

alternative emerged. 

 

8.7. The Core Strategy brings the policy position up to date in that it refers to NGT.  The 

Core Strategy recognises the importance of a modern public transport system in 

supporting the levels of growth envisaged in the plan.  The illustrative plans, the Key 

Diagram and Map 9, identify the route and park and ride sites and include the 

proposed link to Holt Park. 

 

8.8. As indicated at paragraph 4.4.2 the Core Strategy inspector has confirmed that the 

Council has complied with the Duty to Co-operate.  The hearing sessions to 

consider the soundness of the plan did not specifically address the NGT scheme.  

Whilst a further hearing session(s) is being planned for May 2014 this is to be 

focussed on specific issues unrelated to transport matters and NGT.  The inspector 

has also written to the Council (letter of 31 January 2014) Appendix 3 [APP-8-3-3] 

giving his views on the need for main modifications relating to those matters that he 

has already dealt with. This confirms that the inspector does not require any 

modifications that have a direct bearing on the NGT proposals.  Therefore, 

consistent with the advice in the NPPF, significant weight can be attached to those 

elements of the Core Strategy that recognise NGT. 
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8.9. It can be concluded that the NGT proposals are entirely consistent in principle with 

the strategic policies of the current development plan and the emerging Core 

Strategy.  In so far as the policies of the Core Strategy reflect the current scheme 

they should carry significant weight. 

 

8.10. The proposals for park and ride sites at both Bodington and Stourton North are 

subject to specific allocations in the UDPR. These policies are „saved‟ and the 

principle of the use of these sites for park and ride is therefore established. 

 

8.11. The policies for both park and ride sites include a number of criteria against which 

proposals are to be judged that are no longer all relevant given the passage of time.  

At Bodington the policy refers to office use on land adjoining.  The Council is no 

longer promoting out-of-centre office sites as this would be at odds with national 

guidance.  This aspect of the policy will be deleted once the Core Strategy is 

adopted.  The interest in land to the north of the park and ride site is now for 

housing.  The other aspects of the policy are largely matters of detail which are 

either covered by the TWAO application (e.g. access arrangements) or will be dealt 

with via condition (design and landscaping).  The need for a wider planning 

framework is also considered to be out-dated given that the larger part of the area is 

now to be retained by the University as enhanced playing fields and the site of the 

adjoining halls of residence already has planning permission for housing. 

 

8.12. The policy for Stourton North (CD, D-2-9, paragraph 22.3.2, p435/6) also includes 

proposals for offices, and in this case also for leisure and tourism development, as 

well as for park and ride.  Again these are town centre uses that national policy 

would seek to direct to centres, an approach that is reflected in the Core Strategy.  

In addition the UDPR policies reflected earlier ideas for substantial development on 

the site that failed to materialise, in part due to the cost of dealing with the ground 

conditions if substantial structures were to be supported.  In the absence of these 

other uses the need for an agreed planning brief to provide a context for 

development is clearly less important.  Again many of the other aspects of policy are 

covered in the TWAO submission or will otherwise be addressed by condition. 
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8.13. The policy for Stourton North also indicated that the site should include greenspace 

provision and that of the 18.8 ha available only 12.8 ha was considered suitable for 

development.  Clause (ii) of the policy sets out the need for a strong landscape 

setting and the provision of greenspace with substantial areas of tree planting to 

provide an amenity for local residents.  The proposals for the Stourton North park 

and ride site illustrating the location and extent of open land associated with the 

development is shown on plan Appendix 4 [APP-8-3-4].  As can be seen substantial 

areas of landscaping are to be provided including areas of tree planting, open land 

and footpaths.  Overall as a result of the NGT proposals the landscaping and open 

space shown on plan will occupy in excess of 8.0 ha of the site.  It is therefore 

considered that the NGT proposals are broadly consistent with the policy 

requirements set out in the UDPR.  The landscape proposals and amenity issues 

are considered in more detail in the evidence of Mr Walker. 

 

8.14. Both national and local policy seek to protect areas of open space and as described 

in the evidence of Mr Flesher and Mr Walker the NGT scheme does impact on a 

number of open spaces.  The NPPF (CD, E-4-21, paragraph 74, p18) sets out three 

tests in relation to the loss of open space. However, it is important to consider the 

extent to which the tests are of relevance to NGT given that the NGT corridor and 

park and ride sites are largely defined in the development plan. The variations to the 

original supertram alignment are included in the Core Strategy and are not subject 

to any main modifications (Inspector‟s letter of 31st January 2014). Whilst conflict 

with the tests suggests harm to important interests that must be weighed in the 

balance it would be irrational to suggest that this represents an absolute constraint 

for a development that is consistent with a specific development plan proposal that 

itself accords with other aspects of the NPPF which must be read as a whole. It 

should further be noted that the impact on other planning interests will have already 

been taken generally into account in the designation.  It is noted that the Secretary 

of State‟s decision letters in the previous supertram scheme make reference to the 

loss of open space, albeit that the specific sites referred to are in East Leeds.  The 

Secretary of State recognised (CD, G-4-1, paragraph 31, p7) that: 

 

 “…… the applicants would be unable to offer suitable land in exchange but 

concluded that this should be acceptable in the particular circumstances.  The 
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Secretary of State accepts that the land in question is required for the scheme and 

considers that its loss would be justified in the wider public interest ……” 

 

8.15. Notwithstanding the position that the proposals accord with existing and emerging 

development plan policy it is recognised that the scheme does impact on open 

space areas.  The extent of the harm arising from the NTG proposals is considered 

in the expert evidence of Mr Flesher.  He concludes that NGT will not affect the 

recreational value of any open space.  He further advises that in some cases NGT 

will facilitate improvements in the quality of the green space and that there is further 

mitigation in the provision of two new areas of greenspace.  In undertaking this 

analysis Mr Flesher has had regard to the Leeds Open Space, Sport and Recreation 

Assessment that informed the Core Strategy policy (CD, D-1-1, paras 5.5.9-13, 

p96/97).  This part of the Core Strategy is not subject to any main modification by 

the Inspector.  The proposals at Bodington secure extended use of the facilities, 

with the added benefit of formalised community access.  Scheme landscaping and 

the policy of 3:1 tree replacement will improve the setting of open spaces. 

 

8.16. Overall, whilst there is some harm to open space, the evidence of Mr Flesher is that 

impacts are limited and substantially off-set by the proposed mitigation measures 

which bring a number to benefits. Taken together with the compliance with the 

strategic designation of the route in the development plan, whilst this harm must be 

recognised and mitigated, it is concluded that such harm should carry little weight in 

the overall planning balance. 

 

8.17. The Natural Resources and Waste DPD is an up to date part of the LDF and the 

relevant policies must therefore be considered.  As indicated earlier (see 

paragraphs 4.27 to 4.29) much of the NGT route falls within the Surface Coal 

Safeguarding Area.  The plans accompanying the DPD suggest that for the largest 

development site affected, the park and ride site at Stourton, the coal has already 

been substantially removed.  Elsewhere much of the route runs on the highway with 

only limited impact on adjoining land such that there is no real development site on 

which prior extraction could be considered.  In addition much of the route is 

environmentally sensitive. Mineral resources are dealt with in the evidence of Mr 

Leather. He advises that it is highly unlikely that extraction of any coal resources 
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would be commercially viable. Based on this advice I would further suggest that the 

need for the scheme significantly outweighs the need to extract the coal that might 

be released.   Furthermore I note that the Coal Authority has been consulted and 

has raised no concerns.  I therefore conclude that whilst much of the route lies 

within the Safeguarding Area the proposal is compliant with the development plan 

policy for the reasons set out above. Nevertheless, the promoters propose to carry 

out a coal mining risk assessment prior to any development and are considering 

whether their proposal for this assessment is best captured by a planning condition 

or some other mechanism.    

 

8.18. It is also evident that NGT will impact on heritage assets.  The scheme passes a 

number of listed buildings and through a number of conservation areas.  This is 

considered in detail in the evidence of Mr Ward.  Mr Ward concludes that the harm 

to heritage assets is not substantial, but consistent with national guidance it 

nevertheless needs to be weighed against the wider public benefits of the proposal. 

 

8.19. The wider benefits of the scheme are described by other expert witnesses.  Mr 

Farrington (APP-1-2) indicates the extent to which NGT will support regeneration 

and redevelopment, connecting key employment locations, including the City Centre 

with the potential to reduce unemployment and facilitate better access to training 

opportunities. Mr Haskins (APP-2-2) stresses the importance of NGT as a 

sustainable form of transport that can support the employment growth of the city 

whilst addressing congestion. He advises that: 

 

“NGT will contribute to the delivery of LCC‟s Local Development Framework Core 

Strategy and in particular the NGT system will help Leeds city centre grow and 

support the policy imperative of bringing derelict and underutilised land back into 

productive use.  The use of the NGT corridors for a rapid transit system, including 

the park and ride locations, has formed part of adopted Leeds land use and 

transport policy for many years.”  [APP-2-2, paragraph 4.26] 

 

8.20. The travel time savings, punctuality and wider economic benefits are identified by 

Mr Chadwick (APP-7-2). He also evidences the environmental benefits from an 

electrically powered vehicle, with a reduction in greenhouse gases. This arises from 
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fewer diesel powered buses operating in the NGT corridor and from modal shift. He 

cites further social benefits arising from improved facilities for cyclists and 

pedestrians. He further advises that the scheme will improve access to services and 

north-south links. 

 

8.21. Sustainability benefits are further described in the evidence of Mr Leathers (APP-15-

2) and the substantial investment in landscape and townscape to deliver a high 

quality environment along the route is explained by Mr  Walker. (APP-10-2). 

 

8.22. The consideration of the benefits of NGT and the balance of interests is in many 

respects similar to that for the earlier Supertram scheme. In that case the Inspector, 

Sir Norman King concluded that, 

 

“…Supertram would provide accessible public transport, would serve the local 

communities where high quality public transport does not exist , would provide 

comfort, reliability and shorter journey times, thus providing an attractive 

alternative to the car, and would support development and job creation by 

improving access to employment centres.”  [CD, D-6-2, p83] 

 

8.23. He goes on to provide an overall assessment summarising a range of 

considerations, including a recognition that some disbenefits will arise. He 

concludes, 

 

“Taking into consideration all the above, all evidence presented at the inquiry, 

both orally and in writing, I am in no doubt that the benefits of Supertram 

would outweigh the disbenefits, and that it would be in the public interest to 

grant the powers sought by the Applicant in the Order.”  [CD, D-6-2, p85/86] 

 

8.24. The objectives of NGT and the range of benefits mirror those considered by the 

Supertram inspector. Traffic levels, congestion and public transport provision have 

not improved in the intervening period, but the planned scale of growth that the 

transport system needs to accommodate is now much greater. 
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8.25. As the Statement of Case makes clear (paragraph 3.6, p10) the scheme will deliver 

a range of public transport benefits and help support growth in demand.  The 

planned growth in housing and employment confirmed by the Core Strategy 

inspector is substantial. From a planning perspective I have already set out my view 

that the proposals are supported by both national and local planning policy providing 

the positive benefits that those policies seek to promote.   

 

8.26. The benefits were very clearly recognised by the UDP inspector (CD, D-2-5, 

paragraph 159.8 and 160.18).  He also recognised that in supporting the principle of 

a route along the then Supertram corridor there were bound to be impacts on 

heritage assets. He advised that: 

 

 “The effect of trams is, in any case, transitory as they pass along the route and the 

design of cable masts and other equipment is to a large extent dictated by 

engineering factors.  Modern trams have been introduced, accepted and even 

admired in many historic city centres in Europe of considerable architectural merit.” 

[CD, D-2-5, paragraph 155.9]. 

 

8.27. The UDP Inspector elaborated on this at paragraph 160.19 (CD, D-2-5) of his report.  

He said: 

 

 “The lines, masts and stations for ST will undoubtedly have an impact on the local 

townscape, but light rail routes have been introduced into other UK and European 

town centres of equal if not greater architectural and townscape quality.  The impact 

has to be set against the prospects of reducing road traffic congestion which also 

impacts on Conservation Areas. The impact of the vehicles themselves is only 

transitory ……..” 

 

8.28. It seems to me that what the UDP inspector had to say about Supertram is equally 

applicable to NGT.  In supporting the principle of the introduction of a modern public 

transport system with all its associated infrastructure there will inevitably be impacts 

on the area through which it passes, including on heritage assets.  The scheme 

design needs to respond to these impacts through careful design and mitigation.  

The approach is set out in the evidence of Mr Ward.  As the inspector indicated 
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such schemes are common in the UK and abroad and there is no reason to 

suppose that NGT cannot be integrated into the townscape of Leeds in a similar 

way. 

 

8.29. Nevertheless the impact on heritage assets must be acknowledged and sensitively 

handled in the detailed design of the scheme.  This includes the impact on the 

setting of listing building or on conservation areas and these matters must be given 

very significant weight in the overall planning balance. 

 

8.30. I refer earlier in my evidence (paragraphs 4.46 to 4.55 of my Proof) to two 

supplementary planning documents.  These have been largely produced by the 

local communities themselves and then adopted by the City Council so that they can 

be taken into account in planning decisions.  Both documents recognise the NGT 

proposals and in some cases identify the introduction of NGT as an opportunity to 

secure environmental improvements.  They are largely concerned with detailed 

implementation and the principle is essentially accepted.  There are concerns raised 

to ensure that pedestrians and cyclists are properly provided for.  The Headingley 

and Hyde Park NDS refers to the tree lined character of Woodhouse Lane through 

Woodhouse Moor and the need for improvements to parts of Cinder Moor and 

Monument Moor.  The NGT proposals seek to address these issues as shown on 

the submitted plans and described in the evidence of Mr Flesher and Mr Walker. 

 

8.31. From a planning point of view it is necessary to first consider whether the proposal 

accords with the development plan.  Fundamentally I take the view that there is 

strategic policy support for NGT.  The policy in the UDPR can be considered up to 

date and relevant in that its support for more sustainable transport modes, 

investment in appropriate infrastructure and the protection of routes and sites is 

entirely consistent with the NPPF (CD, E-4-21, paras 29-41, p9-11).  NGT is 

proposed on largely the same corridor and with the same park and ride sites as the 

previous Supertram scheme. The proposals can therefore be said in planning terms 

to be plan-led with a history in local planning documents going back 20 years. Some 

details may have changed with the passage of time but this support in principle 

holds good. 
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8.32. Furthermore the examination of the relevant parts of the Core Strategy has now 

taken place.  The Inspector has indicated that the plan will be „sound‟ without any 

main modifications relating to NGT.  As I indicate earlier (paras 4.1.9-11) these 

elements of the Core Strategy should now carry significant weight in the decision 

making process. 

 

8.33. The proposals are therefore consistent with up to date development plan policy. 

 

8.34. I have identified that there is a degree of harm to open space policy and clearly 

there are impacts on the townscape and heritage assets along the route.  However, 

drawing on the evidence of expert witnesses I conclude that any such impacts do 

not out-weigh the wider benefits of the proposal and can be mitigated through 

scheme design.  It is inconceivable that in promoting the proposals in planning 

policy it was not recognised that impacts would arise.  The UDP inspector‟s report 

makes clear that this was not the case. 

 

8.35. The Secretary of State`s decision of December 2000 (CD, G-4-1) on the previous 

Supertram scheme says that the Secretary of State was: 

 

 “….. satisfied that the wider public benefits of the proposals, with the improvements 

they could bring to public transport infrastructure in the city and the consequential 

effect on reducing traffic congestion and pollution outweigh the concerns expressed 

by the remaining objectors.” 

 

8.36. and that he was: 

 

 “…… satisfied that any adverse local environmental and social effects arising from 

the scheme would not be sufficiently serious to outweigh in his view its overall 

benefits in providing within the East Leeds and Headingley corridors a public 

transport system that should improve accessibility and provide an attractive 

alternative to use of the car.” 

 

8.37. I believe the overall planning balance is the same today for NGT.  The introduction 

of a modern public transport system in these corridors has long been needed, is 
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supported by planning policy and will bring the benefits that I refer to and that others 

have identified in some detail.  It is recognised that there is harm to other planning 

interests, including the impact on heritage assets which must be given considerable 

weight.  However, for the reasons I have already given I consider that compliance 

with development plan policy and the range of benefits clearly outweigh any harm. 

Through detailed design and the discharge of conditions local impacts will be further 

mitigated. 
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9. Summary and Conclusion 

 

9.1. My evidence demonstrates that there is long-standing policy support for the 

development of a modern public transport system linking park and ride sites at 

Stourton and Bodington via Leeds City Centre. 

 

9.2. This reflects an acknowledged need to provide an attractive alternative to the car to 

deliver modal shift and relieve congestion, supporting the planned growth of the 

City. 

 

9.3. The scale of growth now envisaged is far greater than contemplated when the 

previous Supertram scheme was originally conceived.  The need is if anything even 

more compelling today. 

 

9.4. National planning policy has historically supported the introduction of modern forms 

of public transport.  This is also a key ingredient in the NPPF which gives even 

greater emphasis to sustainable development, including sustainable travel. 

 

9.5. At the local level, the current development plan (UDPR 2006) supports the 

introduction of modern forms of public transport and park and ride.  The previous 

Supertram route is protected for that purpose (Policy T13) and park and ride sites 

are allocated at Stourton (Policy T17.1) and Bodington (Policy T17.2).  These 

policies are reflected on the Proposals Map. 

 

9.6. The approach set out in the UDPR in respect of public transport improvements is 

consistent with the NPPF.  Development Plan policy should therefore be regarded 

as up to date in that respect and be given weight accordingly. 

 

9.7. The policies referred to above are „saved‟ policies and will remain „saved‟ even once 

the Core Strategy is in place.  They will therefore continue to be development plan 

policies and were not subject to consideration by the Core Strategy Inspector. 

 

9.8. The emerging Core Strategy maintains the long-standing support for public transport 

improvements and park and ride.  The Key Diagram and Map 9 illustrate the route, 
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updated to reflect the NGT proposals, the only changes to the UDP route being the 

link from Belle Isle Circus to Stourton and the extension from Bodington to Holt 

Park. 

 

9.9. As set out earlier in my proof there was no debate of direct relevance to NGT at the 

Core Strategy examination.  The inspector has advised the Council of the main 

modifications that are needed to make the plan sound. These do not affect the 

policies and references relevant to NGT which will therefore be incorporated 

unchanged into the adopted Plan.  The Core Strategy is therefore at an advanced 

stage and in so far as it is relevant, considerable weight can therefore attach to the 

Core Strategy, consistent with the guidance in the NPPF.   

 

9.10. The proposals have been extensively reviewed by the LPA and whilst matters of 

detail have been raised, it was recognised that the scheme is supported in principle 

by planning policy. 

 

9.11. There is clearly harm to interests recognised in national and local planning policy 

relating to open space.  The evidence of Mr Flesher suggests that in practice the 

impact is limited and that NGT will provide appropriate mitigation and in some cases 

improvements. 

 

9.12. The impact on heritage assets is recognised with a number of listed buildings and 

conservation areas affected.  The evidence of Mr Ward is that the harm arising from 

NGT is less than substantial and will be addressed through scheme design. 

 

9.13. There is no reason to suppose that a modern public transport system cannot be 

successfully introduced in Leeds as has happened in cities elsewhere. 

 

9.14. I find that on balance the policy support for NGT and its benefits is not outweighed 

by the harm arising to other planning policy objectives. 

 

9.15. For the reasons set out in my proof, I believe the NGT proposals are supported by 

planning policy and are therefore commended to the Inspector. 
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