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  North West Leeds Transport Forum Closing Statement 

Introduction 

This statement summarises the Forum’s objection to the LTVS Order. It does not attempt to 

encapsulate or repeat the detailed evidence which we have presented via our Statement of Case 

(OBJ/1719-1, with appendices), our rebuttal of the Promoters’ witnesses’ Proofs (OBJ/1719-2), the 

Proofs from our expert witnesses (Professor Bonsall, OBJ/1719-3; and Mr Ray, OBJ/1719-4) in 

supplementary proofs (NWLTF122 and NWLTF123) responding to new information which came to 

light during the Inquiry, and in our presentations (NWLTF124, NWLTF126 and NWLTF127 

supplemented by NWLTF125). 

Our objection was not submitted lightly, our case is based on many hundreds of hours of very careful 

scrutiny of the proposal by experts of the highest calibre. Our evidence was available for rebuttal and 

challenge through cross examination but, as we note in NWLTF122, the attempted rebuttals were 

unconvincing and few of our points were challenged during cross examination.  

Following a brief summary of our main arguments, the bulk of this closing submission is organised so 

as to address the “matters” on which the Secretaries of State wish to be informed. We deal with 

matters 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9d, 9e, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 17 and 18. Under #15, ‘Other relevant matters’, 

we identify the need to inform the Secretaries of State about deficiencies in the Business Case and in 

the Consultation and about the possibility of legal challenge. We have sought to minimise the 

repetition which this structure brings through use of cross-referencing.  

Summary  

We submit that the case for the LTVSO is fundamentally flawed and that, were the order to be 

granted and the system constructed, substantial harm would be done to Leeds’ public transport 

system, to the environment in North West Leeds and to the communities along the route, and that 

there would be a significant risk of an on-going call on local funding to service the accumulated debt. 

We contend that the proposed trolley vehicle system would represent an inefficient use of road 

space and of existing public transport infrastructure and that the Promoters have failed to explore 

alternative, more cost-effective and less damaging, means of improving the public transport offer 

and thus increasing the efficiency of transport systems in this part of Leeds. 

We contend that the decision to develop a trolleybus-based proposal as a successor to the failed bid 

for Supertram was precipitate and unwise. We believe that it was driven, not by a considered 

analysis of what policy intervention might be appropriate, but by the prospect of access to 

substantial funding from Central Government and by the fact that use of trolleybus technology 

would allow use of TWAO procedures which would in turn allow the Promoters to control the 

operations of the system and, crucially, gain access to any revenue from it. 

We contend that the analysis presented by the Promoters in support of their application is deeply 

flawed. More particularly we have demonstrated that its forecast of NGT patronage is grossly 
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exaggerated as a result of unjustified assumptions about people’s willingness to pay to travel on 

trolleybuses rather than on buses or trains, by the assumption that the trolleybuses would have 

infinite capacity and by peculiarities in the model of demand for park and ride services. Other 

features of the modelling will have further exaggerated the performance of NGT relative to that of 

the Do Minimum comparator and of the two alternative scenarios. The lack of detail in the Leeds 

Transport Model (LTM) means that important local impacts are simply unknown and other features 

of the modelling render it not fit for purpose. We further contend that the failure to conduct 

meaningful sensitivity analyses leaves the business case dangerously exposed to obvious risks and 

uncertainties. 

We submit that, based on the Promoters’ own analysis, it is clear that the project would fail to meet 

many of the key objectives which were set for it and that it is inconsistent with key elements of 

national and local policy. 

We contend that the investigation of impacts on heritage and landscape assets was wholly 

unsatisfactory and failed properly to identify and quantify those impacts.  

We contend that the Promoters’ claim that benefits from the scheme outweigh the harm done to 

heritage and landscape assets, and that compulsory purchase of properties is justified, is unfounded 

and based on a grossly exaggerated estimate of benefits and an underestimation of harm. 

We submit that consultation with local residents, businesses and community groups along the NGT 

route has been wholly unsatisfactory. Further, we have come to believe that the public, local political 

leaders, and even some members of the Promoters’ team, have not been fully informed about key 

assumptions underlying the business case nor about some of the predicted impacts of the proposed 

scheme.  

Mr Speak states, in para 9.14 of the summary to his evidence (APP 8-2) that ‘the policy support for 

NGT and its benefits is not outweighed by the harm arising to other planning objectives’. Under cross 

examination by Mr Ray and by Mr Natkus (on 18th and 23rd July respectively) he accepted that he had 

relied on Mr Ward’s evidence and that, were this, or the assessment of benefits, to be found 

wanting, the balance would change. We submit that, after allowing for evidence which has come to 

light during the Inquiry, including that of which Mr Speak was apparently unaware (see paragraph 

95vi below), his conclusion is untenable and that it is now clear that the harm done by NGT does 

outweigh its alleged benefits. 

Overall, we submit that it would be wholly wrong and unsafe to grant the LTVSO because the 

Business Case is weak, flawed and misleading and the supposed benefits have been grossly 

exaggerated. We further submit that the assessment of planning balance is based on false premises. 

 

This Closing Statement is submitted on 24th October 2014 and we understand that it will immediately 

be copied to the Promoters. We note that the Promoters have a further week before they need to 

submit their Closing Statement.  



OBJ/1719 
 

3 
 

Matters 

Matter #1 (the aims and objectives and need for the scheme) 

1. We observe that the A660 functions primarily as a local distributor serving the residential 

communities and businesses which lie along it. This function is successfully achieved at most 

times of day and throughout much of the year despite significant flows of traffic  from one end 

of the corridor to the other and crossing the corridor at a dog-leg between Shaw Lane and North 

Lane. We also note that the corridor enjoys very good high frequency bus services serving many 

parts of Leeds and beyond and is characterised by above average proportions of walking and 

cycling (see the first part of Appendix A to our Statement of Case for more detail). 

2. We fully accept that there are problems in the A660 corridor and that solutions should be 

sought. We submit that the main problems are: 

i. traffic congestion which is most marked during weekday peak periods during university 

and school term times and associated with major events at Headingley Stadium; 

ii. extended bus journey times caused by the traffic congestion during the peaks and by 

long dwell times associated with slow boarding; 

iii. some unreliability in bus arrival times due, in the main, to bus-bunching associated 

with long dwell times; 

iv. bus fares which are higher than passengers would like (although we do note that they 

have recently been reduced quite significantly); 

v. excessive parking in residential streets (associated with the University campuses and 

exacerbated by “informal” park and ride) whereby motorists drive into areas such as 

Weetwood and park for the day while using bus services to access the city centre, rat-

running in some residential streets – particularly during peak periods; and 

vi. a perception that cycling on the A660 is very unsafe (particularly where cycle lanes are 

absent or shared with buses or where traffic turns across the cycle lane).  

3. We also accept that there is a likelihood that, if new housing developments are permitted 

further out along the A660, there will be an increased demand for movement along the A660 

corridor (broadly defined) and that, unless some action is taken, the existing peak periods are 

likely to extend over a larger part of the day. 

4. Considering Leeds as a whole, we believe that there is benefit to be gained by: 

i. improving transport links to areas of Leeds which are designated for regeneration 

(most of which are to be found to the south and east of the city centre); 

ii. encouraging a shift from car to public transport (and, for shorter trips, to active 

modes); 

iii. increasing public transport capacity on radial routes; 

iv. improving links - particularly public transport links -  to the airport (we note that, 

according to the European Cities Monitor evidenced by Mr Farrington on behalf of the 

Promoters (APP-1-3-4), European businesses perceive Leeds to have no serious 
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problem respecting “travelling around within the city” but that it does have problems 

of international connectivity);  

v. making more intensive use of existing rail lines;  

vi. seeking to promote park and ride;  

vii. encouraging  use of active modes; and 

viii. seeking to reduce road accidents and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 

Matter #2 (the justification for the particular proposals – including its anticipated impacts) 

5. We do not accept that the problems outlined in paragraphs 2 and 3 above, or the aspirations 

outlined in paragraph 4 above, warrant the introduction of the proposed trolleybus system or 

that the proposed system would successfully address the current and anticipated problems.  

6. We are concerned that the proposal would introduce a new and distinct public transport system 

which: 

i. Could only be accommodated in this very tight corridor by compromising the ambience 

of the area, the viability of local businesses, the provision for active modes and the 

needs of local traffic. 

ii. Would represent an inefficient use of limited road space by devoting valuable space to 

only ten vehicles per hour.  

iii. Would represent an inefficient use of existing transport infrastructure – resulting in 

less intensive use of existing bus stops along the route served by the #1 and #6 buses, 

of Leeds bus station, of stations on the Harrogate railway line, and of some bus lanes 

(e.g. those on Woodhouse Lane beside the Merrion Centre).  

iv. Would abstract patronage from the existing buses and thus compromise the 

commercial sustainability of the existing network of services (although it is unclear 

whether the effects of this would be manifest in bus services running along NGT 

corridor or in the more marginally economic services elsewhere in Leeds).  

v. Would result in a reduced number of public transport seats per hour on the A660. The 

Promoters assume an hourly reduction of 8 buses. Given 72 seats per bus (FWY114 

indicates that the current, “2012”, fleet of double deck buses have 72 seats plus space 

for 22 standees) this implies a loss of 576 bus seats per hour. We estimate that this 

would be offset by an increase of up to 400 seats on trolleybuses – assuming the stated 

peak frequency of 11 vehicles per hour and assuming 40 seats per trolleybus (a value 

which we contend – see NWLTF122 Section C7 - cannot be exceeded if space is to be 

preserved for the anticipated peak loading). The net effect would therefore be a loss of 

176 seats during the peak hour.   

vi. The promoters claim that introduction of LTVS would provide an increase in public 

transport capacity on the A660 radial. We calculate this as being up to 848 spaces per 

hour {[10x160] –[8 x94]} without any loss in priority (FWY contend that 160 spaces per 

trolleybus is not achievable and indicate that the absolute maximum achievable, in 

crush loading would be 158 per vehicle but, for the purposes of illustration we will use 
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the Promoters’ figures and assume a target increase in overall capacity of 848 spaces 

per hour). However: 

 since the requirement, as identified in paragraph 4.9.6 of Leeds Core Strategy (D-1-

1) and in paragraph 3.3 of the NGT Statement of Aims (A-01-2), is for high-quality 

capacity which offers a ‘real and attractive alternative to travel by car’, the capacity 

achieved by crush loading at up to 7 people per square metre (FWY131) is of little 

relevance – such loadings would not attract people out of their cars. The number of 

seats is thus of much greater relevance than the total capacity.  

 We do accept that, perhaps due to future housing developments within the 

corridor, it may become necessary to increase the total capacity of public transport 

in the corridor. We also accept that, if none of this extra capacity can be found by 

more intensive use of the Harrogate rail line, it might become necessary to increase 

the total capacity (including standees in crush conditions) along the A660. The LTVS 

could offer an increase of up to 848 spaces per hour but this could also be achieved 

by: 

-  increasing the current peak frequency of 20 buses per hour to 29 per hour 

(which would increase total capacity by 846 {9x94} while simultaneously 

increase seats by 648 {9x72}), or by 

- the combination of a more modest increase in bus frequency with an increase 

in the overall bus capacity by removing some seats (e.g. an increase in bus 

capacity from 94 to 102 persons might be achieved by removing 8 seats from 

each bus. If this were combined with an increase in peak frequency from 20 to 

27, total capacity could be increased by 874 {[27x102]-[20x94]}while 

simultaneously increasing seats by 288 {[27x64]-[20x72]}, or by 

- use of higher-capacity buses such as the new Optare metrodecker (referred to 

as the “double deck version of the Optare versa” in para 3.2 of Appendix C of 

OBJ-1354’s Statement of Case  - and which has a total capacity of 99 of whom 

63 could be seated in the two-door version) which, at a frequency of 28 buses 

per hour could offer 892 {[28x99]-20x94]} extra spaces while increasing the 

number of seats by 324 {28x63]-[20x72]}.   

7. We submit that the proposed Leeds Trolley Vehicle System (LTVS) would represent a backward 

step in terms of the quality of the overall public transport offer in Leeds and would do little to 

attract people out of their cars. This is because: 

i. The introduction of a separate and distinct system would:  

 require passengers to make a pre-trip decision as to whether to walk to the bus 

stop or trolley stop would provide an unnecessary source of stress - with potential 

frustration if the first vehicle to arrive is at the “other” stop. 

 result in there being a reduced frequency of services from any given stop (typically 

the frequency would be halved).  This outcome is based on assumptions made by 

the Promoters respecting the frequency of trolleybuses and of “conventional” 

buses after introduction of the LTVS.  The Promoters anticipate reductions in 
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delivered frequency all along the North Route but they would be particularly stark 

on those parts of the #1 and #6 bus routes which would not be on the NGT route 

(e.g. the #1 beyond Bodington whose frequency would fall from 8 buses per hour to 

3 per hour, and the #6 between Tinshill Lane and Holtdale Approach whose 

frequency would fall from 6 buses per hour to 3 per hour).  

 require passengers to be aware that the fare structure on trolleybuses would differ 

from that on buses (a higher minimum fare is proposed - see para 15.136 of Doc C-

1). 

 make transfer between services more onerous (e.g. the journey from Leeds City 

Station to Adel which is currently effected most efficiently by switching from the #1 

bus to the #28 bus at the Arndale Centre – see NWLTF122 para B144.2). 

 increase the likelihood that different tickets might be valid on different services. 

ii. The average walking distance to and from trolley stops would be greater than that to 

and from existing bus stops (this is a simple consequence of there being a greater 

average spacing between trolley stops). Also, the average walking distance to a bus 

stop would be greater as a consequence of the deletion of some stops and the fact that 

many would be moved away from intersections (more passengers approach bus stops 

from intersections than from mid-link locations).  

iii. Journey comfort would be lower for many users of the trolley vehicles because, even 

during the off-peak period, there would be insufficient seats to accommodate the 

demand and many passengers would have to stand in extremely crowded conditions 

(see NWLTF122 Section C7) – up to 7 people per square metre (FWY131).  

iv. Door-to-door journey times would be higher for many users of public transport if the 

LTVS were introduced than they would be otherwise. This outcome is based on the 

Promoters’ own assumptions about run times and frequencies, and hence about 

average waiting times. It comes about because reductions in in-vehicle time are more 

than offset by increases in walking time and waiting time (see NWLTF122 Sections C2 

and C3). It is true for almost all bus journeys along the A660 corridor and even for 

many journeys made on the trolleybuses.  

v. Perceived journey times (actual journey times weighted to allow for the different 

values of time spent walking, waiting and travelling in crowded conditions) would be 

greater for most journeys in the A660 corridor if LTVS were introduced than would 

otherwise be the case (see NWLTF122 section C3). 

vi. The many passengers whose journey runs along the NGT corridor but whose origin or 

destination is served by bus but not by trolleybus, together with those who are 

unwilling or unable to walk the extra distance to a trolleybus stop or risk having to 

stand for the duration of the journey, would be faced with the predicted reduction in 

bus frequency without the compensation of a faster in-vehicle journey time.  

8. We are concerned that the LTVS would not serve the airport, the bus station, the main areas 

designated for economic regeneration, major retail and cultural attractions in the eastern part of 

the city centre (Merrion Centre, St Johns Centre, The Core, Victoria Gate, Victoria Quarter, Leeds 
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Market, Leeds Grand Theatre, Leeds Minster, West Yorkshire Playhouse, Northern Ballet and 

Phoenix Dance Theatre….), or other important destinations such as St James’s Hospital, Seacroft 

Hospital and the Elland Road Stadium.  

9. We are concerned that the LTVS would be unique in its commitment to trolleybus technology 

and that, given the pace of technological development, there can no guarantee that any other 

systems would ever be commissioned using the same technology. This has several 

consequences: 

i. The risk of shortages in spare parts and replacement equipment would be more than 

usually large and the Promoters might find it more than usually difficult to negotiate 

favourable terms on contracts for ongoing maintenance and renewal of the vehicles. 

ii. It cannot be assumed that any future extension of BRT in Leeds (e.g. to serve the 

destinations listed in paragraph 8 above) would use the same technology. There is 

therefore a significant risk that the Holt Park to Stourton line would remain unique and 

un-integrated with the rest of the network. 

iii. The possibility of having to scrap and replace the trolleybus technology before the end 

of its assumed 60 year life must be recognised and allowed for in the costings.  

10. We submit that the predicted benefits of the NGT scheme claimed in the Revised Business Case 

(C-1) cannot be relied on as evidence to justify the NGT scheme because: 

i. the benefits, particularly those flowing from the predicted shift to trolleybus vehicles, 

have been grossly exaggerated (see paragraphs 76 -79 below); 

ii. the analysis is unreliable (see again paragraphs 76-79 but also paragraphs 80-84 

below); and 

iii. the interpretation of the results has been misleading (see paragraph 85 below). 

Matter #3 (the main alternative options) 

11. We submit that it would be wholly wrong and unsafe to regard the NBA or LCA as in any way 

indicative of what might be achieved by way of alternatives to the proposed trolleybus system 

and the claimed superiority of the promoter’s Preferred Option is unproven. In support of this 

submission we point out that: 

i. The consultant in charge of the development of the Business Case (Mr Chadwick) 

stated, several times, that the Next Best Alternative (NBA) and Low Cost Alternative 

(LCA) options were developed simply to justify the application for funding of the major 

investment and that they should not be regarded as representing the best that could 

be achieved at lower cost. His proof (App-7-2) states, in paragraph 3-146, that ‘the LCA 

is specified in order to confirm that the scale of investment in the Preferred Alternative 

is justified’. Pressed on this point under cross-examination, he specifically stated (at 

about 1430 on 19th June) that, were the LTVSO not granted, he would want to 

consider alternatives by starting again with a blank sheet of paper. He further stated 

that the NBA and LCA ‘were not designed to be strategic alternatives’, that they were 

‘appraisal mechanisms rather than strategic alternatives’, and he emphatically agreed 
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with suggestion that they had never been a genuine attempt to explore what could be 

achieved at lower cost.  

ii. The Next Best Alternative is not a real alternative because, since it differs from the 

Promoters’ Preferred Option only in respect of the power source, it shares many of the 

Preferred Option’s drawbacks - provision of separate stops, limited number of priority 

vehicles per hour hence lower frequency, deleterious impact on bus services, high 

capital cost. Some of its impact on landscape, townscape and heritage is reduced, due 

to the absence of OHLE but the overall impact is still significantly adverse.  

iii. The Low Cost Alternative scheme is not a serious attempt to show what could be 

achieved at lower cost. Much more could be achieved in respect of: 

 Vehicle quality - the LCA was specified on the assumption that the buses used 

would be perceived as having no improvement over 2008 vehicles.  

 Bus stop facilities - the LCA was specified to include very modest improvement 

despite the fact that improvements in bus stop facilities are known to be very cost 

effective (see NWLTF122 section B102). 

 Reduced boarding times - and hence improvements in journey times and 

punctuality; the LCA was specified to assume no improvement over the situation 

pertaining in 2012 despite the clear potential offered by a combination of vehicle 

design and ticketing and of fare structures designed to accelerate the move to 

cashless fares (see NWLTF122 sections B33 and B100). 

 Bus priority - the priority included in the specification of the LCA is represented as 

singularly ineffective (see NWLTF122 Sections B60 and C4). 

 Bus routing - e.g. provision, if justified, of: 

-  more limited-stop services (to provide an “express” service), 

- increased frequencies (to provide increased capacity), and 

- new cross-city links (to provide improved links to growth areas). 

12. The Promoters have made no serious attempt to explore the extent to which the needs 

identified in paragraphs 2 and 3 above might be better met by alternatives to NGT. They have 

thus failed to follow Webtag advice respecting generation of alternatives (see NWLTF122 Section 

D5 for more detail). More specifically: 

i. Attention has been focused on one solution - NGT - seemingly because it was thought 

similar to Supertram and would be the most prestigious project eligible for funding.  

ii. The A660 corridor seems to have been chosen because it was thought likely to 

generate the best revenue not because it needs NGT. 

iii. The trolleybus technology seems to have been chosen because it allows use of a TWAO 

procedure - which in turn seems to have been the preferred procedure because it 

offers the Promoters control over operations of the implemented system. 

(Interestingly, the dangers of too rapid a commitment to a trolleybus-based approach 

were identified in the 2007 Gateway review (C-4-7)).   
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iv. There has never been a detailed examination of alternative means of meeting the 

transport needs of North West Leeds. More particularly, there has been no detailed 

investigation of interventions which could yield significant improvements for all users 

of public transport much more quickly and at much lower initial and ongoing cost to 

the public purse. 

13. The Inquiry’s attention has been drawn to a number of suggestions respecting alternative 

solutions to the transport issues which have been identified. The North West Leeds Transport 

Forum submitted a document (Appendix A to its Statement of Case) which identified some 

potential components of such a solution.  

i. The central thrust of the NWLTF proposals was that the existing bus service should be 

improved, ideally by means of a partnership between bus operators and the passenger 

transport authority, so as to provide increased priority for buses within the existing 

road-space, higher quality stops and vehicles, and various measures designed to 

reduce dwell times. Many of the measures identified were of relatively low cost and 

could be implemented quite quickly. 

ii. Additional suggestions were made respecting traffic management and possible 

modification to bus routes; these too could be implemented at low cost on a short 

time scale. 

iii. Appendix A of the NWLTF Statement of Case also identified a number of higher cost 

interventions which should be considered on their merits. Particular attention was 

drawn to the potential benefits of a redesign of the A660 Hyde Park intersection, of 

signalisation of the Lawnswood roundabout (within the existing carriageway and 

without a dedicated BRT lane running though the centre) and of a northbound bus lane 

up Headingley Hill. (However, following comments made by Mr Robertson during his 

cross-examination, we are now inclined to think that much could be achieved by 

implementing a northbound bus lane within the existing carriageway on the southern 

approach to Headingley. A bus lane at this point would be of great value to bus services 

and, with very minor widening at one point on the bend, could stretch all the way from 

Richmond Road to St Michaels Road). 

iv. NWLTF’s proposals for the A660 are clearly similar in concept to the “New bus for 

Leeds” proposal subsequently put forward by First West Yorkshire (FWY) and we note 

that FWY have indicated that a draft partnership agreement, signed by Metro (one of 

the Promoters of LTVS) is already in place and that much could be achieved within a 

relatively short timescale.  

v. Looking more broadly, NWLTF advocated: 

 A wider role for park and ride – but pointed out that the success of P&R is 

dependent on implementation of an appropriate policy on city centre parking.  We 

expressed support for introduction of a P&R site at Bodington but, having now 

learned that the LTM’s forecast of usage of that site is based on an extremely large, 

but unexplained, alternative-specific-constant, we are no longer confident that such 

a site would be popular and so would suggest that it be trialled at a modest scale 

before any major investment is undertaken. 
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 More intensive use of the existing rail lines to provide increased high-quality 

capacity for public transport (recognising that significant investment – e.g. in 

signalling - may be required in order to accommodate additional services on the 

Harrogate Line). 

14. Attention has been drawn by several objectors to the fast pace of development in vehicle 

technology and more specifically to the fact that: 

i. many second-generation hybrid double deck buses are already in service; 

ii. all-electric buses are widely touted as the natural progression from hybrids and could 

be introduced as and when appropriate;  

iii. all-electric buses are already in service in York (e.g. on page 24-25 of OBJ0171 SoC) and 

the double deck version of Optare’s all-electric Versa (the all-electric Metrodecker, 

built in Leeds, should be available in 2015 – see para 3.2 of appendix C of OBJ1354’s 

SoC and/or footnote 9 from para 4.9 of OBJ1166’s SoC); and 

iv. that a commitment to trolleybus technology would close off the possibility of making 

use of this new technology and of the innovative, high-capacity, multi-door, double-

deck vehicles which are becoming  available, and of adjusting the fleet size and mix to 

the emerging demand in the NGT corridors. 

15. We note that potential solutions to problems in the A660 corridor were identified following a 

review of problems and opportunities in 2006 (G-4-5) but that, according to evidence given by 

Mr Haskins during cross examination (8th May, 11 minutes into early pm session), the ideas were 

shelved because it was thought that they would conflict with, and be rendered unnecessary by, 

the NGT scheme. We submit that this variant of planning blight has gone on too long and that 

urgent attention must now be given to proposals of this kind. However, we fear that progress 

will continue to be blocked until the NGT proposal is finally and irrevocably rejected. 

Matter #4 (consistency with policy) 

16. An important element of national transport policy (e.g. as embodied in the 2008 Climate Change 

Act and in the national Door to Door strategy) is the achievement of reductions in CO2 and other 

GHG emissions. Reduced emission of CO2 and other GHGs is an objective of the WYLTP (LTP3 

2011) and is a specific objective of the NGT scheme (#5 in para 2.6 of C-1-15). However, the LTM 

predicts that introduction of NGT would result in an increase in GHG emissions. 

17. A long standing objective of national transport policy (endorsed in the 2010 Coalition 

Agreement) which is specifically identified in the WYLTP is to seek reductions in road casualties. 

However: 

i. The LTM predicts that introduction of NGT would result in an increase in accidents (C-1 

para 15.85); 

ii. The NGT run times which underlie the business case are based on the assumption that 

speeds in the shared-access area outside the University of Leeds will exceed those 

recommended in the original safety audit (Table 3.1  of C-1-13 indicates a speed limit 

of 30kph = 18.6 mph, whereas the original July 2013 Safety Audit by Leeds City Council  
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recommended a maximum of 10mph in shared areas and the first sentence on page 3 

of App106 indicates that a 15mph speed restriction has been assumed in shared areas).  

iii. Design Freeze 7 creates numerous safety hazards. Many of these were identified by Mr 

Broadbent (Objector 0573) but particular examples include: 

 The hazard to young pedestrians caused by the proposed siting of the bus and 

trolley stops outside Lawnswood School. 

 The hazard to pedestrians caused by the reduction of footway widths alongside the 

A660 from around 3 metres to around 2 metres between Lawnswood roundabout 

and Shaw Lane (TD011-TD016, this is an area with high volumes of school children 

and other pedestrians. Particular problems would be created in the vicinity of 

Lawnswood School, Richmond House School -see evidence from Objector 1733, and 

adjacent to the Kindercare Nursery - see evidence from Objector 1727).   

 The hazard to pedestrians caused at the entrance to The Village (TD012, the 

location of the bus and trolley stops on opposite sides of entrance would cause 

passengers to hurry from one to the other if the first vehicle arrives at the “other” 

stop and the loss of the right-turn pocket will put traffic entering The Village from 

the south under some pressure to complete their manoeuvre quickly). 

 The general hazard created by loss of Right Turn pockets - resulting in unexpected 

stationary traffic in the centre of the highway and pressure on right turners to 

complete their manoeuvre quickly. Twenty-one examples are identified by Mr 

Broadbent but particularly serious issues arise at: Drummond Road (TD013, 

Kindercare nursery traffic entering the side road coincident with high volumes of 

pre-school children crossing it); Cottage Road (TD015, cinema and restaurant 

customers entering the side road seeking parking  spaces at a time of high 

pedestrian volumes crossing it); and Buckingham Road (TD019, higher traffic 

volumes due to closure of alternative side roads together with traffic dropping off 

for the nursery at a time of high pedestrian volumes crossing the side road and 

cycle flows along the A660). 

 The hazard to cyclists and pedestrians created by the proposal to allow cyclists to 

make an unexpected right turn from the A660 into St Anne’s Parade and then ride 

contra-flow along it. St Anne’s Parade is narrow and visibility is compromised by 

parked cars (TD016).  

 The hazard to cyclists created by the proposal to make an unexpected right turn 

from the A660 into St Anne's Parade and then ride contra flow along it. St Anne's 

Parade is too narrow, with very poor visibility ,to safely accommodate contra flow 

cyclists, parked cars and with flow vehicles 

 The hazard to cyclists due to the narrow width (3.65 metres) of the shared 

NGT/Bus/Cycle lane northbound outside the University Engineering Faculty 

(TD023). 

18. Increased use of sustainable modes is an objective of the national Door to Door strategy - which 

specifically refers to the benefits of travel by the “healthiest” modes, of the National Planning 
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Policy Framework (NPPF), of the Leeds Climate Change Strategy - Vision for Action – which gives 

particular priority to the promotion of smarter choices including walking and cycling, and of the 

WYLTP. Also, the Department of Health has issued guidelines indicating the desirability of 

increased physical activity. However, the LTM predicts that introduction of NGT would result in 

reduced cycling and walking (see detailed figures in NWLTF122 Section C15). 

19. An objective of WYLTP (LTP3) is to encourage economic growth by improving connectivity. 

Introduction of NGT would indeed provide lower in-vehicle journey times for some journeys and, 

in a few cases, lower door-to-door journey times. However, based on LTM forecasts, it is clear 

that the broader picture is of reduced connectivity. Viz:  

i. Average journey times by car - and by goods vehicles - would be higher (C-1-8 table 59 

shows that introduction of NGT causes highway trip durations to increase).  

ii. Average door-to-door journey times would be longer for most journeys by bus in the 

NGT corridor and even for some journeys by trolleybus (see NWLTF122 sections C2 and 

C3).  

iii. Perceived journey times – i.e. actual door to door times weighted to allow for the 

different values of time spent walking, waiting and standing - would be higher for many 

journeys by public transport (see NWLTF122 sections C3).  

These reductions in connectivity will tend to depress, rather than generate, economic growth.  

20. The desire for regeneration of specified sites is also a stated objective. However, NGT is very 

poorly aligned with most of the areas in need of regeneration. 

21. One of the broader objectives of the WYLTP is to improve the quality of life of people living in 

the region. This aspiration appears in the form of two very specific objectives of the NGT scheme 

(#6 and #7 in C-1-15 para 2.6). One is to improve the quality of life through (promotion of) a 

safe and healthy built and natural environment and the other is to improve the quality of life 

by improving access for all to jobs and services. Detailed consideration of these aspirations (see 

paragraphs 22 and 23 below) leads us to conclude that NGT’s impact on the quality of life is 

distinctly negative. 

22. Respecting improvement in the quality of life through  a safe and healthy built and natural 

environment, we note that:  

i. The LTM predicts that introduction of NGT would: 

 Increase congestion  

 Increase noise, fuel consumption, emissions and KSI (Killed or Seriously Injured) 

casualties 

 Reduce the use of active modes. 

ii. The Promoters accept that introduction of NGT would have an adverse effect on 

landscape, townscape and heritage. 

iii. There is a concern - unexplored in the modelling - that local congestion caused by road 

closures and signalisation might increase local emissions. 
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iv. There is a risk - unexplored in the modelling - that parking restrictions, some of which 

appear unnecessary (see NWLTF122 Section C5), may lead customers to drive to more 

distant facilities. This, together with the disruption during construction and reduced 

quality of townscape, is likely to undermine the viability of local facilities. Their 

disappearance would constitute a deterioration in the quality of life for local residents 

and would tend to result in reduced walking and increased driving - thereby further 

increasing congestion and emissions.  

23. Respecting improvement in the quality of life by improving access for all to jobs and services, 

we note that:  

i. Average journeys by car, and many journeys by public transport, would take longer if 

NGT were introduced.   

ii. NGT would serve only two corridors and does not provide a link to important facilities 

in and around the city – e.g. many of the city centre shopping areas, the bus station, 

the airport, St James Hospital, Elland Road football ground…etc. etc.  

iii. Due to the greater distance between stops and limited availability of seating on the 

vehicles, NGT would be less “accessible” to people with limited ability to walk or stand.  

iv. The reduced frequencies envisaged by the promoters for the #1 and #6 bus services 

will leave significant areas along the northern parts of these two routes with only 3 

buses per hour (see the second bullet of paragraph 7i above) - a frequency which falls 

below the minimum standard of accessibility promulgated in Table 2 of Appendix 2 of 

the Leeds Core Strategy (D-1-1). 

v. Vehicular access to premises and side roads along the A660 would become more 

difficult and the degree of severance between communities on either side of the road 

would be increased.  

24. An objective of the WYLTP and a specific objective of the NGT scheme (#4 in para 2.6 of C-1-15) 

is that the efficiency of the transport networks should be improved. However, LTM predicts 

that introduction of NGT would result in an increase in inputs - journey time and costs - to 

achieve a given level of output, i.e. a fixed number of trips. This indicates a reduction in system 

efficiency. The increased inputs include: 

i. Increased person hours spent travelling – summed across all modes (see NWLTF122 

section C9). 

ii. Increased time spent driving (Table 58 of C-1-8). 

iii. Increased fuel consumption (Table 17.12 mentions the increased fuel duty receipts). 

iv. Increased expenditure on fares (Table 17.12 of C-1 shows increased expenditure of 

£66m). 

v. Increased public expenditure on transport infrastructure and services (Table 16.1 of C-

1 shows grant and subsidy costs amounting to £532m). 

vi. We acknowledge (in Sections B129 and B130 of NWLTF122) that the definition of 

“efficiency” envisaged in the WYLTP objective is different from the systematic 
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definition implied above but have demonstrated that, even judged by its own 

definition, NGT fails to deliver increased efficiency. 

25. Policy T1(v) of the Unitary Development Plan (See NWLTF SoC Appendix E.06d) referred to the 

intention to “encourage integration between travel modes through better interchange between 

and within modes” and a widely quoted objective of NGT (see for example para 3.7 of C-1 or the 

NGT website http://www.ngtmetro.com/about/) is that it would form part of an integrated 

transport system. However: 

i. The northbound NGT stop would be further from the station than is the existing #1 bus 

stop on Bishopgate (we do accept that the southbound NGT stop would be closer to 

the rail station than is the existing #1 bus stop).  

ii. NGT would not provide a link to the bus station (whereas the #6 bus, whose frequency 

is assumed to reduce, does). 

iii. The provision of separate NGT stops and bus stops would make interchange with bus 

services less convenient than it now is (see NWLTF122 section B114.2).  

iv. The provision of separate NGT stops and bus stops, the use of a different fare 

structure, and the separate branding of NGT would result in NGT being perceived as a 

separate service rather than a fully integrated part of the bus network. 

v. This separation would be further re-enforced if some of the tickets accepted on buses 

were not accepted on NGT – or vice-versa.  

(See sections B113-114 of NWLTF122 for further detail).  

26. Policy T2 of the Leeds Core Strategy (D-1-1), dealing with accessibility requirements and new 

development, indicates minimum accessibility standards for new development. These standards 

are set out in Table 2 of Appendix 2 of D-1-1. We note that the reduced frequencies envisaged by 

the Promoters for the #1 and #6 bus services would result in significant parts of the northern 

extremities of these routes having below-standard accessibility (see paragraph 22iv above). The 

affected area includes new housing development being planned in Moseley Wood (#1199 on the 

Site Allocation Plan). The NGT proposal is thus inconsistent with Policy T2. 

27. Policy SP11 of the Leeds Core Strategy (D-1-1), dealing with Transport Infrastructure Investment 

Priorities, states that ‘the delivery of an integrated transport strategy for Leeds will be supported’ 

and the first priority is ‘public transport improvements for the bus and rail networks.....and 

investment in a rapid transit system to increase radial route capacity....together with investment 

in the provision of Park and Ride facilities’. City Centre Policy CC3 also refers to the need for 

increased public transport radial route capacity and makes reference to the NGT (trolleybus) 

proposal. The proposed NGT routes are also included on Map 9 as part of ‘the emerging 

transport strategy’. However, a distinction needs to be made between the policy and the 

proposals (paragraph 6.22 of D-1-1 notes that ‘should key projects not receive funding, then the 

Council can respond at that time as necessary through other mechanisms, such as changing the 

type of infrastructure proposed’ and exemplifies the point by referring to the fact that NGT 

‘evolved’ from Supertram. Mr Speak made a similar point during his cross-examination by Mr 

Ray on 18/07/14 – his phrase being ‘transport proposals don’t stand still – they are dynamic’). 

We contend that the desired increase in capacity of radial routes could be provided by enhanced 

http://www.ngtmetro.com/about/
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bus services linked to park and ride facilities and that this approach would be equally consistent 

with Core Strategy policies SP11 and CC3. We dispute the assertion that these policies require 

implementation of the LTVS. 

28. Policy P11 in the Leeds Core Strategy, dealing with Conservation, states that ‘the historic 

environment, consisting of archaeological remains, historic buildings, townscapes and 

landscapes, including locally undesignated assets and their settings will be conserved and 

enhanced, particularly those elements which help to give Leeds its distinct identity’, including ‘the 

legacy of country houses, public parks, gardens and cemeteries’. We observe that the six 

Conservation Areas along Otley Road corridor between the Lawnswood roundabout and the 

University incorporate elements (notably stone Victorian buildings and structures, set in 

streetscapes with mature trees) which give Leeds its distinct identity, and that Woodhouse Moor, 

the first public park in Leeds, is part of its legacy of… public parks (and is specifically designated 

as ‘protected Greenspace’ under Policy N1 of the approved Leeds UDP). We contend (see for 

example paragraph 58 below) that the LTVS will not conserve, let alone enhance, this historic 

environment and would therefore not be consistent with policy P11. 

29. Policy P12 in the Leeds Core Strategy, dealing with landscape and townscape, indicates that ‘the 

character, quality and biodiversity of Leeds’ townscapes and landscapes, including their historical 

and cultural significance, will be conserved and enhanced to protect their distinctiveness through 

stewardship and the planning process.’  We contend that the impact of the LTVS proposals on 

the townscape of far Headingley is not consistent with policy P12.  

30. Policy G2 in the Leeds Core Strategy, dealing with creation of new tree cover, indicates that 

‘Development which would result in harm to, or the loss of, Ancient Woodland and Veteran Trees 

will be resisted’ and that ‘Development in the urban area of the city, including the city centre will 

make provision for the inclusion of street trees to increase the area of tree canopy cover.’  We 

contend that the impact of the LTVS proposals on veteran trees and on the area of tree canopy 

along the A660 is not consistent with policy G2.  

31. We acknowledge that Saved Policy T12 of the UDP (D-2-9) mentions Supertram, that Saved 

Policy T13 includes protection of routes for Supertram and that the UDP Inspector’s Report (D-2-

5) of 1999 endorsed this. However, we point out that: 

i. the Supertram system envisaged in T12 and T13 differed from LTVS in being a tram 

rather than a trolleybus, in being segregated from general traffic wherever possible 

and in running along verges or central reservations;  

ii. the protected routes identified on Map 9 formed a network only a fraction of which is 

followed by the now proposed LTVS;  

iii. the Inspector considered that, while the proposals were worthy of support in principle 

(para 159.8), they would be scrutinised in detail through the TWAO process (para 

159.16); and 

iv. the fact that Supertram succeeded in passing the TWAO hurdles is of only indirect 

relevance to the LTVS application because: 

 the system was to be based on trams rather than on trolleybuses, 

 there was to be a network of routes rather than only one, and  
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 the full range of local opposition was not manifest since it was clear to most people, 

if not to the promoters, that the likelihood of achieving funding was remote. 

32. We acknowledge that Saved Policy T16 of the UDP (D-2-9) indicates that planning permission will 

be granted for Park and Ride sites associated with rail stations, rapid transit systems and quality 

bus services and that Saved Policy T17 includes protection for the sites at Bodington and 

Stourton in conjunction with Supertram lines. However: 

i. T16 indicates that permission would be conditional on the acceptability of the impact 

on traffic reduction and we note that, since the LTVS is predicted to increase traffic 

levels, granting of the permission would be contrary to the policy, and 

ii. T17 refers to Supertram which, as noted above, was a very different system from the 

LTVS now proposed. 

33. We acknowledge that the West Yorkshire Transport Plan (D-6-11) refers to NGT as one of the 

components of its Proposal #13 “to define and develop a core, high-quality, financially 

sustainable network of transport services that will provide attractive alternatives to car travel”. 

However, we note that: 

i. the WYLTP is not part of the Local Development Plan and has not had to be approved 

by bodies other than the West Yorkshire Integrated Transport Authority. Although its 

objectives have been recognised in Spatial Policy 11 of Core Strategy (which is 

expected to be part of the LDP), the references to NGT in the WYLTP are relevant to 

the decision on whether to approve the TWAO only in that they confirm that the 

Promoters had the foresight to include NGT as a proposal within their LTP. 

ii. The WYLTP proposal#13 was for a high-quality, financially sustainable network of 

transport services that will provide attractive alternatives to car travel. We maintain 

that: 

 the LTVS lines do not constitute a network, 

  the predicted levels of crowding would mean that it would not be perceived as of 

high quality and so will not provide an attractive alternative to car travel, and 

 that the revenues have been grossly exaggerated and so it cannot be said to be 

financially sustainable. 

34. The principles of good street design are encapsulated in the widely respected Manual for Streets 

(2007 and 2010) but aspects of the LTVS proposals are inconsistent with these principles. For 

example: paragraphs 10.1.1 and 10.1.2 state that ‘street furniture and lighting equipment should 

also be integrated’ and that this is ‘especially important in historic towns and conservation 

areas’. These principles are reinforced in Streets for All (published by English Heritage, 2004) 

which states that ‘the underlying principles are to reduce clutter, co-ordinate design, and 

reinforce local character …’. We contend that the LTVS conflicts with these principles by: 

i. not ruling out the duplication of lighting columns by OLE poles; 

ii. having separate trolley and bus stops; and by 
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iii. the inclusion in the NGT Urban Design and Access Statement of an objective to 

‘reinforce NGT identity and brand’ so that ‘NGT routes should be easily identifiable 

(overhead lines will contribute significantly to this)’.  

35. Metro’s own Bus Stop Infrastructure Standards (App114) records Metro’s policy in respect of bus 

stop location and design. We contend that the LTVS would conflict with aspects of this policy. For 

example: 

i. Section 2e refers to it being imperative that any relocation of bus stops should not 

inconvenience bus passengers or create safety hazards (but we note several examples 

where this principle is breached – for example: 

 the relocated southbound bus stop at West Park is to be sited south of the entrance 

to “The Village” and will necessitate much longer walks by passengers arriving via 

Spen Rd, Kepstorn Rd, Welburn Drive etc. and will create a safety hazard in being 

separated from the trolleystop by the road leading to the Village - because of the 

likelihood of people hurrying from one to the other if the first vehicle arrives at the 

“other” stop),  

 the city-bound bus stop at Hunslet/Penny Hill Morrisons will be moved further from 

the shops, and 

 the northbound bus stop outside the University Parkinson Steps will be moved 

away from this important hub.  

ii. Section 2e refers to it being imperative that any relocation of bus stops should not 

result in frontage intrusion (but we note several examples where this principle is 

breached – for example southbound at Hyde Park where the new NGT stop will 

interfere with the LS6 café’s use of the space); 

iii. Section 5b states that all new shelters should be painted in Metro’s corporate red 

colour except in town and city centres where an alternative finish is approved on 

amenity grounds in order to match in with local authority street furniture (but the LTVS 

would be designed to have its own strong brand colour).  

36. One of the aspirations of the Leeds Vision (C-1-15 para 2.23) is to minimise growth in car use 

and NGT has been widely presented as offering an attractive alternative to the car (see for 

example para 6.7 of C-1-15 or the NGT website http://www.ngtmetro.com/about/). However, 

the LTM forecasts (explored in NWLTF122 Section C15) indicate that introduction of NGT would 

lead to:  

i. increased car use - measured as car miles,  

ii. minimal reduction in the number of car trips (the reduction is less than that in the 

number of trips by active modes), and 

iii. a very much larger reduction in the number of trips by bus and rail.  

37. The Leeds Vision (quoted in C-1-15 para 2.24), in line with Webtag guidance on policy formation, 

seeks to make best use of existing transport assets. However, the Promoters accept that the 

NGT scheme would result in: 

i. fewer bus services linking to the bus station, 

http://www.ngtmetro.com/about/
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ii. fewer buses stopping at existing bus stops,  

iii. reduced use of existing bus services, and 

iv. reduced use of existing rail services. 

38. We maintain that, if the predictions of trolleybus usage were corrected (by removing the 

unwarranted penalties on bus and train use and the unwarranted alternative-specific bonus for 

Park and ride usage, and allowing for people’s aversion to travelling on crowded public transport 

- see paragraph 77 below), the deleterious impact of NGT on congestion, car use, fuel 

consumption and emissions would be even more apparent. The conflict with the relevant 

policies, objectives and strategies (Climate Change Act, Door to Door Strategy, WYLTP, and Leeds 

Vision) would thus be even greater.  

39. Similarly, we maintain that a more realistic appraisal of NGT’s impact on employment (omitting 

the unwarranted benefit from assumed reductions in penalties and allowing for the increase in 

highway trip costs – see paragraph 78 below) would show that introduction of NGT would 

increase the average generalised cost of travel. The logic underlying the Promoters’ Urban 

Dynamic Model would predict that this would depress employment – thereby conflicting with 

the employment growth objective which suffuses the Leeds Core Strategy (e.g. policies SP1(v), 

SP8(iv), EC1 and EC2) and underlies the first objective of the West Yorkshire Local Transport Plan 

(D-6-11). 

40. No transport scheme can be expected to meet all the relevant policy objectives but NGT’s failure 

to meet so many objectives is quite remarkable. 

Matter #5 (the likely impacts on the public, businesses and environment) 

41. Disruption during construction can be expected to impact on the public, businesses and the 

environment. The Promoters have indicated that they would seek to minimise these impacts but 

they have produced no evidence to quantify the impacts on businesses or to indicate how these 

would be dealt with. Respecting Matter 5g, this is a major concern for local businesses who rely 

on their suppliers and customers being able to access their premises easily and who are 

concerned that a prolonged period of construction would deter customers. Access difficulties, 

parking restrictions, noise, dust and visual intrusion are issues of particular concern.  

42. Respecting impact on the public, we contend that introduction of LTVS would lead to a 

deterioration in the quality of the public transport offer and in local accessibility (see paragraphs 

50-52 below). 

43. Respecting impact on the Environment, introduction of the LTVS would lead to loss of mature 

trees and green space, increased road widths, reduced footway widths, additional street 

furniture and unattractive OLE equipment. These would all serve to detract from the pleasant 

ambience of the A660 corridor. This would have an adverse effect on: 

i. the public who use the area – detracting from their quality of life and, probably, 

tending to dissuade them from making use of the local facilities and walking in the 

area; 
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ii. local businesses for whom the attractive ambience of the locality is an element of their 

appeal to shoppers – detracting from their commercial viability (relevant to Matter 

5g);  

iii. and, possibly, on property prices (see report by local estate agent in DCRA113) – again 

relevant to Matter 5g. 

44. Respecting Matter 5b, the LTM predicts that introduction of the LTVS would lead to a net 

increase in the emission of greenhouse gasses. 

45. Respecting Matter 5d, paragraph 65 of the NPPF states that ‘Local Planning Authorities should 

not refuse planning permission for buildings or infrastructure which promote high levels of 

sustainability because of concerns about incompatibility with an existing townscape, if those 

concerns have been mitigated by good design (unless the concern relates to a designated 

heritage asset and the impact would cause material harm to the asset or its setting which 

would not be outweighed by the proposal’s economic, social and environmental benefits).’  

Conservation Areas are designated heritage assets (there are six almost continuously along the 

A660 route from the Lawnswood roundabout to Leeds University) as are Listed Buildings and 

Structures (of which there are 58 along the same A660 route - all of which, according to the 

Historic Environment Update (B-13) would suffer from ‘adverse residual effects’). We contend 

that the LTVS would cause ‘material harm’ to all of the above assets or to their setting and that 

the cumulative impact is not outweighed by the benefits of the scheme. By way of example:  

i. The summary of the Weetwood Conservation Area appraisal and Management Plan 

(2010) states that one of the key characteristics of the area is the ‘surviving elements of 

the landscaped grounds of the mansions, in particular the boundary belts and mature 

trees form a dominant element of the special character’. Although the Historic 

Environment Statement (A-08c-7 para 3.44) makes reference to ‘landscaped grounds 

with lodge houses’ as ‘focal points’ on the Otley Road, the Historic Environment 

Update (B-13 table 4.7) inexplicably concludes that the residual impact is only ‘minor 

adverse/not significant’. We consider that the impact of setting back boundary walls 

and tree loss to Spenfield (Grade II*) and the removal of trees in the central 

reservation opposite the entrance to Weetwood Hall (Grade II*) is moderate adverse 

and affects the setting and special character of the conservation area. 

ii. The Far Headingley Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan (2008) states 

that ‘Trees are an important part of the distinctive character of the area’. ‘Tree lined 

roads are a defining feature’ (significant trees are identified on map pg8). In the NGT 

Main Statement (A-08b para 7.159) a description of the impact of loss of green space 

and trees within Conservation Areas is followed by the conclusion that it will have 

‘moderate adverse effect ‘on ‘Otley Road between St. Chad’s Drive and St. Chad’s 

Parish Centre’. However, we note that the NGT non-technical summary (A-08a para 

8.57) recognises that Otley Road (St. Chad’s) (N10) is among the ‘character areas that 

have significant negative residual effects..... where there is not the opportunity to 

provide sufficient mitigation measures’ and yet, in table 4.7 of the Historic 

Environment Update (B-13) the residual effect is shown as ‘minor adverse/not 

significant’. We contend that the impact is major because of the significance of the 
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street scene to the special character of the Conservation Area and the particular 

significance of the mature trees.  

iii. The Headingley Hill, Hyde Park and Woodhouse Moor Conservation Area Appraisal 

and Management Plan (2012) states on pg10 that ‘The streetscape of Headingley Lane 

is central to the character of the area’, and on pg. 17 that ‘Any proposal under the NGT 

scheme, or similar Public Transport schemes, should respect the particular character of 

the streetscape of Headingley Lane, notably stone boundary walls, and take advantage 

of opportunities for enhancements’.  The NGT non-technical summary (A.08a) 

identifies the stretch from Shaw Lane to Hyde Park Corner (off-highway section and 

Headingley Lane) (N12-16) as being among the ‘character areas that have significant 

negative residual effects..... where there is not the opportunity to provide sufficient 

mitigation measures there remains significant negative effects on the 

landscape/townscape character’ (significant being either moderate or major). We 

contend that there is significant impact on all the listed buildings and structures and, 

since the streetscape of Headingley Lane is central to the special character of the 

Conservation Area, that the cumulative impact is major.  

46. Respecting Matter 5e, Paragraph 128 of the NPPF requires that, where a development includes a 

heritage asset with archaeological interest, ‘the developers should submit an appropriate desk 

based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation’. However, paragraphs 2.26 and 2.29 

of the Environmental Statement Technical Appendix (A-08c-7) acknowledge that no fieldwork 

has taken place and that the impacts on the heritage assets are uncertain. No pre-determination 

evaluation has taken place on any archaeological site, despite the sites being referred to as 

‘significant’ by the West Yorkshire Archaeology Advisory Service (WYAAS). 

Matter #6 (the likely impacts on service providers) 

47. Disruption during construction can be expected to impact on : 

i. Emergency services, bus operators and on goods vehicles. The Promoters have 

indicated that they would seek to minimise these impacts but they have, apparently, 

made no effort to quantify or monetise the impacts. 

ii. FWY have pointed out that the impact on bus operations would not be limited to those 

buses which operate on the A660 or A61 and we similarly note that the impacts on 

businesses would not be limited to those whose premises are located within these two 

corridors. 

48. The introduction of LTVS would have a continued and deleterious, impact on:  

i. Bus companies - who are predicted to suffer a significant loss of revenue (£300m 

according to Table 13.2 of C-1). 

ii. Train operating companies – who are predicted to suffer a reduction in revenue (£31m 

according to Table 13.2 of C-1), although they are expected to be able to recover this 

from DfT through reduced franchise costs. 

iii. The emergency services whose ability to move quickly along the A660 would be 

compromised by the removal of the central hatchings which currently provide then 
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with a passage – even during times of maximum congestion. (The bus/trolley lanes 

would not provide a good substitute because they will be carrying public transport 

vehicles which will be unable to get out of the way of an emergency vehicle). 

iv. Delivery services - who would suffer from the increase in congestion predicted by the 

LTM and by reductions in the number of parking spaces. (The increased number of 

spaces designated for service vehicles will not accommodate the increasing number of 

vehicles delivering to residential premises along the route). 

Matter #7 (the likely impacts on motorists, cyclists and pedestrians) 

49. Disruption during construction can be expected to impact on travellers by car or bus as well as 

on those who walk or cycle. The Promoters have made no attempt to estimate or monetise 

these impacts.  

50. The introduction of LTVS would have a continued and deleterious, impact on:  

i. Pedestrians – who will be faced with reduced footway widths, increased street 

furniture and, according to statements by Mr Robertson, reduced priority at signal 

controlled crossings (they would, however, benefit from an increased number of 

crossings). 

ii. Cyclists – who will suffer from the removal of important stretches of cycle-only lane 

and from the prospect of sharing lanes with near-silent articulated vehicles (We do not 

venture an opinion on the extent to which this is mitigated by the new facilities to be 

provided but note that the Leeds Cycling Campaign - OBJ1470 - continue to object to 

the scheme). 

iii. Highway traffic – which is predicted to suffer from increased journey times. The impact 

on local traffic is not known because of lack of requisite detail in the SATURN model 

(see paragraph 81.i below) but there is reason to believe that traffic seeking to access 

the A660 will be delayed by signal settings designed to give priority to the NGT vehicles 

and to minimise delays on the A660 which might impinge on NGT vehicles on those 

stretches of road which they share with general traffic.  

iv. Local traffic will also be inconvenienced by the closure of some roads and the banning 

of some turns (e.g. the right turn into Glen Road), by the removal of right-turn pockets 

on the A660 and by the removal of short-term parking spaces adjacent to local shops 

and businesses (e.g. the loss of off-peak parking spaces on the Northeast side of the 

A660 between Hollin Road and Burton Crescent).  

v. Road safety (see paragraph 16 above) 

51. The impact on users of road-based-public transport will be particularly deleterious, a fact which 

is perhaps ironic given that a widely quoted objective of the NGT scheme (e.g. para 1.7 of C-1) is 

that it would provide a step change improvement in the quality of public transport. We do 

accept that introduction of the LTVS would offer reductions in the in-vehicle component of 

journey time for those whose journeys are served by the trolleybuses. However, many aspects of 

the public transport offer would be less attractive if NGT were introduced (see paragraph 7 

above): 
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i. Longer average walks to and from the stops. On average, those who choose trolley 

would have to walk further because the stops would be more widely spaced and those 

who choose bus would have to walk further because some stops would no longer exist 

and others would be moved away from junctions. 

ii. Increased stress and potential frustration due to the need to decide, in advance 

between bus and trolley stops - frustration if the first vehicle arrives at the “other” 

stop. 

iii. Less frequent services at any given stop and hence increased average waiting times - 

irrespective of whether people choose bus or trolley. 

iv. Longer door-to-door journey times for those who choose bus – including all those 

whose journey passes along the LTVS route but is not served by it (see journey time 

calculations in NWLTF122 section C2). 

v. A reduced chance of getting a seat and an increased risk of having to stand in crowded 

conditions - for those who choose trolleybus. 

vi. A higher fare for the shortest trips - for those who choose trolleybus 

52. We suggest that the increased walking distances and reduced availability of on-board seating will 

be a particular problem for people who are frail or have problems walking or standing for 

extended periods. We can imagine that this might be deemed to constitute discrimination – as 

defined in the Equality Act (2010) on the basis of disability or indirect discrimination on the basis 

of age. Similarly we can imagine that, against a background of significant reductions in parking 

spaces adjacent to local shops (e.g. in Far Headingley), the failure to provide disabled parking 

spaces in these areas could be deemed to discriminate against disabled people. 

Matters #9d and 9e (mitigation of environmental impacts) 

53. We note that the full cost of on-going maintenance of the new planting which is offered as 

mitigation for the loss of mature trees has not been budgeted for beyond the first five years (Mr 

Smith under cross examination on 15th May late morning). This reduces the value of the 

mitigation very considerably because it is known that significant loss of newly-planted trees (25% 

of the original planting) occurs as a result of reduced maintenance beyond the initial period of 

properly funded tree maintenance (see DCRA111 – Barriers to Planting and Retaining Urban 

Trees – Barriers E &F). In the absence of such funding beyond year five we submit that it cannot 

be assumed that the mitigation will succeed and so should be excluded from the consideration of 

planning balance.  

54. We note that a number of potential improvements to urban realm are identified as necessary or 

desirable but are not funded as part of the NGT scheme. For example: page 7 of the West Park 

Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan (2008) identifies the forecourt to the local 

shops as the principal public space in the Conservation Area’, and para 3.43 of A-08c-7 notes that 

this forecourt has ‘poor public realm treatment that offers scope for enhancement’. However 

there are no specific proposals or funding to effect such enhancement despite it being in a 

conservation area and the fact that the proposals would cause harm by wire fixings and potential 

tree loss.  
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55. Some of the allowance for mitigation which has been included in the assessment of overall 

impacts is contrary to NPPF. For example, paragraph 4.671 of the Historic Environment Update 

(B-13) refers to improvements to the surface of Monument Moor ‘to replace the scruffy gravel 

informal parking area’. This improvement is reflected in table 4.84 where the effects after 

mitigation are reduced to only slight adverse. This reduction is contrary to para 130 of the NPPF 

which states that ‘where there is evidence of neglect or damage to a heritage asset, the 

deteriorated state of the heritage asset should not be taken into account in any decision’.  

Matter #10 (the adequacy of the Environmental Statement submitted with the TWAO 

application) 

56. The new document, Supplement to the ES- Historic Environment Update (B-13) submitted in 

July 2014, was intended (according to its paragraph 1.3) to replace the Historic Environment 

Technical Appendix (A-08c-7) and parts of the Main Statement (A-08b), the Non-Technical 

Summary (A-08a) and relevant parts of the Supplement to the 2014 Environmental Statement. 

However, the new document was not accepted by the Inspector as a replacement of the original 

Statement (he ruled that the original document should still stand as the Historic Environmental 

Statement) and there has been no opportunity to cross-examine the author of the new 

document. The many differences between the new document and those it sought to replace are 

thus indicative of shortcomings in the Environmental Statement submitted with the TWAO 

application.  

57. In respect of the Headingley Hill, Hyde park and Woodhouse Moor Conservation Area, the Main 

Environmental Statement (A-08b para 7.156), having described the impact upon listed 

structures within Conservation Areas, concludes that it will have  ‘minor impact’ for three Grade 

II listed buildings. B-13 goes some way to rectifying the original inadequate assessment by raising 

the effect on Buckingham House and Ford House to ‘moderate adverse’. However, there are at 

least nine other listed buildings (e.g. the Elinor Lupton Building (L118) and the Lodge House at 

the entrance to Hinsley Hall (L118)) with close frontages to Headingley Lane whose setting will 

be moderately adversely affected. 

58. The NGT non-technical summary (A.08a paras 8.58 and 8.61) identifies the Woodhouse 

Lane/Clarendon Road character areas N17 and N18 across Woodhouse Moor as having only 

‘slight residual beneficial effects both in terms of landscape/townscape and visual amenity’.  This 

is despite the introduction of OLE infrastructure along Woodhouse Lane and on Monument 

Moor. Mr Ward, when  cross-examined about para 5.36 of his Proof (APP-9-2), was asked to 

consider the impact of OLE infrastructure, particularly across Woodhouse Moor and the off-

highway sections where there was no existing clutter at all and where it would dramatically 

intrude into the tree lined ‘boulevard of Woodhouse Lane and the open views across the Moor’. 

He agreed there would be significant residual effects, perhaps moderate/major, and definitely 

not ‘low’ as had been stated.  

59. Even where there were up to date Conservation Area Appraisals, the Promoters’ Environmental 

Statement was inadequate. In respect of the route across Woodhouse Moor, there was a serious 

mistake in para 3.66 of the original Historic Environment Statement (A-08-c7) which stated that 

‘the Moor is not protected by any heritage designations’ although it is clearly within the 

Headingley Hill, Hyde Park and Woodhouse Moor Conservation Area (and is designated as 
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‘Protected Greenspace’ under policy N1 of the approved Leeds UDP). This error was recognised 

in para 3.71 of B-13 but the original mistake was repeated in the Landscape Assessment 

Appendix (A-08-e1) where Table 4.84 (para 4.674) records the townscape sensitivity as only 

medium (on the mistaken assumption that the Moor is not recognised as being in a conservation 

area), when it should be high and the significance should be major adverse. Para 4.118 of B-13 

recognises that the character of the conservation area ‘will be changed through the presence of 

an off-highway route across Woodhouse Moor, OLE, wider highways, and set-back walls’ but, 

unlike similar wording for the  Headingley CA (para 4.117), states that this will only have a low 

impact. This difference is repeated in table 4.7 for the operational stage. 

60. The NPPF in para 128 states that ‘in determining applications, local planning authorities should 

require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any 

contribution made to their setting’. Policy P11 on Conservation in the Leeds Core Strategy 

supports this and states that ‘Development proposals will be expected to demonstrate a full 

understanding of historic assets affected’ and that ‘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.’ In the absence of a detailed 

Conservation Area Appraisal, it was particularly important that the promoters undertook a 

thorough assessment of the historic environment of the centre of Headingley. We contend that 

this was not done. 

61. The NGT Main Statement (A-08-b para 7.159) clearly states that there are a number of elements 

which each result in a moderate adverse effect. (For example: ‘loss of trees along east side of 

road through road widening north of Alma Road’, ‘off highway corridor between Headingley Lane 

and Alma Road will result in the severance of the small paddock areas and hedgerows between 

Oakfield, Headingley Castle and St. Columba’s Church, a loss of trees within the swathe of 

woodland corridor, which forms part of the character and special interest of the area, providing 

an important background setting for many of its significant buildings’, and severance of local side 

roads’). However, the statement concludes in para 7.160 that ‘following mitigation, it is 

considered the effects will be not significant’. Our contention, that the cumulative impact is 

significant, has been partially recognised by para 3.9 of B-13 which rewords para 7.160 to read 

‘However, significant residual effects will remain at the off highway route in Headingley and 

specifically on Headingley Castle and its lodge and Headingley Conservation Area’. However, para 

4.109 states that ‘the proposal also seeks to create green space around the Arndale Centre’ and 

that ‘the effects will therefore be minor beneficial’. No mention is made of the loss of trees that 

currently partly screen the Arndale Centre when viewed from the conservation area to the east, 

or of the turn-round facility for the NGT opposite the listed Broderick Court which would 

significantly affect its setting. These omissions reflect the lack of a thorough assessment of the 

Headingley Conservation Area, notably the lack of consideration of non-designated heritage 

assets and the impact of trees lost, even after the publication of B-13. In respect of trees 

generally, in the absence of a Conservation Area Appraisal, the promoters should have assessed 

which affected trees were of significance to the character of the area and worthy of 

consideration for TPO protection.  

62. We contend that, in line with Webtag guidance, a holistic view should be taken of heritage assets 

in conservation areas and consider that the promoters’ use of separate assessment 

methodologies for historic environment, landscape/townscape character and visual impact lack 
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coherence fails to recognise the cumulative impact of those assessments in the context of the 

overall ‘special architectural or historic interest’ of the conservation areas. Guidance in para 

5.3.19 of TAG UNIT A3 – Environment Impact Appraisal Guidance (DCRA/107) is particularly 

relevant. It describes how to arrive at the ‘overall assessment score for a topic from assessments 

on a number of separate key environmental resources affected’. The first principle is ‘that a 

scheme as a whole should be assessed according to the most adverse assessment’, while the 

second principle is ‘that where it is clear that there is a cumulative effect across a range of key 

environmental resources, then the scheme as a whole should be scored in a higher category than 

the key environmental resources in isolation’ (the key resources referred to are: Landscape, 

Townscape, Historic Environment, biodiversity and Water Environment. The first three being 

particularly relevant to the NGT scheme).  

63. Our conclusion is that the overall cumulative effect of the NGT scheme as a whole, particularly 

for the northern route which passes through eight conservation areas including the city centre, is 

greater than that recorded in the Environmental Statement. We deem it to be at least major and, 

if the value of the city centre conservation area were raised to high (as it was stated to be in para 

4.4 of Mr. Ward’s Proof APP-9-2), it would be more than major.  

64. Mr Speak states in paragraph 9.12 of the summary to his evidence (APP 8-2) that ‘the impact on 

heritage assets is recognised’ but that ‘the evidence of Mr Ward is that the harm arising from 

NGT is less than substantial.’ His para 9.14 concludes that ‘the policy support for NGT and its 

benefits is not outweighed by the harm arising to other planning objectives’. We submit that the 

examination of Mr Ward’s evidence at the Inquiry, taken with the subsequent submission of the 

Historic Environment Update (B-13), indicates that the harm to the overall historic environment 

is significant if not substantial and that, allowing for evidence on the alleged benefits which has 

come to light during the Inquiry (including that of which Mr Speak was apparently unaware – see 

paragraph 95vi below), his conclusion on the overall balance is untenable. We submit that it is 

now clear that the harm done by NGT to other planning objectives outweighs the alleged policy 

support for NGT. 

Matter #11 (conditions) 

65. We submit that the case against granting the LTVSO is overwhelming and argue that the 

application should be refused and that alternatives which are better for public transport, less 

costly and cause less harm, should be pursued. However, if the Inspector is minded to 

recommend its acceptance, we submit that the deleterious consequences of the proposed 

trolleybus system would be lessened if a number of the proposed conditions (as currently 

specified in APP214) were modified. More specifically:  

i. Condition 8 refers to tree maintenance. We contend that: 

  the period after planting during which any new tree has to be replaced if it dies 

should be 10 years rather than 5 years (in the light of recent evidence - referred to 

in our paragraph 53 above - that a considerable proportion of the loss of newly 

planted trees occurs beyond the first four years), and 

 that the wording should be modified to clarify  that, when a tree, hedge or shrub is 

replaced, the replacement specimen should itself be replaced if it is removed, 
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uprooted, destroyed or dies within 5 (or 10) years of the date of its planting  - in 

layman’s terms we are suggesting that “the clock is reset to zero when a specimen 

is replanted” (we suggest that, in the absence of this clarification, a substantial 

proportion of the replacement specimens would  perish before they are fully 

established). 

ii. Condition 10 refers to stonework in Conservation Areas. We contend that, rather than 

name specific Conservation Areas, the condition should be reworded such that it 

applies to all Conservation Areas (this modification would allow for the possibility that, 

for whatever reason, it might become necessary to replace stonework in Conservation 

Areas which were not specifically named in the condition).   

66. We note that several of the proposed conditions require the permission of the Local Planning 

Authority, defined as Leeds City Council, before certain works can be commenced. We question 

why some (e.g. nos. 13 and 17) do not indicate that written approval be obtained but more 

broadly we are concerned that, since Leeds City Council is itself one of the Promoters, the 

proposed conditions may not provide the degree of impartial protection required. We make this 

point in the light of the evidence (referred to in our paragraph 95 below) of the readiness of Mr 

Speak, a senior Leeds City Council employee, to accept general information and assurances from 

the NGT project team without checking its validity to the degree which one might have wished.  

67. We note that the proposed conditions generally relate to the commencement, conduct or 

completion of works but that there is no condition relating to budgeting for mitigation works. 

We suggest that, in the absence of a condition relating to budgeting, there is a risk that 

mitigations which have been assumed in the planning balance may not be achieved without 

additional expenditure which, had it been anticipated, would have affected the planning balance 

and the overall assessment of the scheme’s net worth. We therefore propose that an additional 

condition  be imposed to the effect that, any Business Case submitted to the Department for 

Transport after 1st November 2014 should be accompanied by a written declaration from the 

Local Planning Authority confirming that they have conducted a detailed examination of all the 

proposed mitigations and are fully satisfied that the full costs of those mitigations have been 

identified and included in the budget and that the Local Planning Authority’s support for the 

project is dependent on that element of the budget not being cut. 

68. We have sought to bring our concerns about the current draft of the proposed Order (APP205) 

to the attention of the Inquiry (see paragraphs 99 -102 below). They are referenced here 

because they have implications for potential conditions to be applied to the Order. 

Matter #12 (likelihood of attracting necessary funding) 

69. The general and specific conditions attached to the PEBC funding approval letter of July 2012 (C-

6-15) give DfT ample scope to decline to fund the project if they are so minded. Against this 

background, we submit that it would be unsafe to expect DfT to be unperturbed by facts which 

have come to light during the inquiry (see NWLTF122 Section D6a). We draw particular attention 

to:  

i. Revelations concerning the Quality Factors which were incorporated into the forecasts  

upon which the business case rests, viz:  
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 the fact that, although not mentioned anywhere in the Promoters’ documents, the 

Leeds Stated Preference surveys did provide an estimate of bus users willingness to 

pay to travel on trolleybuses and that the value was actually negative (i.e. lower 

willingness to pay to travel on trolleybuses than on buses) and that, rather than 

accept this finding, the Promoters chose to substitute a value based on 

respondents’ willingness to pay to travel on a very new bus rather than on an old 

bus, 

 that this vehicle quality penalty was, apparently as a result of an oversight, applied 

to journeys by rail as well as to journeys by bus,  

 that the comparison of stop penalties provided to DfT (and reproduced on page 8 

of Appendix A of C-2-4) was misleading and grossly underestimated the difference 

between the values used to forecast demand for NGT and those presented in the 

AECOM report on soft factors,  

 that the stop penalties applied to journeys by rail are far higher than can possibly 

be justified (see NWLTF122 Section C12), 

 that, despite the clear requirement identified in paragraph 2.10 of C-4-24, the SP-

derived penalty factors were not re-scaled to allow for the well-known tendency of 

Stated Preference studies to over-estimate willingness to pay for new options.  

ii. The increased cost to public sector, in that required grants and subsidies have 

increased from £290m (in 2002 values) in the 2012 PEBC to £532m (in 2010 values) in 

the 2014 Revised Business Case. (SOCG/OBJ/1719-1 corrects for the different cost 

bases ad shows that the cost total value of public sector grants and subsidies to the 

project is 12% higher in the 2014 Business Case than it was in the 2012 Business Case 

approved by DfT).   

iii. The revelation of flaws in the LTM model. For example: 

 its failure to replicate local flows (see NWLTF122 section C14); 

 the incorrect coding of a key junction (A660/Shaw lane) in the SATURN model (see 

NWLTF122 section C11); 

 the failure of the SATURN modelling to allow for the adjustment to green times to 

avoid blocking-back mode (see NWLTF122 section B10); 

 the fact that attempts to check for consistency between TRANSYT and SATURN 

were hampered by large zone sizes (see NWLTF122 section B10); and 

 the fact that badly placed centroid connectors had distorted the demand 

predictions (see NWLTF122 sections B12 and D1a).  

iv. The fact that the Urban Dynamic Model’s predictions were based on public transport 

journey times and the controversial quality factors without any account being taken of 

increases in highway costs/times. 
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v. The revelation that the introduction of trolleybuses would degrade many aspects of 

the public transport offer, e.g. crowding, increased journey times for many people (see 

paragraph 7 above). 

70. Condition iii in the PEBC funding approval letter is that the Benefit cost ratio (BCR), as assessed 

by DfT, must not fall significantly below 2.70.  

i. The BCR calculated by the Promoters in their 2012 PEBC was 3.86.  DfT regarded this as 

an exaggerated estimate and recalculated it as 2.70. This recalculation was due in no 

small part to the fact that, in DfT’s opinion, the Promoters had not made sufficient 

provision for optimism bias. We are aware that the Promoters claim that their 2014 

Business Case includes sufficient allowance for optimism bias but submit that they 

have made insufficient allowance for the combined effect of: 

 The risks associated with operating a relatively small fleet of vehicles with a unique  

specification and thus (probably): 

- increasing the unit cost of manufacture, 

- making it more difficult to source replacement vehicles or spare parts, 

- weakening the Promoters’ negotiating position with suppliers.  

 The risks associated with being committed to a technology which is likely to be 

rendered obsolete by the fast pace of technological development. 

 The risks associated with being faced by serious and sustained competition from 

bus operators (a possibility whose consequences have not even been tested 

through sensitivity analyses – even though the Promoters have identified it as a key 

strategic risk – see Minute 4b of NGT Board Meeting 27/02/14 H-7). 

 The unquantified costs associated with dealing with any sub-surface heritage assets 

(see section A21 in Prof Bonsall's Proof OBJ1719-3). 

 The possibility that, due perhaps to structural changes in the demand for transport, 

the potential market in which NGT would be operating might not grow in line with 

official forecasts (see evidence in the Goodwin Graph  - NWLTF110 - which suggests 

that official traffic forecasts have generally been too high).  

ii. The BCR calculated by the Promoters in their 2014 Revised Business case was 2.96 (as 

at January 2014 but was corrected to 2.90 before the start of the Inquiry). We submit 

that, given that the Promoters have not increased their provision for optimism bias, 

this figure is likely to be recalculated downwards by DfT.    

iii. We submit that, following correction of known errors in the LTM and downscaling of 

the unjustifiably high penalties on journeys made by transit modes other than NGT, the 

predicted shift to NGT will be significantly reduced and: 

 the benefits labelled as “time savings” (but actually substantially attributable to the 

assumed reduction in quality penalties associated with shift to NGT) will be very 

much smaller, 
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 the disbenefits associated with the increase in GHG emissions, with increased 

highway travel time and with increased road casualties will all be greater, and that 

 these changes will combine to reduce the BCR very significantly. 

iv. We further submit that the BCR will be further reduced when the calculations are 

modified to include: 

 the general increase in costs which will be consequent upon the further delay to 

the project schedule (the 2020 start date was based on a serious under-estimate of 

the time required for consideration of the TWAO application),  

 the costs associated with reduced use of active modes (in line with new advice 

issued by DfT in December 2013 – see NWLTF122 section C17),  

 the costs of disruption during construction (in line with Webtag advice), and 

 the full costs of mitigation and of completion of indicated improvements to the 

urban realm (if imposed as a condition of acceptance of the TWAO). 

v. We conclude and submit that the overall effect of these corrections would be to 

reduce the BCR to a level significantly below 2.70. 

71. Condition xi in the PEBC funding approval letter is that the delivered scheme must be 

substantially that for which PEBC funding was approved. We submit that it is inevitable that, 

when the revenue predictions are corrected to remove errors and unjustifiably optimistic 

assumptions, the Promoters will be forced to reduce the specification (Mr Henkel identified 

potential savings including reduced frequency, particularly off-peak and beyond Bodington as 

among those that would be first considered). Such changes would give DfT grounds to require 

repayment of part of their funding. 

72. £77 million of the required funding would need to come from local sources – part of which 

would be £35 million of “prudential borrowing” which is expected to be paid off using revenue 

surpluses anticipated by the Promoters. This local contribution and commitment to prudential 

borrowing is dependent on continued local political support. We submit that it is very unsafe to 

assume that this support will continue to be forthcoming in the light of:  

i. The fact that informed public opinion is clearly opposed to the project and that this 

became very clear to local councillors canvassing prior to the May 2014 elections. 

ii. The fact that local businesses, when consulted, have indicated strong opposition to the 

scheme.  

iii. The inevitability that the weaknesses in the Business case and, most particularly, the 

fragility of the projected revenue stream will become generally known (there is 

evidence to suggest that it is not yet understood by local politicians). 

iv. The growing pressure on local government finances. 

v. The fact that several key individuals have already withdrawn their support for the 

project (see NWLTF122 section D6b.i). 
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vi. The increasing momentum behind the attempts to persuade DfT to allow all, or part, of 

the £173m to be spent on alternative, more cost-effective solutions to transport issues 

within the Leeds area. 

73. We contend that the possibility of legal challenge to the operation of LTVS (see Paragraph 96 

below) could reduce the willingness of DfT and of banks to fund the project.  

Matter #13 (whether the case for compulsory purchase powers is compelling) 

74. We submit that it would be unsafe, unfair and unjust to grant the compulsory purchase powers 

which have been requested because: 

i. it is accepted by the Promoters that elements of the proposed scheme would result in 

significant harm to heritage assets and the wider environment. We maintain that the 

cumulative impact is at least significant if not substantial; 

ii. the project’s impacts are inconsistent with policy (see paragraphs 15 to 39 above); 

iii. the project will have a deleterious impact on the public transport offer (see paragraph 

7 above) ; 

iv. the claimed benefits are exaggerated and unproven (see paragraphs 76-85 below);  

v. alternatives to the proposed project have not been fully explored (see paragraphs 11 

to 14 above); 

vi. the financial case for the project is flawed (due to the exaggeration of revenues 

described in paragraph 77 below); and 

vii. there must be considerable doubt that the project will achieve the support and funding 

required to proceed as planned (see paragraphs 68 to 72 above). 

Matter #15 (other relevant matters) 

75. We submit that, in coming to their decisions, the Secretaries of State will need to take account of 

inadequacies in the evidence presented by the Promoters. We suggest that there are three main 

issues;  

i. the inadequacy of the Promoters’ Revised Business case; 

ii. the inadequacy of the consultation and communication relating to the proposed 

scheme; and  

iii. the possibility of legal challenge. 

Matter#15a (the inadequacy of the Promoters’ Business Case) 

The inadequacy of the Promoters’ Revised Business Case 

76. Professor Bonsall has demonstrated that the benefits of the NGT scheme have been significantly 

exaggerated and, more particularly, that: 
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i. The predicted usage of trolleybus services is grossly exaggerated (with consequential 

exaggeration of revenue and benefits) – see paragraph 77 below; 

ii. The predicted impact on employment and economic activity is flawed- see paragraph 

78 below; 

iii. The performance of the NGT scheme has been inflated by the use of unnecessarily 

pessimistic assumptions about the Do Minimum comparator – see paragraph 79 below; 

and that 

iv. There is good reason to believe that DfT will not have been aware of the analytical 

flaws when they approved the Programme Entry Business Case in 2012 – see 

paragraph 80 below. 

77. The main causes of the exaggerated prediction of usage of the NGT scheme are: the unjustifiably 

large penalties on bus and train journeys; the failure to allow for the effect of crowding on NGT 

vehicles, the use of unjustified adjustments in the P&R model, and peculiarities in the predictions 

of journey times.  We will deal with each of these in turn. 

i. The exaggerated Vehicle Quality Penalty applied to bus and rail (5.5 minutes) boosts 

the prediction of trolleybus use because no VQP is applied to trolleybus. We note that 

the Promoters' consultant: 

 Ignored the result from the stated preference (SP) surveys - which was that there is 

no significant preference for trolleybus and actually a negative preference - and 

that his stated reason for so doing is invalid (NWLTF122 section B21).  

 Used the preference for verynewbus over oldbus as a proxy for the preference for 

trolleybus to which the Promoters aspire. This cannot be justified (NWLTF122 

section B21). 

ii. The failure to allow for the effect on passengers of crowding and of limited access to 

seating which will characterise journeys by NGT (NWLTF122 section C7). The consultant 

decided to ignore this issue despite the fact that: 

 Webtag indicates the importance of this issue and recommends applying penalty 

equivalent to 50% of journey time (NWLTF122 section C8).  

 Other studies find lack of seating to be the single most important quality issue 

(NWLTF122 section C8 para 2 - NWLTF122 section D2 provides a fuller discussion of 

this important issue). 

iii. The exaggerated penalties used to represent the absence of desirable features at 

boarding points: 

 Average values are 7.1 for bus, 9.4 for rail, 1.3 for NGT. 

 Leeds SP gave much higher values than other research - for example the values 

based on AECOM's research for DfT (NWLTF122 section C6). 

 The Leeds SP's exaggerated values of shelter, CCTV and lighting are probably due to 

the time of year that the survey was conducted and the high profile security 

concerns at that time (NWLTF122 section B28). 
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 The poor lighting value should not have been applied to daylight journeys 

(NWLTF122 section B26). 

 The rail value is too high - even judged by the values derived from the Leeds SP 

surveys (NWLTF122 section C12). 

iv. The excessive size of the overall penalty - the vehicle quality penalty and stop penalty 

combined.  

 A net penalty of 11.3 minutes for bus and 13.6 minutes for rail is applied in the LTM 

but we note that: 

 These penalties are greater than the in-vehicle journey time for some 

journeys! 

 They are largely responsible for the predicted shift from bus and rail to 

trolleybus. 

 They are thus the key driver for predicted revenues and "journey time 

benefits". 

 Their impact may be illustrated by considering that they will mean that 

someone living midway between Horsforth Rail station and Holt Park and 

wanting to travel to City Square would be predicted to use the trolleybus 

rather than the train even if the journey took 13 ½ minutes longer by 

trolleybus than it would by train. 

 We submit that penalties of 11.3 minutes for bus and 13.6 minutes for rail are not 

remotely reasonable in the context of the proposed trolleybus scheme. The 

argument made to DfT (and repeated in C-2-4) that these penalties are reasonable 

was very misleading because the comparison was between a demand weighted 

average value and a maximal value (see NWLTF122 section C6). 

 The penalties were derived from SP surveys but have not been scaled down to 

overcome well-known tendency of SP to exaggerate willingness to pay to use new 

modes – despite indications in the Promoters’ documentation that this would be 

done (see NWLTF122 section B27 and NWLTF125). 

 We submit that it is not remotely reasonable to assume that any initial superiority 

in trolleybus ride quality would not in due course be achieved by new buses – the 

LTM assumes that the differential continues undiminished for 60 years. (NWLTF122 

section B32) and we note that the assumption is inconsistent with paragraph 3.1.6 

of C-1-16 which states that "The trends for development of common vehicle 

platforms with alternative power / fuel options and move towards electric hybrid 

drivelines for diesel and gas powered vehicles is expected to result in a convergence 

between the level of ride quality offered by the alternative sub modes under 

consideration." 

 If these penalty factors were replaced by more realistic values, the revenue stream 

and benefits would reduce dramatically and the business case would fail 

completely. 
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v. The large negative Alternative-Specific Constants (ASCs) in the park and ride model 

(see NWLTF122 section B35): 

 Taking approximately 70 minutes off the "cost" of park and ride trips will have 

increased the predicted demand for P&R very markedly -the reduction in 

generalised time will reduce the total generalised time for an average trip to a 

fraction of its unadjusted level. 

 The impact of the ASC can be illustrated by considering someone who is choosing 

whether to park in the city centre or use the P&R site; the model will predict use of 

the P&R site even if the P&R option involved an extra hour of travel time.  

 Apparently the ASCs were used because the P&R model had needed adjustments of 

this magnitude in order to replicate demand for rail-based P&R at Garforth and 

New Pudsey – but there is no reason to assume that similar adjustment is 

appropriate for the trolleybus-based P&R at Bodington and Stourton (NWLTF122 

section B35 ii). 

vi. The over-optimistic assessment of NGT’s journey time. No allowance being made for: 

 Delay to NGT vehicles when behind a bus (OBJ1719-3 para A1 iv and v). 

 Degraded priority for NGT vehicles when there are more than 10 vehicles per hour 

(NWLTF122 last sentence of Section B6). 

 The lower NGT speeds achievable in the shared space outside Leeds University and 

in the narrow lanes shared with cyclists (NWLTF122 section B4). 

78. The impact on employment and economic activity was predicted using the Urban Dynamic 

Model. We do not take issue with the use of that model - we do not dispute that it may be as 

good as others in the field. However, we do submit that its prediction of nearly 4000 new jobs 

consequent upon improved accessibility is a significant over-estimate and that this is due to 

deficiencies in the assumptions about changes in generalised trip times which were fed into the 

model. Namely: 

i. The only changes in generalised time fed into the model were the reductions in the 

perceived generalised trip durations of public transport journeys which had been 

output by the LTM. No account was taken of the increases in the generalised trip 

durations of highway journeys (car, van, HGV etc.) produced by the LTM. 

ii. The reductions in the perceived generalised duration of public transport journeys 

produced by the LTM were in large part due, not to real reductions in journey times, 

but to the reductions in “quality penalties” which the Promoters have assumed would 

be associated with a switch to use of trolleybuses. 

Figures released during the Inquiry (see NWLTF122 section C9) reveal that, overall, the 

introduction of NGT would lead to increases in the average time spent travelling (summed over 

all modes and time periods). This increase in overall average generalised trip durations would be 

expected to lead to a reduction, rather than in increase, in economic activity. 

79. Estimations of NGT’s benefits, and thus of its BCR, are exaggerated because the performance of 

the Do Minimum comparator is under-estimated because no allowance is made for: 
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i. Increases in the perceived quality of bus vehicles beyond that pertaining in 2008 - at 

any stage in the 60 year life of the NGT project - despite clear trends to improved 

vehicle quality within the bus industry. 

ii. Improvements in bus boarding times – despite clear trends in the industry respecting 

cashless fares, smart ticketing and contactless ticket readers (see NWLTF122 section 

B58). 

iii. Readily achievable improvements in bus priority at various points along the A660 (see 

NWLTF122 section B59). 

iv. Potential improvements in junction performance achieved by optimisation of signals 

(see OBJ-1719 section A18i and NWLTF122 section B60). 

80. The promoters claim, in their Proofs and under cross-examination, that the approval of their 

Programme Entry Business case in 2012 can be taken to signify that DfT had approved all aspects 

of their analytical work.  This claim is unrealistic.  Section D4 of NWLTF122 indicates numerous 

examples of issues of which DfT are unlikely to have been aware and of misleading evidence 

which had been put to them by the Promoters. Examples include: 

i. The suppression of the SP result respecting (un)willingness to pay to travel on 

trolleybuses; 

ii. The misleading comparison of penalty values; 

iii. The application of the vehicle penalty to train journeys; 

iv. The exaggerated stop penalty applied to train journeys;  

v. The failure to scale the SP-derived parameters;  

vi. The failure to allow the increases in highway costs/times to influence the Urban 

Dynamic Model; and 

vii. The poor performance of the SATURN model in the Area of Detailed Modelling.  

81. Professor Bonsall has further demonstrated that the LTM’s prediction of the impacts of the NGT 

scheme cannot be relied on for the following reasons. 

i. The impact on traffic flows and delays on local links is not known. Although Webtag 

expects a good fit between observed and predicted flows in the Area of Detailed 

Modelling (see NWLTF122 D1d), the LTM has not been able to replicate local flows 

accurately  (NWLTF122 section C14). This is probably associated with  the fact that 

LTM’s network and zoning in the Area of Detailed Modelling do not meet Webtag 

requirements (see NWLTF122 Section D1): 

 The zones are too large and centroid connectors are incorrectly placed, with 

resultant distortion of local flow patterns (NWLTF122 Sections D1a and B12). 

 Some links are missing – making it impossible to predict impacts on those links or 

on other links and junctions in the vicinity (NWLTF122 Section D1b). 
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 There appear to be errors in the coding of the junction at Shaw lane (NWLTF122 

section C11) – a junction whose performance is critical to the ability of the A660 to 

accommodate the LTVS. 

 The sophistication of the TRANSYT models is not reflected in the strategic LTM (see, 

for example, NWLTF122 section B10). For example: 

 The failure of LTM to allow for reduced capacity which would result from use 

of STM to avoid blocking-back. 

 The SATURN network is insufficiently detailed to pick up locally-important 

effects -  e.g. “q” turns necessitated by banned movements, and potential 

loss of A660 capacity due to removal of right turn pockets. 

 The large zone sizes prevented detailed examination of fit between the 

TRANSYT and SATURN models. 

 The consistency check which was employed will not have detected problems 

only apparent on the side roads. 

ii. The impact on cycling and walking is not known. There is no proper model of active 

modes and so it is not possible to estimate the net effect on active mode use with any 

degree of certainty (NWLTF122 section D1c). 

iii. The demand for Bodington and Stourton P&R sites is not known with any degree of 

certainty. Mr Hanson volunteered that the model forecasts had an error of plus or 

minus 50% but we conclude that the error is likely to be even larger than that because:  

 Use of such large ASCs is a clear indication that the model had failed to capture the 

factors explaining demand for, or aversion to, P&R services (this is admitted in C-1-

3 at the bottom of page 43). 

 The LTM has predicted unusual patterns of usage of the P&R sites. For example: 

drivers are predicted to drive away from the city centre to the P&R site before 

catching the trolley back in again; and no usage has been predicted by drivers from 

more obvious catchments – such as Wakefield for Stourton (NWLTF122 Section 

B39). 

iv. The impact of NGT on the Leeds economy not known.  

 The Urban Dynamic Models forecasts are flawed (see paragraph 78 above or the 

second paragraph of section B41 in NWLTF122) – if the model were to be run with 

more realistic generalised costs it might well show that NGT would lead to a loss of 

jobs in the city.  

 The impact of parking restrictions and degradation of townscape on the viability of 

local businesses is not known – this is one of the potentially important impacts 

which are not easily modelled.  

v. The robustness of all the forecasts, but most particularly those relating to NGT 

patronage and revenue, is unknown due to the failure to conduct meaningful 

sensitivity analysis, despite very clear Webtag guidance on this issue (e.g. in E-3-24, 
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Section 1.8 of E-3-12 and Section 3.4 of E-3-22). Particular aspects which should have 

been subject to systematic sensitivity analysis include: 

 The passengers’ assumed preference for trolleybus over bus and rail. 

 The passengers’ assumed lack of concern about lack of seating and of sometimes 

having to stand in very crowded conditions  - the test mentioned in the Promoters’ 

rebuttal of Professor Bonsall’s Proof was not a serious test because  the value 

placed on lack of seating /crowding was clearly too low (see NWLTF122 Section C8).  

 The passengers’ assumed, but unexplained, preference for park and ride – inherent 

in use of high ASCs in LTM. 

 The assumed ability of NGT to achieve much faster boarding times than could be 

achieved by conventional buses.  

 The assumed absence of serious and sustained competition from bus operators 

(see NWLTF122 Section B33). 

 The potential impact of city centre parking policy on demand for P&R (Webtag 

advice in para 3.4.10 of E-3-22 makes a particular point of mentioning the need to 

explore the impact of parking policy via sensitivity testing). 

82. Further to the above, we contend that the Business Case is deficient in failing to document 

uncertainties in the eventual level of service to be provided. For example: 

i. it gives no indication of how the Promoters would respond to a failure to achieve 

predicted revenues, whether due to competition or some other circumstance (Mr 

Henkel, under cross-examination, indicated some potential responses which would 

save money but which would further depress demand – potentially leading to the 

trolley service being further reduced or withdrawn completely leaving redundant 

infrastructure);  

ii. it fails to explore the financial consequences of an outcome in which, if competition 

were to lead to lower fares, Metro might be left with lower than anticipated revenues 

and a requirement to subsidise socially necessary bus services which had become 

uneconomic due to reduced margins earned by the bus operators. 

83. The Business Case includes an Appraisal Summary Table (Table 17.11 of C-1) which incorporates 

assumptions about the impact on the environment which are a matter of dispute. For example: 

i. The stated impact on the Historic Environment predates the preparation of the revised 

Historic Environment Statement B-13 

ii. The landscape and townscape impacts are based on assumed mitigations whose detail 

and affordability is unknown (proposed Condition 6 in APP-8-2 suggests that these 

issues be left as reserved matters). 

84. Given the amount of time and money that has been expended on preparation of the Business 

Case, there are a surprisingly large number of errors in the analysis (see for example NWLTF122 

sections B12, B77, B78, B81, B83, B84 and C12). Some are trivial, others are more serious. Some 

have been corrected, others have not.   
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i. Errors and mistakes in the 2014 business case followed others in the 2012 Business 

case and when cross examined about this by Professor Bonsall on 24th June, Mr 

Chadwick stated that, on both occasions the team had had to submit the Case before 

they were fully ready to do so.  

ii. The large number of errors must raise some doubts as to the standard of work 

undertaken but even more worryingly, there seems to be a tendency for the errors to 

have inflated the case for NGT – suggesting a lack of balance in the original analysis. 

85. Further to this last point, Professor Bonsall has drawn attention to aspects of the analysis and 

presentation of the Business Case (C-1) which a suggest a lack of balance and even-handedness 

which is contrary to a key principle of Webtag and resulted in a misleading impression having 

been given of the impacts of the NGT scheme. This issue is discussed in greater length in Section 

D3 of NWLTF122 but is summarised as follows: 

i. Mode use  (see NWLTF122 Section C15 for detailed figures) 

 Text in Table 6.1 in C-1 suggests there would be a switch from car use but the LTM 

actually predicts an increase in car miles. (Measured in trip numbers, car trips are 

indeed predicted to decrease but less so than active mode trips). 

 Text in Table 17.12 of C-1 suggests that there would be a beneficial impact on 

physical activity but the LTM prediction is for a reduction in use of active modes. 

ii. Safety (respecting the WYLTP target to reduce KSI accidents) 

 The commentary in Table 7.3 of C-1 suggests, without any evidence, that pedestrian 

and cyclist casualties will fall but fails to mention that, using the accepted 

calculation methodology, NGT is predicted to result in an increase in road 

casualties. 

 The NGT run times which underlie the business case are based on the assumption 

that speeds in the shared-access area outside the University of Leeds exceed the 

10mph recommended in the safety audit (despite what Mr Smith indicated during 

cross-examination). 

iii. Emissions  

 Table 7.2 in C-1 claims a GHG reduction worth £6.2m (corrected in Table B1 of APP-

7-3  to an increase of £3.1m)  

 The commentary in Table 7.3 of C-1, discussing the WYLTP objective to reduce CO2 

emissions, suggests that NGT would make a positive contribution towards this 

target – despite the predicted increase in GHG emissions. 

iv. Connectivity and Access 

 Tables 6.1, 7.1, 7.2 and 17.12 in C-1 variously claim improvements in connectivity 

and access and mention reduced journey time and new cross city services.  

 However, despite Webtag’s advice on the measurement of accessibility and 

connectivity - which refers to the need to consider all elements of door-to-door 
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journeys rather than simply the in-vehicle journey time element of one mode, there 

is no mention of the fact that: 

1. Journeys by car would, on average, take longer. 

2. Journeys by bus would generally take longer (NWLTF122 Section C2). 

3. The northern extremities of bus routes #1 and #6, whose frequency is 

assumed to be cut by about half, would not be served by NGT - nor would the 

northern extremities of bus routes #28 and #97 whose frequencies must also 

be expected to fall (the reduced frequencies would leave a significant 

population with levels of accessibility lower than those promulgated in Table 2 

of Appendix 2 of the Leeds Core Strategy – D-1-1).  

4. NGT would provide access to or from a very small part of the Leeds 

conurbation, would not serve many of the key destinations in the city centre – 

e.g. The Merrion Centre, St John’s Centre, Grand Theatre, Victoria Gate, Leeds 

Market, the Bus Station - and, as revealed during the cross-examination of Mr 

Farrington, would not penetrate the main areas identified for regeneration. 

5. Elderly or infirm travellers’ access to facilities would be particularly adversely 

affected by the longer average walk to public transport boarding points - due 

to greater distance between NGT stops and the relocation/deletion  of bus 

stops, the longer average waiting times - due to reduced frequency at any 

given stop, and the reduced likelihood of getting a seat. 

 (See Section A8 of OBJ1719-3 and Section B40 of NWLTF122 for further detail on 

access and connectivity impacts). 

v. Journey time savings  

 £701m of public transport passenger journey time benefits are claimed in Table7.2 

of C-1. However, about 50% (possibly more - see NWLTF122 Section C1) of the 

claimed reduction is actually the assumed reduction in quality penalties rather than 

a real reduction in journey times. This fact was acknowledged by Mr Chadwick 

during cross-examination but is not mentioned anywhere in the Business Case and 

indeed, Table 17.4 of C1 goes so far as to suggest that the journey quality benefits 

have not even been monetised!  

 In actual fact the LTM predicts that the introduction of NGT would result in an 

increase in total journey time – summed over all modes (NWLTF122 Section C9) 

vi. Efficiency (see NWLTF section B129 and B130): 

 Table 7.2 of C-1 mentions £701m of public transport passenger journey time saving 

- much of which is actually the assumed increase in quality factors, together with 

revenue (!) and punctuality benefits but omits: 

1. the increased congestion (which can be seen from Table 17.1 of C-1 to 

cost £12m),  

2. the overall increase  in time spent travelling  - summed over all modes, 

and 
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3. the increased fuel consumption. 

vii. Employment.  Section 13.80 of C-1 claims 3687 new jobs would be generated as a 

result of NGT. This prediction comes from SDG’s Urban Dynamic Model. But this 

prediction is extremely dubious (see paragraph 78 above). 

viii. Service Reliability.  Table 17.4 in C-1 identifies a benefit of £84m from improved 

reliability. This result is quoted several times in the Business Case but is an exaggerated 

estimate because: 

 It does not allow for the fact that the difference between journey times in and out 

of term time is allowed for by most travellers (see NWLTF122 section B67). 

 It is based on stop-to-stop variation and so ignores the relatively invariant walk 

element (see NWLTF122 section B69). 

 It does not allow for the possible reduction in bus punctuality due to removal of the 

current signal priority for late-running buses noted by Mr Robertson during cross-

examination (see NWLTF122 section B70). 

ix. The calculated BCR, quoted in Table 17.4 of C-1 as 2.96 although subsequently 

corrected to 2.90. This value is misleading because the costs exclude: 

 Cost of disruption during construction – despite clear Webtag guidance (see 

NWLTF122 section B56). 

 Cost attributable to the predicted reduction in active mode use (despite DfT advice 

- see NWLTF122 section C17). 

x. The adjusted BCR – which includes the “wider benefits” which DfT does not accept 

within the basic BCR - is quoted in Table 17.10 of C-1 as 3.72. This value is misleading 

because: 

 It includes benefit from the forecast increase in employment and reliability - both 

of which we challenge (see NWLTF122 sections B41 and B66-B71, respectively). 

 It excludes the cost of degraded landscape - which DfT guidance now includes 

within the adjusted BCR and which might exceed £100m (Section C16 of 

NWLTF122). 

Matter#15b (inadequacies in the consultation and communication) 

86. The promoters have made no attempt to seek the views of local residents, businesses and 

transport users on problems in the A660/A61 corridors or on potential solutions to those 

problems. More particularly, there has never been any serious attempt to: 

i. Seek, from within NGT corridor, a local perspective on transport issues in the corridor 

or on how the problems might be addressed;  

ii. Seek, from within the corridor, the public reaction to :  

 the decision to proceed with the North and South Lines while dropping the East line 

and the City Centre Loop, 
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 the decision to use trolleybus technology rather than hybrid vehicles (on a 

trajectory to fully-electric vehicles), or 

 the decision to have separate stops for the two systems. 

87. Leeds-wide surveys in 2008, reported in A-01-03 para 2.4 (with questionnaire reproduced on 

page 34 of annex 3), sought respondents’ views on “the key attributes that people would like to 

see in a new public transport system for Leeds”.  We maintain that the results cannot be said to 

justify the introduction of the LTVS along this route because, for example: 

i. the highest ranking improvement - improved reliability – is of limited relevance in the 

A660 corridor because the service frequency is very high, and 

ii. the main advantage of LTVS - faster in-vehicle times - was ranked much lower than 

“more frequent services”  and “less crowding” - both of which would be worse if the 

system were introduced. 

88. The consultation during 2009, reported in A-01-04 para 2.28, is the source of the frequently 

quoted 77% support for the NGT proposals. Although obviously useful as confirmation of public 

support for the BRT concept, the results are of limited relevance to the current proposal 

because: 

i. Opinions were being sought on the concept of a network of trolleybus routes including  

a city loop and an Eastern route rather than the Northern  and Southern routes now 

being proposed. 

ii. Trolleybus technology was described as the preferred choice and the decision to 

pursue it was presented as a fait accompli. 

iii. The description of the proposed system was extremely one sided; it indicated several 

benefits which cannot be claimed for the proposal now under consideration (e.g. 

helping to tackle congestion and reduce pollution in Leeds) while not mentioning key 

facts such as that bus services would be reduced and that the two systems would have 

separate stops or that roads would need to be widened to accommodate the new 

service). 

iv. The description was highly schematic with no detail provided on important facts such 

as the location of stops. 

89. Although not part of the formal consultation process, the Stated Preference Surveys conducted 

in early 2009 (C-4-24) did seek information on bus passengers’ willingness to pay to travel on a 

trolleybus rather than on a bus. The result, revealed for the first time in APP155, was that they 

would be prepared to pay more to travel on a bus – and very much more to travel on a new bus, 

than on a trolleybus. This extremely important evidence of users’ preferences appears nowhere 

in the promoters documentation and was completely ignored.   

90. The next stage of the Consultation was in 2012/13, by which time the promoters were “no 

longer consulting on the principles of the scheme”. (APP-2-2 page 35 para 6.13, 6.14) on the 

grounds that “detailed public consultation” had shown support for the scheme. The focus was 

now on providing information about the supposed benefits of the proposed system and on 

seeking feedback on design details. It involved a media campaign, provision of website 
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(http://www.ngtmetro.com/about), distribution of leaflets, a series of drop-in consultation 

events and targeted discussions with objectors and other interested parties.  

i. We submit that the leaflets, website and media briefings have given an unduly positive 

impression of the impacts of the proposed system and of support for it. For example: 

 Leaflets referred to reduction in congestion and emissions “as commuters switch to 

public transport” (a claim which was still on the NGT website when we last accessed 

it - on 16/10/14) despite the fact that the LTM predicts that NGT would result in 

increased congestion and increased GHG emissions; 

 Leaflets made no reference to important features of the scheme such as that  

separation of stops would result in a less frequent service at any given stop or that 

door-to-door journey times would increase for many journeys; 

 Photo-montages were misleading and subliminally generous to the scheme – 

seemingly imbuing it with the power to bring trees into leaf, turn skies blue and 

abolish litter (evidence by OBJ/998 and in her cross-examination of Mr Haskins on 

9th May and of Mr Walker on 17th July) 

 Literature and briefings have continued to claim that the scheme has widespread 

public support (basing this claim on the 2009 survey described in paragraph 88 

above). This is despite widespread evidence to the contrary – see for example the 

result of the survey facilitated by NWLTF among residents in North West Leeds 

(OBJ1719 SoC Appendix I), the polls conducted by Yorkshire Evening Post (showing 

73% opposition - see A660JC-103) and by the local MP (showing 87% opposition – 

see item 5 of Statement of Case OBJ1815) and the canvassing conducted in the lead 

up to the May 2014 elections (referred to by Mr Kemp when giving his evidence 

and further detailed in oral evidence by Cllr J Bentley OBJ/1520). The promoters 

have dismissed such results as “unscientific” (e.g. in their rebuttal of the West Park 

Residents Statement of Case – OBJ1720) but we very strongly maintain that the 

result of the NWLTF survey, which indicated that only 3% of respondents supported 

the scheme, gives a much more accurate indication than the 2009 survey because it 

followed a balanced assessment of the scheme as proposed - including the 

Promoters’ claims for it -  rather than the unbalanced description of an aspirational 

network of BRT routes used in the 2008 survey.  

 As of 16/09/14, the website was still claiming that NGT would:  

-  reduce congestion (not true) as commuters switch to public transport, resulting 

in a cut to carbon emissions (not true),  

-  offer significantly reduced journey times to and from work at peak times (true 

only for very few journeys), and  

- offer better links to visitor attractions such as Headingley Stadium (not true - 

the nearest NGT stop would be 0.6 km from the Stadium – a distance similar to 

that between the Stadium and Burley Park rail station and greater than that 

between the stadium and the stops of the existing #1,#6,#28 and #97 bus 

services. The #19, #19a and #56 bus routes already offer a direct link to the 

http://www.ngtmetro.com/about
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Stadium and special buses already run between the city and the Stadium when 

major events are staged).  

ii. We suggest that the drop-in events were useful as means of raising awareness but 

were extremely poorly organized. The lack of landscape plans and of information about 

the OLE equipment and about basic facts such as the location of bus stops, 

compounded by the refusal to enter any dialogue about the overall concept, left many 

participants confused and frustrated.  We do, however, acknowledge that some of the 

residents’ comments on detailed design issues appear to have been taken account of in 

design updates. 

iii. Communication and consultation with businesses along the route was clearly very 

poor. The survey by the Federation of Small Businesses (see FSB Statement of Case, 

OBJ1721) revealed that many businesses had no recollection of having received any 

information from the Promoters about the scheme – let alone having been consulted 

by them.  

iv. Several of the meetings at which the Promoters presented information about the 

scheme were organized by others (e.g. Residents Associations, FSB) anxious to know 

more, rather than by the Promoters themselves. 

v. We understand that most of the meetings with individual organisations and businesses 

took place after they had objected to the scheme and were part of the programme of 

“objector management” rather than a genuine consultation. 

91. We maintain that the “consultation” conducted by the promoters was deficient and contrary to 

guidelines. Namely: 

i. Webtag (The Transport Appraisal Process, Jan 2014, box 7 in Figure 1, sections 2.2.3, 

2.8.10 and 3.1.4 – see NWLTF106) identifies the role of local consultation in the 

identification of problems and of potential solutions to those problems. The Leeds-

wide surveys in 2008 cannot be regarded as having done this.  

ii. Respecting consultation on the visual impacts of NGT, the lack of effective consultation 

through anything other than engineering drawings runs contrary to “Guidelines for 

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment” issued by The Landscape Institute & 

Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment. 

iii. The first objective of the Promoters’ Communication Management Strategy (see A-01-

03), was to “Establish, develop and maintain active support for and understanding of, 

the proposed NGT project from key stakeholders, partners and ultimately the public, 

across Leeds and its City Region through planned, targeted, effective and consistent 

communications” – it was not to consult nor even to ascertain opinion. We maintain 

that this is inconsistent with: 

 OECD guidelines for public consultation which state that it must be ‘a two-way flow 

of information’ based on proper dialogue,  (see 

http://www.oecd.org/mena/governance/36785341.pdf), and with 

 the First Principle of The Consultation Institute, namely that ‘The Consultor must be 

willing to listen to the views advanced by consultees, and be prepared to be 

http://www.oecd.org/mena/governance/36785341.pdf
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influenced when making subsequent decisions. If the decisions subject to 

consultation have already been taken, it is a waste of consultees’ time and a fraud 

upon all participants to undertake a purposeless exercise, and breaches the 

principle of Consultation Integrity’ (see the Final Report of the Commission on Fair 

Access to Political Influence, Annex Document, October 2013, p.10, Annex C).  

92. We maintain that the Promoters’ continued insistence that the proposed scheme has 

widespread public support (statements to that effect appear in their literature, on their website 

and in briefings to stakeholders and local politicians) is without foundation. It is apparently based 

on a survey of limited relevance conducted in 2009 (see paragraph 88 above) and ignores the 

results of their own Stated Preference study (see paragraph 89 above) and of polls and surveys 

conducted more recently (see fourth bullet of paragraph 90.i above). The fact that none of the 

critical results are mentioned anywhere in the Promoter’s literature is suggestive of an attempt 

to manipulate perceptions. The stated reason for omitting any reference to the critical results 

(that the surveys were “unscientific”) is unconvincing in the light of the fact that a favourable 

vote by a relatively small number of students in the University Union is given prominence on the 

NGT website. 

93. Further evidence of deficiencies in the consultation is provided in Section 9 of our Statement of 

Case (OBJ1719). 

94. We note that communication with the ambulance service has been unsatisfactory (see para 7.18 

of A-01-03). 

95. We submit that, not only have the promoters failed to communicate effectively with the public, 

with businesses, and with service providers but that there is evidence to suggest that there have 

been failures of communication even within the promoters’ team and between them and local 

elected politicians. For example: 

i. Mr Hanson demonstrated, under cross examination, that he was unaware that outputs 

from his LTM model were used as inputs to Mr Chadwick’s Urban Dynamic Model. (cx 

by PB about 34 minutes into early pm session on 11/06/14). 

ii. Mr Chadwick indicated, under cross examination, that he was not happy to learn that 

Mr Hanson’s team had applied the vehicle quality factors to rail journeys as well as to 

bus journeys (cx by PB before lunch on 18/06/14). 

iii. Mr Chadwick could not recall, under cross examination, whether local politicians had 

been informed that about half of the claimed journey time benefits were purely 

aspirational (cx by PB about 1540 on 19th June). 

iv. Mr Chadwick agreed, under cross examination, that he had not provided DfT with a 

note, equivalent to APP155, informing them that the stated preference survey had 

revealed that a negative willingness to pay to use trolleybuses rather than buses. He 

could not recall whether he had alerted them orally of this fact. (cx by PB on 22/07/14). 

v. Mr Chadwick could not recall, under cross examination, whether he had informed his 

client (Mr Haskins) that the stated preference survey had revealed that there was a 

negative willingness to pay to use trolleybuses rather than buses (cx by PB on 

22/07/14). 
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vi. Mr Speak indicated, under cross-examination, that: 

 He was unsure of the impact of NGT on mode split but he believed that NGT would 

get people out of their cars and reduce congestion beyond the Park and Ride sites 

{= contrary to the predictions of LTM} (cx by TR on 18/07/14).  

 He was unaware that the LTM predicted a reduction in the use of active modes (cx 

by JD on 18/07/14). 

 He was unaware that the modelling of demand for NGT had taken no account of its 

limited capacity (cx by GJ on 02/09/14). 

 He could not recall ever being told that the modelling of demand for NGT had been 

based on peoples preference for very new buses and that the Stated Preference 

work had revealed no preference for travel on trolleybuses (cx by GJ on 02/09/14). 

  He believed that congestion would be worse if NGT were not constructed {= 

contrary to the predictions of the LTM} (cx by CF on 23/07/14 and cx by GJ on 

02/09/14).  

vii. Mr Haskins opined, under cross examination on 8th May, that the politicians would not 

be aware of the details of the business case  - and we note that in his recent briefing to 

members of the Transport Committee of the Combined Authority  (see DCRA114) he 

was reporting on progress of the public Inquiry but made no reference to the fact that 

the Promoters’ own forecasts indicated that the scheme would fail to meet many of its 

objectives, that weaknesses in the Business Case and been identified, that the 

predictions of NGT demand and employment generation had been shown to be flawed, 

or that there was evidence of widespread public opposition to the scheme. 

viii. Even those people (members of the Promoters’ team, members of the public, local 

politicians and other decision makers) who have read the Revised Business Case or its 

predecessors, are likely to have been misled by the unbalanced reporting of results 

contained therein (see paragraph 85 above).  

Matter#15c (the possibility of legal challenge) 

96. We submit that it would be unsafe to assume that there would be no legal challenge to the LTVS 

on the grounds that it would: 

i. be anti-competitive (by giving one operator an unfair advantage over another by 

allowing their services access to superior stops, higher priority at signals, exclusive 

access to segregated track, branded stops, etc); 

ii. involve an unfair state subsidy (£532m – see SOCG/OBJ/1719-1) to one service 

provider –contrary to European Law;  

iii. constitute discrimination on the basis of disability, or indirectly on the basis of age, 

under the Equality Act (see paragraph 52 above); or 

iv. that the environmental statement had been inadequate – contrary to European Law. 
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Matter #17 (consistency with the Development Plan) 

97. We do not address the specifics of individual applications for Listed Building or Conservation 

area consents. However we maintain that such consents should not be granted without 

consideration of the extent to which the LTVS is consistent with the Development Plan. We 

therefore draw attention to paragraphs 25 to 33 above which indicate that the LTVS is not 

consistent with the Development plan and that it would be unsafe to grant the consents against 

that background.   

Matter #18 (consistency with NPPF in respect of Heritage Assets and Conservation Areas)  

98. We do not address the specifics of individual applications for Listed Building or Conservation 

Area consents. However we maintain that such consents should not be granted without 

consideration of the extent to which the LTVS is consistent with the NPPF. In which context we 

note that the TWAO Listed Building Consent and Conservation Area Consent Applications (A-

09a-c and A-10) use general terms to justify the applications (e.g. ‘considerable public benefit to 

the people of Leeds in economic growth and environmental terms’ and ‘the need for the 

development therefore outweighs the harm to the building’).  We contend that these vague 

justifications do not meet the NPPF tests in paras 128 and 132 in explicitly justifying the harm to 

each specific heritage asset including its setting.  While it is noted that the Historic Environment 

Update (B-13) does more specifically, albeit belatedly, address the issue of impact on setting, the 

documents A-09 and 10 remain unaltered and fail to meet the requirements of both the NPPF 

and Core Strategy. We therefore submit that it would be unsafe to grant the consents against 

that background. 

Comments on the Draft Order 

99. We are concerned that numerous paragraphs in the Draft Order (currently APP205) refer to the 

requirement for consent of the ‘Street Authority’ or ‘Highway Authority’ and that this generally 

means Leeds City Council - one of the Promoters of the scheme- and that, as pointed out in our 

paragraph 66 above, there is evidence to suggest that this arrangement might not provide the 

degree of impartial rigour which would be appropriate. This concern is particularly strong in 

respect of paragraph 43(2) of the Draft Order because that paragraph provides such 

considerable latitude in respect of the Traffic Regulation Orders, but also applies to others (e.g. 

4(8), 6(3), 7(2), 8(2), 9(2)a, 9(2)b, 10(5)a, 10(5)b, 11, 12(1), 12(2), 12(3)b 13, 14, 14(b), 19, 21(2), 

23(4) a, 33(10), 42(2)a, 42(2)b, 43(1), 43(5)b, 63(1), and 63(various) ). 

100. We have identified two aspects of the proposed scheme which are particularly deleterious 

and which, if revised by means of a modification to the Draft Order, could reduce the negative 

impacts of the scheme – all be it not sufficiently to overcome our objections to it. They are (1) 

that separate stops are provided for trolleybuses and buses and (2) that parking, waiting and 

loading should be prohibited at all times in the southbound bus and trolley lane between Park 

Terrace and Burton Crescent.  We suggest that the Draft Order be revised to effect changes.  
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101. If the order were revised such that trolleybuses would share stops with buses (with 

enhancement to the shared stops up to the standard which the Promoters have envisaged for 

NGT stops), this would: 

i. remove a significant contribution to reduced integration, 

ii. avoid the increased passenger waiting times,  

iii. avoid the inconvenience to passengers of having to make a pre-trip choice and 

the potential frustration associated with having made the “wrong” choice, 

iv. avoid the cost of duplicate stops,  

v. reduce the loss of trees and green-space and the addition of street clutter 

associated with the provision of duplicate stops,  

vi. allow the bus users to benefit from the high specification envisaged for NGT 

stops, and 

vii. demonstrate the Promoters’ willingness to adopt  the ‘constructive approach’ 

referred to in the minute of the meeting of the NGT project Board when it 

discussed this issue (item 4d of minutes of 24/04/14 – H-7) 

This revision would, of course, require numerous changes to the Draft Order and proposed TROs 

and might be clarified by addition of a specific condition phrased in terms such as “No stops 

should be constructed for the exclusive use of Trolley vehicles – except {specified exceptions 

where sharing is not feasible}”.  

Note that, although this change would reduce many of the negative impacts of the LTVS on the 

public transport offer, it would not overcome problems such as: crowding on trolley vehicles; 

separate fare structures on bus and LTVS; and reduced bus frequencies on those parts of routes 

#1 and #6 (and, we believe, of routes #28 and #97) which are not served by LTVS. Nor would it 

remove the threat to the viability of other services which was identified by FWY. 

An alternative but very much weaker condition, which would make some contribution to 

objectives i and iii above, would require the provision at all NGT stops, and at adjacent bus stops, 

of real time information boards displaying imminent arrivals of buses and NGT vehicles at that 

stop and at the adjacent ones. 

102. Replacement of the proposed permanent ban on waiting and parking in the southbound bus 

and trolley lane between Park Terrace and Burton Crescent by a ban applying only in the 

weekday morning peak (as at present) would require specific changes to the TROs listed in the 

Draft Order. But would, in our opinion, be worthwhile because: 

i. It would reduce the loss of off-peak parking for customers of the shops, 

restaurants, pubs and cinema in Far Headingley would be avoided – thus 

reducing the threat to the commercial viability of these businesses, and 

ii. according to the run time model (see NWLTF122 section C5), it would have 

little impact on bus and trolleybus journey times.  
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Conclusions 

Our carefully considered conclusions are: 

1 The business case for NGT is weak, flawed, and misleading. 

2 The benefits of the scheme have been grossly exaggerated and the harm has been 

underestimated. 

3 The deficiencies in the proposed scheme are fundamental rather than cosmetic; the corridor 

simply does not have the space to accommodate a new, separate and distinct mode of public 

transport which is prioritised over all other modes. In attempting to accommodate the new 

mode, significant harm would be done to the existing public transport offer as well as to the 

area’s heritage, ambience and community assets. 

4 The proposed allocation of priority and road space is fundamentally inefficient; rather than give 

absolute priority to up to ten public transport vehicles per hour, a much better approach would 

be to give significant priority to all buses and to users of active modes. 

 

Doug Kemp and Martyn Thomas 
Co-chairs NWLTF 
23 October 2014 


