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Christopher Todd: DRF Ref: TWA/13/APP/04/OBJ/171: Presentation: 

NB. Please note that apart from a few references to the Statements of Case and 

Proofs of Evidence from other objectors and some updating, this is basically the text 

I submitted shortly after the beginning of the inquiry, and it, together with pictures 

of the accompanying slides, has been on the Inquiry Website for all to consult since 

the second week in May.  

 

[See footnotes for sources of quoted texts, pictures and diagrams used in accompanying 

JPEG slides. NB. Most documents have already been supplied in PDF format on disk and 

hard copy with my Statement of Case or with my Appendix (proof of evidence / rebuttal)]  

 

Having lived in Headingley, off Headingley Lane, since October 1967, I particularly want 

to examine how the scheme would affect my area. Thus, I do not intend to cover all the 

points that I make in my Statement of Case or Proof of Evidence, though I do hope that 

people will have taken the trouble to read what I have written there, despite the amount of 

documentation and necessary detail. It is tempting to feel that members of the NGT team 

have not, otherwise they would have been notably better prepared, I think, for when First 

Bus was twice able to make good use during the inquiry of documentation I had provided 

with my Statement of Case.
1
 This perhaps explains why I am not on the list of objectors 

to have been honoured with a rebuttal. Anyway, here I wish to concentrate on the 

following themes[001]: 

 

- A scheme for regeneration and not conservation areas; 

- The dangers of a simplified view of congestion; 

- The morning rush hour and the school run; 

- The evening rush hour; 

- Ambiguity over what constitutes the A660 (a radial corridor and/or local artery); 

- The dangers of a selective use of the Urban Dynamic Model (more to it than land use 

and transport); 

- Matters affecting Headingley Lane and other local roads (uncontrolled park and ride; 

road widening in a conservation area; the lack of true segregation for the trolleybus); 

- The bypass and land use (infill); 

                                                 
1
 A picture of the overhead wires in Geneva, and the UNIPOL report showing a 62% drop in student 

numbers in Far Headingley (see my Statement of  Case, p.21 (fn.119) and p. 9 (fn.44). 
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- The damage caused by a second-rate system and its funding; 

- The more reasonable attitude of Birmingham. 

 

A scheme for regeneration and not conservation areas [002]
2
 

 

 To start on July 1
st
, 2013, the day on which the Council decided there was no 

turning back and seemed most worried about a possible loss of face, one should note in 

the summing up by the leader of Leeds City Council, Keith Wakefield [003]
3
 how he 

brushes aside the ‘problems with the technology and other things’ and insists that this is 

above all a ‘regeneration scheme’, something which is a central theme in NGT’s 

Statement of Case. 

 Yet, the planned route goes nowhere near some of the most deprived areas of the 

city which might benefit from it: particularly to the East and West in part of the Aire 

Valley, and when one compares the business submissions for the Supertram and the 

trolleybus [004],
4
 one cannot help but note how the acronym RA for ‘regeneration areas’ 

– so prominent a feature in the earlier submission –, is now glossed over. 

 In 2004 it was maintained that ‘the levels of unemployment in the selected RAs of 

Leeds [would] be reduced by around 7% in 2016’. 

 In 2012, we are simply told that ‘the people employed from the jobs created as a 

result of NGT live in both North and South Leeds’. 

 This is where the ‘fudge’ begins, since in no way can north Leeds qualify as a 

large-scale regeneration area, having only one relatively small pocket of serious 

deprivation, nowhere near the A660[005].
5
 

 

The dangers of a simplified view of congestion [006] 

 

 To justify the implementation of the scheme along the A660 much has been made 

of its congestion, yet as someone who has lived off Headingley lane for over 46 years, I 

can say without fear of contradiction that have seen it far worse in the past, and this is 

                                                 
2
 NGT: C-1-15 Strategic fit report: Figure 5.1: Areas for future large-scale land-use change. 

3
 Leeds City Council Meeting of the Council Held on Monday 1

st
 July 2013, Verbatim report of 

proceedings (see my Statement of Case, pp.35-36 (fn 253). 
4
 House of Commons Transport Committee, Integrated Transport (2004), II, 222 and NGT : Programme 

Entry Business Case submission (March 2012). See my Statement of Case, p.37 (fn 256 & 257). 
5
 NGT: Statement of Case: Figure 3.2 Index of Multiple Deprivation, Leeds. 



 3 

confirmed by the Department of Transport’s overall annual traffic flow data for the urban 

section of the A660[007]
6
 which shows a decline in the number of vehicles using the 

route since before the beginning of the present century, a decline which thus began well 

before the economic downturn and may be due not to only demographic changes linked 

to the growth of town-centre student flats, the closing of two halls of residence and the 

move away from the area of the senior part of the Girls’ High School, but also, as 

Professor Bonsall suggests in the North West Leeds Transport Forum’s main proof of 

evidence (OBJ/1719: p.16, para. A16), to the development of the on-line information 

economy in a area dominated by two universities. 

 Above all, it is an illusion to imagine that in the simple suppression of congestion 

lies the key to solving economic and social problems.  

 For a start [008]
7
 one must be careful not to try and present an over-simplified 

view of congestion : to quote two North American traffic planning experts :  

 

“Traffic congestion is evidence of social and economic vitality: empty streets and 

roads are signs of failure”, 

 

says the head of the Department of Urban Planning at the University of California at Los 

Angeles, Brian Taylor, while the former mayor of Milwaukee, John Norquist, points to 

the dangers of trying to suppress it, at the expense of everything else:  

 

“Moving vehicular traffic is obviously a necessary function, but by making it the 

only goal, cities lose out on the economic potential created by the crowds of 

people that bring life to a city.”  

 

 While there is little congestion around poor areas such as Gipton, Headingley has 

its share, in part because it is itself a lively place[009],
8
 with its pubs, its cafés and 

restaurants and its variety of small shops, as well as the Arndale centre. As we shall 

show, the A660 is far from being simply a radial corridor. 

                                                 
6
 Department of Transport : A660-AADF (2000-2012). See my Statement of Case, p.10 (fn 49) 

7
 Brian Taylor. ‘Rethinking traffic congestion’, Access Magazine, no.21, Fall 2001 (University of 

California Transportation Centre  pp.8-16; John Norquist, ‘Is traffic always bad?’, August 21, 2013, Strong 

Towns Blog. See my Appendix: proof of evidence / rebuttal: Document 02 (Lateral thinking on congestion). 
8
 Unipol: Housing, March 2014, pp.4-5: ‘Too far out?... Why you might be missing out if you don’t get to 

know Headingley (pictures of cafés, restaurants and small shops, etc.)  
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 In this context it is also worth noting [010]
9
 that the most congested towns in 

France all have modern tram systems, and are the most economically successful. Thus the 

concept of a direct link between so-called ‘congestion busting’ rapid transit systems and 

economic success is ill-founded, to say the least. As the North West Leeds Transport 

Forum points out on page 2 of its rebuttal document (OBJ/1719), when referring to page 

22 of The European Cities Monitor, a document which is reproduced by Martin 

Farrington in his proof of evidence,
10

 movement around Leeds is considerably easier than 

in the major European cities referred to favourably by Mr Farrington, since they have 

‘rapid transit, tram or underground systems’. This shows quite clearly, to quote the words 

of  the North West Leeds Transport Forum, ‘that NGT is not a necessary condition for the 

future success of the Leeds economy.’ 

 The dangers of over-emphasis on congestion become apparent in the context of 

the Urban Dynamic Model (a subject to which I shall return). For a start, people adapt to 

congestion [011]
11

 and there is a distinction to be made between congestion caused by 

commuters and that due to local traffic moving within the city itself, and, as the Director 

of the School of Urban and Regional Planning at Florida Atlantic University, Eric 

Dumbaugh, says, while stressing how congestion rises with economic success:  

 

“And as city economies grow, so too does the demand for travel. People travel for 

work and meetings, for shopping and recreation. They produce and demand goods 

and services, which further increases travel demand. And when the streets become 

congested and driving inconvenient, people move to more accessible areas, 

rebuild at higher densities, travel shorter distances, and shift travel modes.”  

 

In other words, they do the sensible thing, and move nearer to where they work. 

 Above all, as pointed out by the Canadian expert, Matthias Sweet, one must not 

forget the distinction between commuter and local traffic when trying to discuss 

congestion in the context of job creation[012]:
12

 

 

                                                 
9
 Et la ville la plus embouteillée de France est… (http://news.autoplus.fr/news/1476970/Ville-France-

Embouteillage-Classement-TomTom). 
10

 See Mark Farrington: Appendices1-3, p.111. 
11

 Eric Dumbaugh, ‘Rethinking the Economics of Traffic Congestion’, Atlantic Cities, June 1, 2012. 
12

 Matthias Sweet, ‘Do firms flee traffic congestion?’, Journal of Transport Geography, 35 (February 

2014), pp.40-49. 
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“While firms appear to relocate out of areas with high regionally-scaled 

congestion, areas with high local congestion are associated with a lower 

likelihood of relocating. In sum, while regional congestion appears to be a drag, 

local congestion appears to function as an amenity – implying that there is truth in 

the competing notions among engineers and economists of congestion as a 

diseconomy and among urban designers of congestion as an amenity.” 

 

There is an argument there for improving regional rail links, but not for damaging the 

quality of life in a suburb. 

 In addition, the question of the time saved through suppressing congestion is not 

as clear cut as some of our councillors have tried to make out, as nobody knows how 

productive is the time saved[013]:
13

 

 

“Simply estimating the cost of congestion using the value of travel time delay 

does not capture the broader range of economic outcomes caused by 

transportation investment or traffic congestion.” 

 

Congestion is a fact of modern urban life, and rather than look for utopia, it is better to 

learn how to live with it: 

 

 “The best opportunity for planning interventions may be not to eliminate 

congestion, but to enable communities to better adapt and establish transportation 

and traffic congestion policies that support more fundamental social and 

economic objectives.” 

 

Indeed, paradoxically, the urban planning designed to eliminate it can in fact often 

increase it: 

 

“So although land use planning may raise densities and possibly lead to increased 

walking and transit use and to decreased car travel, it does so in part by increasing 

congestion.” 

                                                 
13

 Matthias Sweet, ‘Does traffic congestion slow the economy’, Journal of Planning Literature, 2011, 26 

(4), 391-404; Brian Taylor, ‘Rethinking traffic congestion’, Access Magazine, no.21, Fall 2001 (University 

of California Transportation Centre), pp.8-16. 
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 It is in the light of these comments that I looked at the discussion of congestion in 

the NGT Statement of Case and in NGT: C-1-15 Strategic Fit Report, with their charts, 

which I did not find particularly helpful. First, there is that on the Radial and Orbital 

Trafficmaster Routes[014],
14

 and then there is the rather meaningless Figure 3.4 or 4.4 

entitled “congested routes in Leeds district”[015],
15

 with red lines radiating from the 

centre to suggest that the A65, the A660 and the A61 are the most congested roads in 

Leeds. I do not know whether or not it is because they are relying on Trafficmaster, using 

sensors placed on major A roads only, but certainly the picture they give seems 

incomplete and inaccurate, when compared to that given in TomTom reports, using GPS 

satellite technology and mobile phones[016].
16

 I looked at the latter system over a 

number of weeks and came to the conclusion that, apart from seeing congestion cropping 

up almost everywhere, even with traffic at a standstill on the dual carriageway of the 

inner ring road, by far the most regularly and heavily congested road in Leeds is the A643 

(Elland Road to the M621). 

 I particularly noticed morning and evening much heavier more persistent 

congestion than ever found in Headingley on the Burley Road, which goes unmentioned 

in NGT’s documentation. As we shall see when we come to discuss the ambiguity 

surrounding the expression ‘the A660 corridor’, this is not without importance here. 

 Yet, in the light of its evidence gathered in 2011 and 2012, NGT (or rather Steer 

Davies Gleave) claim that[017]:
17

 

 

“The worst affected routes are the A61(N) and the A660. These routes experience 

high levels of congestion in both the morning and evening peak hours. Both show 

that congestion adds more than 100% to journey times in the morning and evening 

peak periods.” 

 

The morning rush hour and the school run [018] 

 

                                                 
14

 NGT: C-1-15 Strategic Fit Report: Figure 4.3 Radial and orbital Trafficmaster routes. 
15

 NGT: C-1-15 Strategic Fit Report: Figure 4.4 Congested routes in the Leeds district. 
16

 TomTom reports: Leeds City Centre: 8.23 am and 5.28 pm, February , 2014 (see my Appendix pp.10-11, 

etc.). 
17

 NGT: C-1-15 Strategic Fit Report, paragraph 4.16 and Table 4.3 2011-2012 Routes where congestion 

adds 80% or more to journey times. 
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 I do not know if it is because of the closing of Bodington Hall in 2012, or to the 

general decline in student numbers in Far Headingley, but clearly this statement does not 

stand up, especially in relation to the morning rush hour, as I have been able to verify 

both with TomTom reports and with my own eyes. For many months I have been struck 

by the general emptiness of Headingley Lane during the morning rush hour[019],
18

 with 

problems only arising occasionally as they do on all roads. A typical morning rush hour 

was that of Friday February 7, 2014. During the first thirty to forty minutes of the rush 

hour, while traffic congestion was building up elsewhere in Leeds, there was only[020]
19

 

a very slight momentary hold-up on the Otley Road around 8.13. One finds the usual 

packet of fast-moving cars being held up at the traffic lights at Hyde Park corner[021], 

while the lower part of Headingley Lane remains generally quite empty[022]. However, 

when one reaches the level of Buckingham Road, one has a surprise[023], with traffic 

held-up while cars on the school run turn to go into Buckingham Road in order to leave 

children at Rose Court[024]. Some of the children even come in a coach[025]. Yet, I did 

not find the expression ‘school run’ anywhere in NGT’s Statement of Case or in their 

various proofs of evidence, even though this has been recognised as a particular problem 

on Headingley Lane since before the last war.
20

 

 One of the most persistent fixed ideas put out by councillors is that all motorists 

spend their time trying to avoid the A660, but the evidence would suggest that this is far 

from being true, as can be seen in the case of these motorists[026] queuing to join the 

A660 at St.Michael’s road. More motorists join the route at Shaw Lane[027] with the 

outer lane either crossing or turning right[028] while the inner lane is entirely for traffic 

heading towards the centre of town.  One should point out that the Otley Road[029] has a 

inward bus lane between the ring road and Shaw Lane, so any congestion there should 

mainly effect motorists, while buses are simply delayed by the current ticketing system. 

A fair amount of traffic leaves and joins the A660 at the junction with North Lane[030]. 

Opposite the Arndale centre, there is nearly always as much traffic in the right-hand lane 

for turning into North Lane as there in the left-hand lane for proceeding forwards towards 

the centre of town. Even during the morning rush hour, there is often nearly as much 

                                                 
18

 Photograph of a nearly empty Headingley Lane on January 20, 2014, at 8.50 am. (see front and back 

covers of my Statement of Case). 
19

 For the selection of TomTom reports and photographs showing the effect of the school run to Rose Court 

School in Buckingham Road, and of traffic joining the A660 at St Michael’s Road and Shaw Lane during 

the morning rush hour of Friday February 7, 2014, see Appendix – Document 20). 
20

 See my Appendix: document 20: The Yorkshire Evening Post, Wednesday November 30, 1938, p.10. 
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traffic heading away from the centre of Leeds as going towards it[031], and it is more 

than likely that most of this traffic which you see held up here by the two sets of traffic 

lights at Saint Michael’s Road and North Lane, originated nowhere near the proposed 

trolleybus route. 

 After the end of the rush hour and the morning school-run [032] and for most of 

the day traffic flows freely. The authorities must recognise this, since they have placed 

speed cameras on Headingley Lane[033],
21

 not only down towards Hyde Park Corner, but 

also just before the beginning of the bottleneck at Brainbrigge Road. 

 To confirm what I thought about the importance of congestion caused by the 

school run, I also looked at TomTom reports during the February half-term. Thus, for 

instance[034],
22

 throughout the whole of the morning rush hour for Friday February 21
st
., 

I could find no problems on the A660, while traffic was generally lighter everywhere. 

 

The Evening Rush Hour [035]
23

 

 

 The main difficulties come with the afternoon school run and the evening rush 

hour, and the tail-back[036]
24

 down Headingley Lane, caused by the bottleneck between 

Brainbrigge Road and North Lane, but even there traffic is on the whole more frequently 

slowed down to a walking pace (light red on the TomTom)[037]
25

 rather than to a 

complete standstill (dark red). And it is not there all the time[038],
26

 even in the rush 

hour. In other words, it is an intermittent problem, and if you solve it, you may well draw 

in more traffic from the far more permanently congested parallel route which is the 

Burley Road[039].
27

 

 

Ambiguity over what constitutes the A660 (a radial corridor and/or local artery) 

[040]
28

 

 

                                                 
21

 Photographs of speed cameras on Headingley Lane. 
22

 TomTom report: February 21, 2014, 8.54 am. 
23

 TomTom report: January 31, 2014, 5.33 pm. 
24

 TomTom report: February 10, 2014, 5.18 pm. 
25

 TomTom report: February 10, 2014, 5.28 pm. 
26

 TomTom report: February 10, 2014, 5.22 pm. 
27

 TomTom report: February 10, 2014, 5.28 pm. 
28

 West Yorkshire Metropolitan Council, A660 Corridor (1983) (see my Statement of Case, p,6 (fn.20). 
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 We come here to what I see as one of NGT’s basic misconceptions of the A660 : 

to see above all as a simple radial corridor for commuters. Professor John Griffiths 

(OBJ/728) analyses the complexity of traffic movement on and around the A660, and 

shows just how false is NGT’s claim that 70% of the cars in the morning on Woodhouse 

Lane come from the Headingley area.
29

 For my part, I looked at TomTom reports for the 

moments of difficulty which arise there as on all roads, and what these revealed is the 

importance of lateral traffic, coming from side-roads. On a day when traffic congestion 

was dreadful everywhere[041],
30

 the morning of February 11, 2014, one sees traffic 

coming from the east on the ring road and struggling to get past West Park and Far 

Headingley, while traffic is queuing in Grove Road and Monkbridge Road so as to join 

the A660 at Shaw Lane. 

 It also shows slow traffic coming down Weetwood lane. If the junction here is 

blocked off as planned, it will further encourage the ‘rat-running’ we see here, with 

traffic making for the Meanwood Road via Moor Road and Monkbridge Road, almost 

following the Meanwood Valley bypass route planned in 1928.  

 This desire to block off side roads is a common much-criticised feature of road-

planning[042].
31

 Its effects can be disastrous, and it is based on a misconception. As the 

philosopher A.C. Grayling remarks, while referring to the work of those who study the 

use of urban space: 

 

 “Researchers draw inspiration for traffic management from physics too, 

specifically from flow dynamics. Various models […] have led to the belief that 

traffic behaves like sand poured through a maze: the more side routes, the more 

turbulent the flow, so a few main thoroughfares with closed access to side routes 

ensures a smooth flow. 

 These models are misleading: unlike poured sand, traffic is intelligent. 

Drivers encountering problems one day will seek alternative routes the next. 

Traffic is not a mass of particles trying to get from one side of a maze to the other, 

but is seeking a large number of different destinations at once.” 

 

                                                 
29

 See both his Statement of Case, pp.4-5 (para.2.2) and Updated Proof of Evidence, pp.11-12. 
30

 TomTom report: February 11, 2014: 8.51 am (see my Appendix p.12 (document 21). For the Meanwood 

Valley bypass route planned in 1928, see my Appendix – document 22. 
31

 A.C. Grayling, ‘Commentary: Would-be traffic herders beware’, New Scientist, Volume 197, Issue 2638, 

January 12, 2008, p.48 (see my Statement of Case, p.11 (fn.57). 
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 I also found a day and at time, when traffic was slowed down in both directions 

around Hyde Park Corner[043],
32

 which is an unusual occurrence in the morning. Note, 

how there is queuing traffic trying to join the A660 at the junction with Victoria Road. I 

shall want to discuss the lack of total segregation for the trolleybus later[044],
33

 but I just 

wonder for now what problems will arise from the fact that the outward dedicated 

trolleybus lane only begins after the junction with Victoria Road. As planned, it looks 

like a bit of a free for all, even with clever traffic lights. 

 The confusion due to the desire to see the A660 above all as a radial corridor, has 

been compounded by an ambiguity going back to the 1980s over exactly what is meant 

by the expression ‘A660 corridor’. This is seen very clearly in the 2008 Leeds Monitoring 

Report[045],
34

 where we have Corridor 1, simply including the A660, then the traffic 

flow figures for Woodhouse Lane, but also those for Moorland Road and Woodsley 

Road, which are the other side of Woodhouse Moor and down towards Burley Road and 

Kirkstall[046].
35

 There is no way of telling whether or not traffic on these roads joined 

the A660 at the junction with Clarendon Road. It would have been more useful to give 

traffic flow figures for the Otley Road and Headingley Lane. 

 

The dangers of a selective use of the Urban Dynamic Model 

(more to it than land use and transport) [047] 

 We come now to the rather special somewhat restricted use Leeds Metro makes of 

the Urban Dynamic Model[048]
36

 in partnership with Steer Davies Gleave, by stressing 

in their modelling 

 

 ‘the wider interactions between transport, employment, people and land use’.   

 

Yet, the inventor of the Urban Dynamic Model, Jay Wright Forrester[049]
37

 always 

stressed just how many different factors had to be taken into account before estimating 

the future success or not of a particular town. Transport and land use are only part of the 

                                                 
32

 TomTom report: February 6, 2014, 8.53 am.  
33

 Same TomTom report with part of NGT route map (for junction of Victoria Road and Headingley Lane) 
34

 Leeds Monitoring Report 2008.  See my Statement of Case, p.10 (fn.50). 
35

 Google Earth (showing roads well away from the A660). 
36 http://www.steerdaviesgleave.com/news-and-insights/urban-dynamic-model-demonstrates-widerimpacts-

transport. See my Statement of Case, p.38 (fn. 263). 
37

 Table from “Counterintuitive Behavior of Social Systems” by Jay W. Forrester (see My Statement of 

Case, p.38 (fn.266). 
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picture[050].
38

 As the French Canadian urban modelling experts[051],
39

 Marius Thériault 

and François Des Rosiers say: 

 

“Beyond the physical infrastructures and the people who live there, a city is also a  

social construct that is viewed through cognitive filters according to the quality of  

the environment it offers, its marginal utility and the lifestyle quality it provides 

for individuals and families who live, work and shop in it.” 

 

In other words: other factors such as the quality or price of housing, that of education 

(schools), or crime rates, or the general attractiveness of an area are just as important as 

transport, and this was clearly seen in the recent Sunday Times survey[052]
40

 on ‘The best 

places to live in Britain’, which put Skipton at the top of a list, and which also included 

Otley. 

 The inhabitants of Skipton[053] did mention the quality of their transport links, 

with a direct train to Leeds, and the availability of fine affordable housing, but also 

stressed their access to the ‘majestic Yorkshire Dales’ and referred to low insurance 

costs, ‘the thriving high street with its independent shops’, the outstanding success of the 

local schools.  

 As for Otley[054], there is no mention made there of transport, so obviously the 

Headingley bottleneck is not seen as a problem worth mentioning.  Its inhabitants do 

stress the cheapness of the terrace houses, but also its active festivals, its pubs and again 

the quality of the school. Indeed, supreme factors for choosing to live in the Dales, apart 

from the fine scenery, would seem to be the quality of the schools[055]
41

 and the low 

crime rates [056].
42

   

 Thus, if as NGT maintains, the trolleybus were to encourage the creation of new 

jobs, in all likelihood the majority of these would go to people living in the Dales and 

North Yorkshire not to those living near the proposed trolleybus route whose quality of 

life would be adversely affected.  

                                                 
38 An example of "The Attractiveness Principle" Applied to Urban Dynamics described in "Urban 

Dynamics -- The First Fifty Years." by Louis Alfeld, System Dynamics Review, Fall 1995. Experiences in 

Concord, MA, 1975), reproduced in the Forrester article above. 
39

 Marius Thériault and François Des Rosiers, Modeling Urban Dynamics (Wiley 2011), preface, p.xvii. 
40

 The Sunday Times, March 16, 2014 (Home, pp.2-3, 10-11). See my Appendix, p.7 (document 10). 
41

 The Wharfedale and Aireborough Observer, February 3, 2013. See my  Appendix, p.7 (document 12) 
42

 Crime statistics (Ilkley, Otley, LS6, LS16) See my Appendix p.7 (document 13). 
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 Already, unemployment figures in the Dales and North Yorkshire are far lower 

than in Leeds proper[057],
43

 where the lowest (at 2.4%) is that, unsurprisingly, for the 

area to be served by the northern part of the trolleybus line. This is well under half the 

level of the rates for the most deprived parts of the city. But even lower are the figures for 

Skipton (at 1.4%) and Harrogate (at 1.6%). In the latter town, for instance[058],
44

 over 

13% of the population have traditionally worked in Leeds, though we do not know how 

many of them commute by train. It is obviously important to think regionally, but I do 

think that there should be some give and take and that one should not try to serve the 

interests of those who apparently seem already to have it all, to the detriment of those of 

people living in Leeds. Inevitably, Harrogate[059] is also on The Sunday Times ‘Best 

places to live in Britain’ list. 

 

Headingley Lane and other local roads (uncontrolled park-and-ride; road widening 

in a conservation area; the lack of true segregation for the trolleybus) [060] 

 

 I now want to discuss problems affecting Headingley Lane and other local roads. 

In my Statement of Case, I described how my attempt to get a residents’-only-parking 

scheme in 1999 had been brushed aside by the then chief highways engineer, with a false 

statement as to the width of my road[061].
45

 I also expressed my doubts over the possible 

success of the proposed park-and-ride sites at Bodington and Stourton[062],
46

 since there 

were over 18,800 parking spaces available in the centre of town.
47

 As the cost of town-

centre parking rises, and with the spread of double-yellow lines, notably around 

Woodhouse Street and the Moor, and with the introduction of residents’ only parking 

schemes, notably in the top half of Cliff Road and Beckett Park, so there has been a 

knock-on effect and an increase in uncontrolled park-and-ride in other streets throughout 

the area, as you can easily see by comparing a certain number of these streets on 

                                                 
43

 The Guardian datablog: unemployment: the key UK data (April 2013). See my Appendix, p. 7 (document 

9). 
44

 City Relationships: Economic Linkages in Northern city regions: Leeds City Region (2009), pp.4-5 See 

Appendix, p.8 (document 15). 
45

 Letter to me from the chief Highways Engineeer of May 11, 1999 (see my Statement of Case, p.16 

(fn.90). 
46

 http://www.leeds.goc.uk/residents/Pages/Parking in Leeds. aspx. See my Statement of Case, pp.16-17. 
47

 The A660 Joint Council puts the figure at 20,000 (see OBJ/1644: Proof of evidence and appendices 1-3, 

p.54). My figure was that given by Councillor Lewis (see My Statement of Case, p.17 (fn.93; and also 

‘Coach park set up to cope with demand for new concert arena,. The Yorkshire Evening Post, May 21, 

2013).  
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weekdays and at weekends[063, 064, 065].
48

 It is obviously cheaper for these commuting 

motorists to park here than it would be at Bodington, if they then want to take a bus or 

simply walk to town. Most of them are obviously not deterred by the thought of the 

Headingley bottleneck. I noted that the residents of Hyde Park and Woodhouse have also 

called in vain for the widespread introduction of parking permits in order to stop their 

streets being used ‘as an unofficial car park for commuters to the universities and Leeds 

city centre’ (see the South Headingley Community Association (OBJ/1461) – Proof of 

Evidence, para.2.1). 

 It is common currency among local politicians to blame the last socialist 

government for the failure to get sufficient funding for Supertram, but the situation is not 

as clear-cut as they would have us believe. Initially, it was proposed[066]
49

 to fund the 

scheme in part through the introduction of congestion charging, and the obligation to 

implement such a scheme was only abandoned by the government when faced with 

general opposition both in Leeds and elsewhere, something that was regretted [067]
50

 by 

the then chairman of the commission for integrated transport, professor David Begg. Yet, 

without congestion charging[068],
51

 there is a crying need for a far greater use of 

residents’ only parking schemes – which should be paid for out of local taxes and not by 

the residents who do not cause the problem – plus a general use of time-limited daytime 

parking. People obviously need to be able to park for an hour or two, or even more, when 

they have business in the area, but they should not have the right to clog up our streets all 

day and disappear into town, and contribute to rush hour congestion in Headingley. 

 Plans to widen Headingley Lane[069]
52

 were first discussed long before the last 

war, when it was planned to widen it from Hyde Park Corner, up as far as Grosvenor 

Road, but no further. Various schemes threatened more general widening after the war, 

especially when the town went motorway mad and wanted a Headingley expressway, the 

worst of which [070]
53

 even envisaged a Chiswick-style flyover and embankments. Some 

widening is obviously necessary, but it is imperative not to widen the road to the extent 

                                                 
48
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49

 The Yorkshire Evening Post, March 8, 2010; Peter Bonsall and David Milne, ‘Urban Road User Charging 
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50
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51
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52
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that it radically alters the character of what is after all a conservation area, and which has 

been placed on the English Heritage at risk register[071].
54

 

 When the West Yorkshire Transport authority carried out a general survey in 

1977, it came to the conclusion that there was no real need to widen Headingley lane after 

all [072]:
55

 

 

“The widening of Headingley Lane and Hyde Park Corner proposed in Phase II 

has been shown to be unnecessary; the additional capacity required at Hyde Park 

Corner could be provided by a lower cost scheme not involving the demolition of 

any property.” 

 

What they envisaged was traffic management as follows[073]: 

 

i) tidal flow working with bus lanes on Headingley Lane; 

ii) controlled use of secondary routes such as Victoria Road and Cardigan Road in 

the peak periods;  

iii) metering of traffic into Headingley Lane outbound at Hyde Park Corner, with 

bus lanes provided on Woodhouse Lane up to the junction. 

 

None of this seems to have been tried out, and, indeed, when you look at Victoria 

Road[074],
56

 you can see that the presence of motorists is hardly encouraged with 

chicanes that force even buses to slalom their way up and down the road. 

 Also in 1977, the West Yorkshire Transport Authority explored the possibility of 

reintroducing a tram on various routes in Leeds, and came to see that the most 

problematic route was in fact that going up Headingley Lane [075]:
57

 

 

“However, improvement to an undivided four-lane standard would still not 

provide space for segregating LRT” 

 

                                                 
54

 The English Heritage at Risk Register. See my Statement of Case, p.31 (fn. 216) 
55

 West Yorkshire Transportation Studies - Recommended policies and plan (WYTCONSULT, 1977), III, 

202-3, 208 (see page 202). See my Appendix (document 26). 
56

 My photographs of Victoria road showing the chicanes. 
57

 WYT, Light rail transit for Leeds - an initial appraisal (1977), pp.56-58, 66-68. See my Statement of 

Case, p.8 (fn.34). 
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And I must say that when they planned Supertram, I did wonder how they thought there 

would be room for the tram and ordinary traffic, but the irony is that the Supertram 

scheme would have been less damaging to Headingley Lane than the current trolleybus 

scheme. It intended only to acquire [076]
58

 some 25 square metres from the Girls’ High 

School, solely for wall realignment. NGT [077]
59

 has called for over 2,000 square metres 

from the trustees of the school. This[078]
60

 would now involve demolition as well as wall 

realignment, including the partial demolition of what they refer to as a ‘derelict former 

stable block,’ though it was in fact the coach house of Morley House – which is not quite 

the same thing – and as for ‘derelict’, it still has its roof on as have most of the other old 

school buildings. The photographs of it in the documentation put out by NGT[079]
61

 

(NGT: A-10.14) hardly do it justice. I think it is more attractive[080]
62

 than those 

photographs would suggest. Local historians had repeatedly insisted that Morley House 

was built after the neighbouring Rose Court, but I have managed to prove through 

reference to contemporary material (commercial directories and newspapers) and the 

1841 census, that it was in fact older, I reckon by at least five years, and this coach house 

could thus well be the oldest surviving building on the south side of Headingley Lane. It 

is not a listed building, but it certainly adds to the character of a conservation area. 

 When Supertram was planned, the Civic Trust[081]
63

 expressed its overall support 

for the scheme, but expressed concern over the walls and the trees in Headingley Lane. 

Among the reasons for founding this organization was the desire to protect Headingley 

against the road planners, and it still states[082]
64

 as its main aim: 

 

‘to stimulate public interest in and care for the beauty, history and character of the 

City and locality.’ 

 

                                                 
58
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1), 
59

 NGT: Statement of Case, paragraph 14.33. 
60
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61
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Yet, it has been prepared[083]
65

 to accept with equanimity the environmental damage that 

would be caused by this scheme, not just on Headingley Lane, but in conservation areas 

all along the route, for the sake of the property development planned for south of the 

river. To many this seems incomprehensible and a betrayal of what the organisation is 

supposed to stand for. In 1973, it even sponsored a tram scheme[084]
66

 which would 

have involved tunnelling to avoid any damage to the A660. 

 Again in 1977, the West Yorkshire Transport authority[085]
67

 showed more 

respect for the area in suggesting the possibility of cut-and-cover underpasses: 

 

“If LRT were to be provided in this corridor without new highway construction, 

cut-and-cover underpasses would appear necessary at Headingley and possibly 

Hyde Park Corner.” 

 

 This is a common feature in properly-funded French tram systems, which also 

manage to avoid[086]
68

 mixing with other traffic in roads of the width of Headingley 

Lane, and here we come to the problems caused by a lack of true segregation[087].
69

 For 

much of Headingley Lane, there is a dedicated trolleybus lane outbound (shared with 

cyclists – poor things!), whereas inbound there is a cycle lane, but a shared lane for all 

other traffic. In my book, this is a recipe for disaster. 

 An example of what happens when you do not provide proper segregation for a 

rapid transit system has been seen recently in Paris with ‘le tramway des maréchaux’, the 

tram system designed to run on the outer boulevards surrounding the French 

capital[088]:
70

 

 

“It did not attract new [passengers] beyond those already on the bus and subway 

systems. 

                                                 
65

 Leeds Civic Triust: Press reslease, June 27, 2013 See my Statement of Case p.34 (fn.240). 
66
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Statement of Case p.7 (fn.26). 
67
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68
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69
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70
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 The closure of traffic lanes caused traffic to shift from the boulevards to 

the motorway, increasing congestion on the motorway.” 

 

Inevitably, it has led to the loss of many bus services, meaning that many Parisians living 

in suburbs not served by the new tram line have been seriously inconvenienced. 

 All this underscores the points made by Peter Bonsall, Emeritus Professor of 

Transport Planning at the University of Leeds, in his reply to praise of the scheme by the 

director of the Civic Trust [089]:
71

  

 

- separate stops for the trolleybuses means that users will have to choose between 

the two systems and, whichever one they choose, the frequency will be about half; 

- and with fewer stops, they will have to walk further to their stop (because there 

are fewer of them) and are likely to have to stand (because there will be far fewer 

seats); 

- it in no way justifies the loss of environmental amenity inherent in the proposed 

scheme; 

- the introduction of a trolleybus system to run in parallel with the buses is a step 

away from the truly integrated public transport system which we need. 

 

Despite this, NGT still clings to the would-be ambiguity introduced by some planners 

into the expression ‘integrated transport’, which nevertheless can clearly only mean 

[090]:
72

 

 

“The integration of transport modes in order to provide easier interchange 

between modes of transport and therefore make it easier for the passenger” 

 

To try and give it some other meaning is in my view to indulge in sophistry. 

 There are also particular additional reasons for fearing congestion on this part of 

the route. For a start, most of the side-roads[091]
73

 on the north-side of Headingley Lane 

are culs-de-sac (or impasses), with no other access, and in Cumberland Road, for 

                                                 
71

 The Yorkshire Evening Post, July 4, 2013. See my Statement of Case, p.14 (fn.77) 
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instance[092],
74

 the hall of residence, Devonshire Hall, and the student flats generate a 

great deal of traffic: student cars, taxis, maintenance and delivery vans. In addition, there 

are frequent functions, which draw in further traffic to clog up our road just a bit more.  

All these vehicles would be turning on and off the shared lane, or trying to cross it. 

 Then, we come to the beginning of the proposed by-pass on Headingley Hill 

[093]
75

 where there would be get another inevitable cause of hold-up, with the trolleybus 

causing other traffic to come to halt as it turns on and off Headingley Lane. Moreover, 

this is further out than Buckingham Road, so among the cars held up will be those of the 

many parents on the school run to and from Rose Court school. On the increased 

pollution that would be caused here and elsewhere on the route by the presence of the 

trolleybus, may I refer you to the Statement of Case by Gordon Andrews (OBJ/1637), 

Professor of Combustion Engineering at the University of Leeds, and thus particularly 

well-placed to comment on this question? 

 Moreover, despite the oft-repeated claims that NGT is a ‘congestion busting’ 

scheme, it has been implicitly admitted that it will in fact make the situation worse, by 

pointing to the extra revenue to be gained from traffic jams[094]:
76

 

 

“Indirect tax revenues: Reduced tax receipts from increased spending on untaxed 

public transport receipts largely offset by increased receipts from duty resulting 

from additional fuel consumption from additional congestion/increased highway 

trip lengths.” 

 

The bypass and land use (infill) [095]
77

 

 

 The whole of Headingley has suffered from planning blight, ever since the first 

bypass scheme was mooted in June 1937. Ever since, despite clear well-argued 

opposition, with meetings of up to 600 angry residents, successive councils – both 

Conservative and Labour – have listened more to traffic planners than to those who 

elected them. It is another monument to the inability to escape from an obsession with 

speed and time, in which one becomes oblivious of what really contributes to the quality 
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of life. The sentiment of what has always been the feeling of the vast majority of the 

inhabitants of Headingley was summed up in 1983[096]
78

 in a pamphlet produced by the 

Victorian Society with the help of the Civic Trust:  

 

“In our view, the time has come to end the blight by deciding that the speed at 

which traffic moves is a less important matter than the quality of life for a 

considerable proportion of the people of Leeds. Leeds is no longer the “Motorway 

City of the 70s” and its future lies in conserving its heritage of pleasant streets and 

fine buildings.” 

 

Others will talk about the harm to be done to “pleasant streets and fine buildings” in Shire 

Oak Road, Wood Lane and Alma Road, but here I simply want to stress the loss of open 

space. Having attended various events at St Columba’s church over the years, to quote its 

Statement of Case (OBJ/320, para. D.2), I can well appreciate how greatly the 

congregation and others value the present calm ‘outlook across parkland with some 

mature trees’, without the distraction of passing trolleybuses in the middle of a sermon. 

 NGT[097]
79

 has made much of the creation of a new “pocket park”, in “an urban 

area where there is currently a deficit of such open space”.  This is a patch of 

greenery[098],
80

 south-east of St Columba’s church and between the trolleybus and 

Headingley Lane. 

 Since the area is so lacking in such open space, I do wonder how many people 

looking at the maps of the route alone at various consultations drop-ins mistakenly 

thought that at least there would be access to more open space on the other side of the 

trolleybus line. 

 Inevitably, a considerable amount of speculative interest has been aroused by 

various schemes, with land changing hands all around this area, as property developers 

have moved in. There is nothing new here, and it did not need a trolleybus for this to 

happen. Already from the 1960s to the 1980s[099]
81

 local free masons and local 

politicians already sought to take advantage of council plans for the bypass through the 

Shire Oak Property Company Ltd.  I am not suggesting that such dishonesty is being 
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repeated, but the earlier experience does reinforce the feeling that much was not properly 

stressed during the consultation exercise. 

 In paragraph 2.3 of his proof of evidence for Headingley Land Developments Ltd 

of Horsforth and Kirkstall, Mr Stuart Natkus tells us that in 1990 – before Supertram was 

even on the horizon – the developers obtained permission for the “laying out of access 

and erection of 57 dwellings”; and that “the route of NGT as currently proposed would 

prevent the extant planning permission being developed as approved.” 

 In NGT’s Statement of Case there is only a very oblique reference to what is now 

planned for the other side of the trolley bus line, beyond the red dotted line[100]:
82

 ‘The 

Promoters are negotiating with Headingley Land Developments for the acquisition and 

the land and the providing of access to the owner’s retained land to facilitate 

development.’ It is not clear as to who is to pay for the access. 

 It was only at a drop-in session at Hinsley Hall on February 24, 2014 that 

residents discovered what was envisaged [101]
83

: ‘yuppie’ flats, made up of three three-

storey blocks of 9 units each, and two four-storey blocks of 12 units each. To get a rough 

idea of what they might look like, see the gated property that the same company, 

Chartford Homes[102],
84

 recently erected in Shire Oak Road. This is precisely the kind of 

housing we do not want. As a report for the Rowntree foundation pointed out in 2010: 

 

“Regular surveys of new apartment block residents in Leeds suggest that the 

young single and couple residents, both renters and owners, view their time in the 

city as temporary and their departure is triggered by the arrival of children and 

marriage where they would then look for more living space, green spaces and a 

house. These were therefore transient communities without families or older 

people” 

 

In other words, while their occupants wait to move to the Dales, these flats do nothing for 

the future of the area in which they are implanted. 

 The same company has already been at the centre of controversy in our 

neighbourhood, through its plan[103]
85

 to build on the former playing fields of the Girls’ 
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High School. Almost as much as the trolleybus, the current spate of building on every 

open green space available and not on brown-field sites is causing immense irritation 

throughout Leeds[104],
86

  with many feeling that not only is Leeds building the wrong 

type of housing in the wrong place, but that the Core Development Strategy is based on 

faulty forecast figures for expected growth and has seriously exaggerated the need for 

new housing in and around the city, based as it on figures for expected growth, which, as 

even the deputy leader of the council admits, need to be looked at with a certain amount 

of ‘scepticism’.
87

 

 In any case, in a area which – because of the effects of rampant uncontrolled 

student landlordism in the 1990s – needs more renovation of existent property than new 

buildings, what building there is hardly qualifies as regeneration. And as far as inner 

Headingley is concerned[105],
88

 as NGT admits, it has been recognised that “the area is 

deficient in public green space and is designated a priority area for improving green 

space provision.”  It is to insult our intelligence to suggest that we should be grateful for 

the little bit of land left over, after NGT and the property developers have taken the lion’s 

share. Placed where it is, this little enclave of greenery would seem an ideal refuge for 

drunks, who would not take their rubbish home. 

 

The damage caused by a second-rate system and its funding [106] 

 

 In my Statement of Case I examine at some length NGT’s valiant attempt to make 

people believe that a trolleybus represents the ‘cutting edge of technology’, fully aware 

that it had only been adopted as a second-best alternative to Supertram. Many of the 

features NGT attribute to it, could just as easily be found on a bus, and yet it would cause 

more environmental damage than a bus, with notably the need to cut down mature trees 

because of its wires. Here, I simply want to stress two points[107]: 

 

- Comparisons with long-established systems are largely irrelevant; 

- Far more systems have closed than new ones created 
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I also think one should remember why trolleybuses were got rid of in the past. To quote 

from the statement issued by London Transport in 1962 [108]:
89

 

 

“They have never inspired the firm but inexplicable affection that the tram 

inspired; and in today’s traffic conditions they have carried their obsolescence for 

all to see in the twin boom linking them to a fixed but vulnerable route. For the 

trolleybus cannot vary its route to avoid congestion; it cannot be diverted to 

counter the effect of large-scale road works; it cannot cooperate in experimental 

one-way traffic schemes; it can seldom afford the luxury of a new destination; if 

its power supply fails the entire fleet is immobilized.” 

 

Defenders of the trolleybus will tell you that modern trolleybuses have auxiliary motors 

to get them out of difficulty, but that is of little comfort for the system as a whole when 

the electricity supply fails or a wire breaks[109],
90

 which happens more often than some 

would like you to believe, either because of high wind as in Antwerp last October, or 

simply because of wear and tear as in Geneva last November. Over the last year the wires 

have also failed in Neuchâtel and La Chaux de Fonds. Incidentally, the new Edinburgh 

tram was twice the victim of power failures this last July.
91

 Then there is the question of 

damp frost, which means that special teams have to go out to stop the wires from icing 

over. The wires cost quite a lot to maintain, and it is one of the reasons why Edmonton 

abandoned trolleybuses in 2009, and why Wellington wants to do the same now[110]
92

. 

Indeed, the recent report drawn up for Wellington by Price Waterhouse Cooper shows 

that all the disadvantages of trolleybuses pointed to by London Transport in 1962 still 

stand [111]:
93

 

 

“Trolleys require significant investment in overhead network infrastructure. 
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- Overhead wiring networks means that bus routes are limited to existing 

infrastructure and are difficult to revise (in the absence of investment in network 

extensions or changes). Any extension to the network requires significant capital 

investment. 

- The power supply system can become overloaded if too many trolleys are 

drawing electricity from the network at the same time, stalling the movement of 

the trolleys. 

- Overhead wiring limits the ability to introduce taller vehicles (e.g. double-

deckers). 

- Overhead wiring contributes to visual pollution. 

- Overhead wiring poses potential risks to pedestrians if the lines become 

damaged or fall. 

- Trolleys have limited ability to pass other trolley buses that are running off the 

same line. This slows traffic, particularly at stops and if buses de-pole. 

- The low noise output of trolleys can result in crashes with pedestrians. […] 

- Deployment The main examples of trolley bus use are in Eastern European 

countries, Asia and Northern America. Trolley bus use is falling internationally.” 

 

 On the question of cost, the scheme is also extremely expensive for what is 

proposed, and the change in the way it was proposed to fund it seems to have slipped 

under the net. As it stands[111], out of the total cost of £250.6 million, £173.5m would 

come from central government, 77.1m, that is 30.66% from Leeds, with no real guarantee 

against future inflation, or the possible shortfall should the running of the scheme turn out 

to be a financial failure. This is not what was originally planned[112]:
94

 

 

“Independent advisers have calculated it would deliver a Benefit/Cost Ratio 

which meets the requirements of the Department of Transport (Dft), which would 

expect to fund the scheme from its Regional Funding Allocations with a 10% 

local contribution.” 
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As one can see in the answer from the then head of metro to a dubious member of the 

public[113],
95

 this was still the case at the time of the initial consultations with the public 

in 2008 and 2009, when a branch out to St. James hospital was also still planned: 

 

“As Mr Smith was correctly told, the Government would fund 90 per cent of the 

proposed trolleybus scheme and this has already been earmarked through 

Regional Funding Allocations” 

 

It is thus disingenuous for NGT to quote the results of any survey carried out at that time 

to bolster their case now. And yet, we find Mr Haskins saying in paragraphs 6.13 and 

6.14 of his proof of evidence that since in his view ‘nothing had substantially changed’, it 

was not necessary to consult on the principles of the scheme in 2012 and 2013, even 

though we have learned during the course of the present inquiry that the public had never 

actually expressed any preference for a trolleybus. 

 I should also point out that contrary to what NGT would have you believe, rapid 

transit systems are rarely great money-spinners. In 2012-2013[114]
96

 one should note that 

the trams in both Nottingham and Sheffield were run at a loss. The figures for 2013-2014, 

published last June, show that this is still the case, and by looking at the figures published 

annually since 2009, it is clear to see that outside London only Blackpool, with its old 

tram system, and Manchester, run entirely on old railway lines or exclusively otherwise 

in regeneration areas, have consistently been financially successful.
97

  It is interesting to 

note in this context that in France – a country well-known for its love of new tram 

systems[115]
98

 –, the latter have now become an electoral liability: seen for what they too 

often are: unduly expensive prestige toys. 

 

The more reasonable attitude of Birmingham [116] 

 

 NGT has consistently refused to consider the use of buses using alternative forms 

of green energy such as electric batteries or hydrogen fuel cells, arguing expense and 

saying that the technology is untried. Yet, progress is coming on apace and the situation 
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is no longer as in 2008. London[117],
99

 for instance, is investing in both systems and 

Paris intends to be using nothing but electric buses in ten years time. Indeed, a recent 

leading article in The Times[118],
100

 quoting the Chinese example, accused London of 

not going far enough: 

 

“The technology exists to replace heavy duty, heavily polluting diesel engines 

with all-electric and hybrid propulsion systems, and other countries are seizing it. 

[…] Last week an order for 1,200 all-electric buses was placed by a single 

Chinese city. The scale of the response in China is partly a result of its acute 

emergency, fuelled by a reliance on low-quality coal for power generation that is 

forcing millions to wear masks outdoors and keep children indoors. However, 

China's rush to electric buses reflects an awareness of what can be achieved by 

focusing on transport fleets whose movements are predictable.” 

 

It is a matter of political will, and even if the technology – as NGT suggests – is not yet 

perfect, it could well be by the time the Leeds trolleybus would be up and running. 

 It would be tragic to tie the city to a potentially outmoded form of transport at this 

juncture. I prefer the prudent attitude of Birmingham as outlined last November in the 

Birmingham mobility action plan or BMAP[119],
101

 which wants to leave the door open 

to change: 

 

 “Although various technologies can be considered BMAP believes that 

some form of wireless induction charging and the use of electric vehicles would 

be a highly innovative target for future […] 

 In the meantime BMAP recommends that Sprint and CityLink services 

should be operated initially using low emission technology, such as hybrid diesel-

electric power or CNG fuel; with a view to moving to inductive battery powered 

vehicles at the earliest practical point.” 
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 Finally, I would just like to stress how unpopular this scheme is in Leeds. It has 

strengthened a feeling – justified or not – but quite common among citizens, that the town 

is not being run in their interests, a feeling given succinct expression in 2007 by two 

urban geographers from the University of Leeds who wrote, when describing the urban 

renewal in which the trolleybus scheme is supposed to play a part [120]:
102

 

 

“We can see exactly what kind of democracy we get in the ‘skyscraper city’ by 

the bogus ‘consultations’ that accompany these regeneration schemes. The loss of 

public assets and public space to an increasingly corporate-owned city only 

increases the power of big business and decreases the autonomy of people to build 

their own futures. Meanwhile, few councillors are prepared to make a stand on 

issues of local accountability. Fewer still understand the importance of their role 

in maintaining local democracy against the class of ambitious ‘super-councillors’ 

and highly paid, unaccountable officers eager to build their own career and 

empires by cosying up to big business.” 

 

Whatever the truth or not of this statement – which is far from being the first or the last of 

its kind – big business does seem to have had more access to the corridors of power than 

we have and has certainly played a dominant role in promoting this scheme in the face of 

widespread local sentiment. To counter the quote, it is comforting to see 

opposition[121]
103

 from all the political parties, at least at a local level. 
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 Mosaic of comments on the trolleybus in literature from all local parties. 


