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Christopher Todd – Statement of Case 

 

(DFT Ref :TWA/13/APP/04/OBJ/171) 

 

Appendix: proof of evidence / rebuttal 

 

Comments on a number of claims made in NGT’s Statement of Case 

 

Summary overview: 

 As the document itself makes abundantly clear, rapid transit systems are best 

suited for regeneration areas (if not on old railway lines), and surprisingly, several parts 

of Leeds due for radical urban renewal, and which tend to include the most deprived 

areas of the city, are not catered for in the present scheme. The adoption of the A660 

route with its conservation areas is purely the result of inertia. NGT took the lazy way out 

and adapted for the trolleybus plans already drawn up for the Supertram, even though 

circumstances had changed, and the two schemes are quite unlike each other in many 

major features. Quite frequently, NGT tries to ‘fudge’, by lumping together in one 

sentence things that are quite distinct from one another. None of its documentation should 

be taken at face value, as it is quite often inaccurate or out of date, incomplete and 

reductive, or even sometimes irrelevant. 

 The bottleneck in Headingley is a problem (but usually only in the afternoon and 

early evening and even then not all the time), and quite clearly it is the only real serious 

persistent problem on a route which carries far less traffic than do the other radial 

‘corridors’ in Leeds, and which also plays an important role in serving local traffic and 

traffic moving laterally and not going past Bodington or making for the city centre. There 

are cheaper, less disruptive, more suitable ways of helping to solve this problem. If they 

make this route too attractive to motorists, the result could well draw in further traffic 

from a parallel route, the forever-congested Burley Road. 

 There is a fair amount of repetition here, and, interestingly, a number of doubtful 

claims made previously no longer appear. We simply go through the NGT document, 

following its chapter divisions and paragraph numbering.
1
  Using TomTom reports, we 

thus examine NGT’s over-simplified view of congestion and of the nature of traffic on 

the A660; its over-insistence on transport as the defining factor in deciding where people 

want to live as shown notably in a recent survey published in The Sunday Times; the need 

for better regional trains rather than a trolleybus, the damage the latter would inflict on 

ordinary bus services together with the lack of a truly integrated transport system; how 
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much more destructive is this present scheme when compared to that for the tram; trying 

to hide its real purpose as a road-widening scheme; the vagueness as to the number of 

standing passengers; the failure to look properly at alternative technologies; property 

developers and the bypass, etc. 

 

COMMENTS 

 

2. PROMOTING AUTHORITIES AND THE APPLICATION 

 

The Legislative Context 

 

2.11: ‘TWA Orders expressly contemplate trolley vehicle schemes and in many 

respects the TWA Order will be similar to those Orders already granted for light 

rail (tram) schemes in various parts of the country.’ But they are different beasts and 

there are significant differences between the case made out for the Leeds Supertram and 

for the Leeds Trolleybus. For a start the trolleybus calls for more road-widening and thus 

much more demolition than did the tram.
2
 

 

3. THE NEED FOR THE SCHEME 

 

Summary 

 

3.1: Talks about a growth in transport and hence the increase in congestion: ‘Road 

congestion is already a problem and without intervention, it will worsen, bus 

journey times will be extended and they will become even less punctual. On-train 

and on-bus crowding will increase’ The implication being, of course, that the 

trolleybus will reduce congestion, which, as they have admitted elsewhere,
3
 it will clearly 

not.  

 They overstate inevitably the role of congestion as ‘a barrier to the city meeting 

its full economic potential.’ This way of thinking is dated and reductive. Many modern 

transport experts distinguish between different types of congestion, between good and 

bad congestion, that is between that caused by local traffic which is simply the sign of a 

flourishing city, and that due to long-distance commuting which is harmful
4
. In other 

words, rather than concentrating on making life easier for people commuting from the 

                                                 
2
 Compare the schedule for land acquisition for the trolleybus with that for the Leeds Supertram published 

in the London Gazette of Tuesday, 29 October 2002 (our Appendix – Document 1) and NGT: D-6-1 Leeds 

Supertram (Extension) Order 1996 - LBC and CAC Matters, pp.4-5. 
3
 See NGT document: Appendix16NGTMarch2012ASTv2. 

4
 See Appendix-document 2 - Lateral thinking on congestion (various articles). 
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Dales, the emphasis should be on finding ways to encourage them to do the sensible thing 

and live nearer where they work. Leeds is not like London, where no one can afford to 

live near the centre. 

 

3.2: You cannot say of the area around the A660 that it has ‘relatively poor connectivity 

with the employment opportunities and other services that are located in and 

around the city centre.’ Currently, it is probably the area with the best bus services in 

Leeds. There are pockets of ‘economic and social deprivation’ in North Leeds, but it is 

difficult to see how a trolleybus would help there. 

 NGT talks about regeneration: ‘The city has areas that have been earmarked 

for regeneration where public transport connectively is currently a barrier to them 

meeting their full potential.’ It is certainly true that rapid transit systems can prove their 

worth in regenerated areas (as seen in Manchester), but again this does not apply to the 

A660 where there are no old factory sites waiting to be redeveloped. Remember that 

helping regenerated areas was almost a central argument in selling the Leeds Supertram.
5
 

The argument seems to have become blurred, when the Headingley line was added to the 

original scheme. 

 

3.3: ‘Hydrocarbon-based fuels emit greenhouse gases and contribute to poor air 

quality in Leeds. […] Electrically powered public transport will allow Leeds to take 

full advantage as future electricity generation switches to renewable sources of 

fuel.’ But ‘electrically powered public transport’ does not have to be based on 

trolleybuses. As we can see time and again, the whole trolleybus scheme is based on what 

was happening in 2008. NGT are more than five years out of date in their thinking, 

especially when it comes to discussing developments in the field of renewable energy. 

 

3.4: Among the aims: ‘To support the realisation of a more environmentally 

sustainable city’. It is hardly respecting the environment if, in order to install a scheme, 

one has to damage conservation areas and other valued feature of an existent urban 

landscape. 

 

3.5: Note that the main features of the West Yorkshire Local Transport Plan again date 

from 2008. 

 

3.6: Says ‘There is no prospect of significant road capacity enhancement to ease 

congestion on radial routes as this is unaffordable and unacceptable in terms of 

environmental impacts.’ I should hope not! Talks about ‘Greater capacity public 

                                                 
5
 See my Statement of Case, p.37 (footnote 257). 
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transport which can accommodate a growth in demand’ Does that mean more people 

standing on the equivalent of bendy buses? Note the aim to be attractive ‘to travellers 

who will otherwise travel by car’ But the greatest number of travellers on the urban 

stretch of the A660 actually use buses (as long as one is honest enough to mean the A660 

proper, and not Kirkstall and Meanwood as well, as Leeds transport planners have often 

tended to, when it suited them).
6
 And of all the major corridors into Leeds, the A660 has 

always been the one with by far the lowest number of cars on it. Improvements in journey 

times and punctuality can be achieved without a trolleybus. One can hardly talk about 

improved quality ‘at stops’ if these are to be placed much further apart. None of this is 

particularly democratic, if one thinks that to respect democracy here, on should respect 

the interests of the majority of people using this route. 

 

3.7: Reiterates the point about getting people out their cars then sees scheme as part of ‘a 

sustainable pattern of land-use development and economic regeneration focused 

on Leeds city centre,’ and as enhancing ‘connectivity between areas of deprivation 

and areas of opportunity.’ Neither of these statements has any bearing on the A660. 

 

3.8: Again reference to 2009 document based largely on research done in 2008, when the 

situation along the A660 corridor was different. Note also : ‘It identifies that the A660 

Otley Road and A61/M621 corridors are suitable and appropriate for a rapid 

transit intervention (as is the A64 corridor and potentially, the Aire Valley).’  As far 

as the A660 is concerned this flies in the face of what experts have said as far back as 

1977. Remember that the Aire Valley was one of the areas identified in the Supertram 

Scheme as one that would benefit from the introduction of a rapid transit system. The 

A64 would present relatively few difficulties, the road having already been widened 

(when Supertram was planned, the East route met with hardly any opposition and it is 

where the tram was first planned in 1988). This coalescing into one sentence of four 

different routes, all of which present very different situations, is, in my view, misleading. 

 

3.9: Insists that the findings of the 2009 report are still valid today: ‘This review 

concluded that there has not been a material change in socio-economic or 

transport circumstances that warrants the findings of the earlier work being 

revisited.’ They saw what they wanted to see. What about the closing of Bodington Hall 

and the general evolution in the way students are housed (to living within walking 

distance of their campus or to purpose built-flats which are not on the A660 (and this 

tendency is set to continue).
7
 

                                                 
6
 See my Statement of Case, p.10. 

7
 See my Statement of Case, pp.9-10. 
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3.10: How you can talk about one line of trolleybus as being of good value for money, 

when compared to tram schemes elsewhere? And it is not part of an ‘integrated’ system, 

whatever they say.
8
 

 

3.11: ‘The NGT scheme has been developed to fulfil the role of a rapid transit 

solution for the A660 Otley Road and A61/M621 corridors’ Why this choice of what 

was already the most contentious part of the Supertram scheme. Talks about its desire to  

‘Increase public transport capacity’ i.e. with the equivalent bendy-buses, with many 

standing passengers. Double-deckers are really the only suitable buses for the A660 (see 

problems caused by running a bendy-bus on the no.1 route (needs longer stopping bays, 

and snarls up the traffic as it turns left). The ‘significantly better’ times have been 

calculated by comparison with buses services as they are (without the many possible 

improvements for which you do not need a trolleybus (smart ticketing, etc.) This is again 

disingenuous. Obvious punctuality would be better with a segregated lane, but this again 

could be for an ordinary buses (with express and stopping services). There is a major 

problem for true segregation in Headingley Lane. Again what is meant by ‘better 

quality’ (not by damaging ordinary bus services (and, as we have said, bus passengers are 

more numerous than car drivers on this route) or by forcing people to walk further to 

stops). Here NGT is talking nonsense. And to which ‘exemplar rapid transit systems 

elsewhere in Europe’ do they think they will be able to be compared. If they mean in 

towns such as Lyon or Budapest where there is truly integrated transport, they are again 

being disingenuous. 

 

3.12: They talk about an ‘attractive alternative to travel by car’. This is somewhat 

naïve, I cannot see a driver getting out of the comfort of his or her car in cold weather and 

then having to stand on a trolleybus, unless it is impossible for him or her to park in town 

or in a side-street, and with the way through Headingley experiencing permanent grid-

lock. One of the major failings of the council over many years has been to curb 

satisfactorily uncontrolled park-and-ride in our streets, through a much greater use of 

residents’ only parking schemes, plus a general imposition of a two-hour time limit to all 

other parking in the area.
9
 None of the commuting motorists who clog up our streets 

seems to be put off by the thought of having to confront the Headingley bottleneck. 

                                                 
8
 See my Statement of Case, p.14. 

9
 See my Statement of Case, p.16 (footnote 90). For examples of problems caused by park-and-ride along 

or near the A660, see Appendix – Document 3 – Uncontrolled Park-and-Ride(Comparing weekdays and 

weekends) and Appendix – Document 4 – Parking – competition between commuters and students. For 

details of the additional problems caused by Devonshire hall, see Appendix – Document 5 – Devonshire 

Hall Parking, Cumberland Road. 
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Population 

 

3.14: Going round in circles here. Talks about the continuing exceptional above average 

growth of population in Leeds with a forecast for an increase of 11.8%, ‘higher than the 

7.0% population increase forecast for Yorkshire and the forecast increase in 

English population of 8.6%’ and how this will put ‘increased demands on the city’s 

transport network’ and that ‘without intervention there will be increased road 

congestion, slower and more unpunctual public transport journeys and increased 

levels of crowding on buses and trains, especially in peak periods.’ 

 Raw figures for population increase do not tell us much on their own: how much 

of it is due to international migration, to the numbers of students and the excess of births 

over deaths; how does it break down by age? Detailed analysis of the population of Leeds 

shows that the situation is not as clear-cut as NGT suggests. For instance, a document put 

out by Leeds City Council has the following comment:
10

 ‘The Census population figure 

for Leeds is significantly lower than the indicative population estimate of 780,925 

published by ONS in November 2011 and the largest fall in population has been seen in 

the 20 to 29 age group.’ During the period between the census of 2001 and that of 2011, 

the population of Leeds increased less than that of Sheffield, which went up by 7.7%,
11

 

and in the document Leeds - The Big Picture A summary of the results of the 2011 

Census, one finds the following remark:
12

 ‘ The population of Leeds grew by just over 

36,000 between 2001 and 2011, an increase of 5.0% (this is less than the 7.1% increase 

recorded for England and Wales, and the 6.4% increase for Yorkshire and the Humber)’. 

 Never take at face value anything NGT says, especially when it comes to figures 

based on forecasting as opposed to current fact. 

 

Economy 

 

3.16: Leeds illustrates well the shift from heavy industry to the tertiary sector (which is 

often misnamed ‘service industries’). NGT tells us that ‘despite the economic 

downturn, Leeds has maintained its status as a centre for the financial services.’ 

One might say: like the City of London. In other words, Leeds is doing well even without 

a rapid transit system. You cannot have it both ways.  

                                                 
10

 Appendix – Document 6 – Leeds population : http://www.leeds.gov.uk/council/Pages/Leeds-

population.aspx 
11

 Appendix – Document 7 – Census result shows increase in population of Yorkshire and the Humber – 

ONS. 
12

 Appendix – Document 8 – LCC – Leeds – The Big Picture. A summary of the results of the 2011 census, 

p.[5]. 
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 Comparative unemployment figures from December 2012
13

 show the disparity 

between rich and poor areas, but hardly suggest that the presence of a rapid transit link is 

a determining factor for growth everywhere.
14

 One can see lower levels of unemployment 

in richer suburbs, but what is particularly striking are the very low levels of 

unemployment in commuting towns like Harrogate and Skipton. 

 One of the errors at the heart of the NGT project has been its reliance on a 

reductive use of the Urban Dynamic Model, minimising the importance of other factors 

that contribute to the future success of a town, to make it look as though transport is the 

most important one.
15

 The falseness of this approach has been illustrated most recently in 

the ‘Best places to live in Britain’ survey, published in The Sunday Times on March 16, 

2014.
16

  Top of the list is Skipton, and also on the list the market town of Otley, 

mistakenly referred to as a ‘suburb’.
17

  Apart from easy access to the glorious countryside 

of the Dales, main contributory factors to the choice of location are lower house prices, 

lower insurance costs, the quality of the schools,
18

 and low crime rates.
19

 Leeds 16 came 

in as number 18 in a recent national list of the 20 worst burglary hot-spots in the country.  

 While one of the positive features of Skipton was seen to be the presence of a 

direct train-link to Leeds, transport was not discussed in the context of Otley. The 

Headingley bottleneck is obviously not a serious enough problem to stop people wanting 

to live in the Dales, even if they might be unhappy to see the trolleybus causing problems 

for the X84 Otley/Ilkley/Skipton bus. If you make life easier for car commuters coming 

from these privileged places at the expense of the interests of those who live in North 

West Leeds you will simply accentuate this divide. 

 

3.17: Stressing the importance of inward commuting, ‘especially to Leeds city centre, 

which is at the centre of the City Region’s road and rail networks’ and with the city 

hosting ‘nearly 65,000 more jobs than there are workers in the resident 

population’  We do not have figures for the percentage of people commuting by train, 

but according to the Leeds City Guide, over 110,000 people commute into Leeds every 

                                                 
13

 Appendix-Document 9 - Unemployment_ the key UK data and benefit claimants for every constituency _ 

News _ theguardian.  
14

 The national average was 7.8% (+0.1). For Leeds Central : 6.8% (-0,4%): Leeds East (7.3% (+2%); 

Leeds North East (3.7% (-5%); Leeds North (2.4% (-4.2%);  Leeds West (6.1% (+1.2%). For a selection of 

towns in and around Leeds: Batley and Spen: 5% (+5.3); Bradford East: 7.8% (+3.8); Bradford West:  

7.6% (+3.5); Bradford South: 6.2% (-0.3%); Dewsbury: 4.3% (+3.5%); Elmet and Rothwell: 2% (-5.1%); 

Harrogate and Knaresborough: 1.6% (-33%); Morley and Outwood: 3.1% (-3.3); Normanton, Pontefract 

and Castleford: 4.9% (+6.7%) ; Pudsey: 2.3% (-7.1%) ; Shipley: 3.4% (-4%); Skipton and Ripon: 1.4% (-

26.1%); Wakefield: 5.2% (-0.8%). 
15

 See my Statement of Case, p.38. 
16

 Appendix – Document 10 – The Sunday Times, 16-3-14 (Home, pp.2-3, 10-11) 
17

 Appendix – Document 11 – Two Leeds suburbs named ‘best places to live’ in UK – Yorkshire Evening 

Post (14-3-14). 
18

 Appendix – Document 12 – Wharfedale schools. 
19

 Appendix – Document 13 – Crime statistics (Ilkley, Otley, LS6, LS16) 
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day.
20

  Therefore, if there are only 18,800 car parking spaces in the centre of town, the 

vast majority of commuters must be using public transport, unless, of course, every car is 

full of passengers, and not just with a driver on his or her own, which is the case more 

often than not, and is not left parked all day in an inner suburban street. 

 The dependence of neighbouring towns on employment in Leeds has been well-

documented,
21

 and it is worth noting how Leeds is presented as being at the heart of ‘a 

leading European business destination’ on the Leeds City Region Business and 

Investment Portal,
22

 with arguments that show the need to invest above all in developing 

transport links to the airport. We have seen the importance of the direct train link to 

Skipton, and in a recent BBC2 television programme called ‘Mind the Gap’, Ewan Davis 

made the same point when discussing the life style of commuters to Leeds living in 

Hebden Bridge.
23

 It is quite clear that the region as a whole would benefit most from 

investment in the railways. 

 

3.18: Talks about a 5.5% reduction in the number of jobs in Leeds between 2008 and 

2011, but admits that it was following a national trend. According to the Chartered 

Institute of Personnel and Development (CIPD), almost 2.7 million people were made 

redundant nationally between 2008 and 2012, with a third of the redundancies coming 

from the manufacturing and construction sectors, 11% from public administration, 

education and health, and only 6% from finance, insurance and real estate.
24

 

 

3.19: Note the emphasis on ‘specific developments (e.g. Victoria Gate) and the 

latent capacity of the city centre’s office and retail building stock to accommodate 

more jobs.’ This is where the interests of the property developers come in (whatever 

happens, you don’t want empty office buildings). Repeating what was said earlier about 

congestion. Victoria Gate is yet another shopping centre. This dependence on the retail 

trade is surely worrying. How many new jobs do these new centres actually create? Do 

they mainly imply a transfer of employment? You only have to walk down Eastgate at the 

moment to see shut and boarded-up shops that have closed because of the forthcoming 

redevelopment of the site for Lewis’s. 

 

Unemployment and deprivation 

                                                 
20

 Appendix – Document 14 – Information on Leeds - Facts and Figures - Leeds City Guide      

(http://www.leeds-city-guide.com/Body). 
21

 Appendix – Document 15 – City Relationships: Economic Linkages in Northern city regions: Leeds City 

Region (2009), pp.4-5: http://www.theworkfoundation.com/Assets/Docs/Leeds%20City%20Region.pdf 
22

 Appendix – Document 16 – Business and economy _ Leeds City Region LEP business support and 

investment portal (http://business.leedscityregion.gov.uk/invest/economy/). 
23

 See Appendix – Document 17 – What the UK can learn from Hebden Bridge _ UK news _ theguardian. 
24

 Appendix – Document 18 – Redundancies since start of jobs recession cost UK employers £28. 

(http://www.cipd.co.uk/pressoffice/press-releases/redundancies-since-jobs-recession-140312.aspx). 
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3.20 – 3.21: Stresses the decline in the percentage of economically active households 

from the 71% in the 2001 census to 68% in that of 2011 (again as a result of the general 

economic downturn). Again, on its own. without a proper demographic breakdown, these 

statistics do not really give the whole picture.
25

 

 It is worth noting that the population of Leeds did not grow during the last decade 

of the 20
th

 century, but grew by 5.1% in the first decade of the 21
st
 century. Between 

2001 and 2011, the immigrant population in Leeds rose from 6.7% to 11.5%. Half of 

these immigrants arrived in the last 10 years. It is difficult to say how many of these are 

economically active. Overall there was little difference in the age spread. In 2011 64.6% 

of the population was aged between 16 and 64. In 2001, 65.9% was aged between 15 and 

64 (unfortunately, in the published figures the bottom age bracket begins at 15 rather than 

16). 

 

3.23 – 3.24 (and figure 3.2) ‘Deprivation across Leeds is not uniform and there are 

many parts of the district which are very deprived whilst others are relatively 

affluent.’ Judging from the map there are no areas in the top 5% of the most deprived 

areas anywhere near the A660. The nearest would appear to be towards Queenswood and 

Kirkstall. The only areas near the proposed route are Holt Park and parts of Tinshill, 

which appear in light pink for 10
th

 to 25
th

 most deprived areas, the second bottom 

category, and found scattered throughout Leeds. The area around Hyde Park – within 

walking distance of the city centre – comes in the bottom category (as do parts of 

fashionable Roundhay). As the map shows, deprivation is above all a major problem in 

areas well away from most of the proposed line, except on parts of the route south of the 

river. NGT says: ‘These areas experience high levels of unemployment, low car 

ownership and a high dependency on public transport to access jobs and 

services. Enhancing public transport links (through projects like NGT) between 

areas of high deprivation and jobs and services is recognised as an important 

way to supporting the economic development of such areas.’  I am sure the good 

citizens of Tinshill would appreciate the damage the trolleybus scheme would inevitably 

do to their current bus service no.6. I do not know enough about bus services south of the 

river to say for certain, but I suspect that the trolleybus scheme would cause similar 

inconvenience there for those living near, but not on the proposed route. This illustrates 

well the lack of flexibility of a trolleybus as compared to that of a bus. Remember that 

Supertram was not due to go beyond Bodington, and it seems odd not to end a line with a 

park-and-ride. 

                                                 
25

 For 2011, see sources quoted under paragraph 3.14; for 2001, see Appendix-Document 19 - 2001 Census 

key points (http://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/2001%20Census%20key%20points.pdf). 
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Redevelopment and Regeneration 

 

3.15 – 3.29 (and figure 3.3): This is where the ‘fudge’ really kicks in. Much of this 

section derives from the plans for Supertram. None of the areas designated for ‘future 

large scale land-use change’, as shown in figure 3.3 come anywhere near the A660. As 

was identified for the Supertram scheme, these areas are South and East Leeds, the 

Leeds-Bradford corridor and the West Leeds Gateway (the Aire Valley). NGT says 

‘these areas are less attractive to developers for this type of regeneration 

because they are currently constrained by public transport accessibility which 

does not make them appealing for employees to travel to.’ Therefore, logic would 

clearly suggest that schemes for rapid transit should concentrate on these areas, and 

not on damaging conservation areas in North West Leeds. There, the only major 

recurrent traffic problems are caused by the width of Headingley Lane and the bottleneck 

in Headingley itself, and these problems can be alleviated through the introduction of less 

costly, less disruptive means, without destroying what are probably the best bus services 

in Leeds (see below). 

 

Transport 

 

3.30 – 3.32 (and figure 3.4): Says that a ‘growth in car traffic should be anticipated’’, 

while admitting that ‘The socio-economic make-up, high population density and 

concentrations of employment in Leeds make it a market more conducive than 

elsewhere in West Yorkshire to bus travel.’ Surely, the object of the trolleybus 

scheme is to get people out of their cars, not to transfer them simply from buses? Says: 

‘There has been traffic growth in the hours that shoulder the peak’  As far the 

A660 is concerned this is not true, especially as far as the morning rush hour is 

concerned.  AA TomTom reports show (http://www.theaa.com/traffic-news/index.jsp) on 

a daily basis, that while there is more traffic on some days than on others, and that it is 

sometimes slowed down, it is only brought to a halt from time to time, and quite 

frequently flows from the Ring Road to the City Centre without hindrance, apart from 

stopping at traffic lights. In the evening, even the hold-up caused by the bottleneck in 

Headingley does not tail back as far as it did in the past. I would argue over the accuracy 

of figure 3.4 on the ‘Congested routes in Leeds District’, with its over-liberal use of red 

on all routes leading out of the City Centre. The TomTom reports show very clearly that 

the worst congestion in Leeds is found every day on the dual carriageways and 

motorways going West and South from the City Centre. Again the lumping together of 

different routes (A61(N), A65, A660, A647, M62(E) and A62) in one sentence is 
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misleading. They are very different from one another. There is, for instance, no allowance 

made here for the demographic impact brought about by having fewer students living in 

North-West Leeds (see above : 3.9). 

 

3.33: Table 3.1 is talking nonsense, at least as far as the A660 is concerned. After looking 

at TomTom rush-hour reports over a fair number of days, we came to some fairly clear 

conclusions over congestion on the A660, in the light of what NGT maintains in its 

Statement of case, based on a document prepared in January 2014 by Steer Davies Gleave 

which states: ‘The most congested routes in Leeds are the A61(N) Scott Hall Road and 

the A660 Otley Road. Both show that congestion adds more than 100% to journey times 

in the morning and evening peak periods.’ (NGT Strategic Fit, p.59).  

 I think we can show that this statement is untrue, certainly as far as the morning 

rush hour is concerned. On only one day out of a series of more than a fortnight’s 

observations, did morning congestion on the A660 reach anything approaching the state 

that NGT suggests. 

 There are obviously days when traffic is snarled up everywhere, even on the dual-

carriageway of the inner ring road, for which they ripped the heart out of Leeds for the 

sake of turning it into a ‘motorway city’. Judging from the TomTom reports, the roads in 

Leeds most persistently congested with traffic at a complete halt (dark red arrows) for the 

longest periods throughout rush hours would seem to be found to the West and South of 

the City, but well away from the proposed trolleybus route. Top of the list – morning and 

evening –  come the A643 (Elland Road to the M621) and Burley Road, followed – quite 

far behind – by the A58 (Whitehall Road), the A62 (Gelderd Road), the A65 (Kirkstall 

Road) and the A647 (Armley Road). The A61 (Scott Hall Road) is, as NGT suggests, a 

problem, but it is not in the same league as the above. 

 The monitoring system used by Metro, Trafficmaster, does not seem to cover non-

trunk roads such as Burley Road. This would perhaps explain in part the misleading 

nature of NGT’s graphics (especially that which has the A65, A660 and A61 coloured red 

to suggest – again wrongly – that they are the radial routes from the centre with the 

heaviest congestion (NGT Strategic Fit, p.53). Again they try to muddy the waters with 

charts showing the importance of congestion in Leeds globally (NGT Strategic Fit pp.49-

50). So what! 

 As far as the morning rush hour is concerned, on nearly everyday, much of 

Headingley Lane has comparatively little traffic.
26

 Vehicles come in fast-moving 

bunches, held up at traffic lights. They are also held up by traffic turning into 

                                                 
26

 See Appendix – Document 20 – The School Run and the Morning Rush Hour (TomTom reports and 

photographs). Note that the TomTom reports are best viewed in colour (see attached CD, which also 

contains dated and timed images of TomTom rush hour reports taken over several days). 
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Buckingham Road for the only parts of the Girls’ High School still remaining in 

Headingley, its junior and infant sections (Ford House and Rose Court). From time to 

time traffic is slowed down on the Otley road, but there there is a bus lane (and a lot of 

space is wasted with wide white markings in the middle of the road). There is also a fair 

amount of outgoing traffic, most of which will not have come from anywhere near the 

proposed trolleybus route. 

 By comparing TomTom reports for normal days with those taken during the 

school half term (February 17-21, 2011), it was possible to confirm that the school run in 

general has a considerable impact on traffic flow on the A660 both in the morning and in 

the afternoon, and this illustrates one of the major flaws in NGT’s argument. It insists on 

seeing the A660 above all as a radial corridor, whereas it is just as important as an artery 

for traffic moving throughout the North of Leeds.  

 NGT always tries to make out that motorists are desperate to avoid the A660 and 

thus indulge in rat-running to reach other routes. This does happen, but, on the other 

hand, both the TomTom reports and my own eyes tell me that there is a considerable 

amount of traffic joining the A660 during the rush hour at various junctions. My wife and 

I have been held up at the Lawnswood roundabout towards the end of the morning rush 

hour, as incoming traffic kept on turning right to head in the direction of Horsforth. Only 

eventually was there enough incoming traffic moving straight ahead to allow us to 

proceed. 

 Lateral traffic also causes problems at Shaw Lane, and there is heavy traffic 

coming from Weetwood Lane.
27

 If the plan to close the junction there is brought in, it 

will merely encourage motorists to do what they tend to do when there is a problem: turn 

into Moor Road, and proceed to the Meanwood Road, via Monkbridge Road, Grove Road 

and Grove Lane, almost following a route originally planned as a by-pass for Headingley 

in 1928.
28

 At least six bus services use roads branching off the A660 between the ring 

road and Woodhouse lane: the no.28 (turning at Weetwood Lane), no.38 (using Shaw 

Lane and North Lane), no.56 (turning at Clarendon Road), no.92 (going to Beckett Park 

campus), no.94 (turning at North Lane), no.97(turning at Spen Road). A fair amount of 

traffic also joins and leaves the A660 at the junctions with St. Michael Road and Victoria 

Road. 

 There is a recurrent major problem from the middle of the afternoon onwards, 

with traffic trailing back down part of Headingley lane, because of the bottleneck 

between Brainbrigge Road and North Lane.
29

 It is not there all the time, even in the rush 

hour, and traffic is frequently slowed down rather than brought to a halt (a light rather 

                                                 
27

 Appendix-Document 21 -  Congestion on the A660 involving traffic from side roads 
28

 Appendix-Document 22 -  The Meanwood Bypass (1928-1929). 
29

 Appendix-Document 23 -  The Evening Rush Hour (Monday February 10, 2014 - 5.04 to 5.58 pm) 
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than a dark red arrow). Matters are not helped by having two sets of traffic lights, and for 

some reason or other pedestrians are given more time at the traffic lights between the two 

pubs at the St-Michael’s Road junction than at the North Lane junction. Frequently at the 

former, I have seen cars held at a red light, long after the last pedestrian has crossed. 

Perhaps pedestrians need more time when they have been drinking? 

 There are also from time to time hold-ups at the Lawswood junction, for vehicles 

trying to cross the ring road. However, these are two precise places where there are 

problems to resolve on a route that has generally far less traffic than all the other major 

routes in Leeds. To try and suggest that the A660 is one of the top two most congested 

roads in Leeds, when there is standing traffic in queues that are much greater in length 

and longer-lasting on both the A643 and Burley Road is nonsense. 

 

3.34: Talks about there being a ‘potential to invest to improve orbital movement by 

road’. Back to the spirit of the Buchanan report!  If only…  Accepts that ‘There is no 

prospect of significant capacity enhancement to ease congestion on radial routes 

as such improvements will be both unaffordable and unacceptable in terms of 

their environmental impacts’  Amen to that. 

 

3.35: Says ‘Indeed, it is unlikely that the projected increase in employment will be 

fulfilled without an increase in public transport capacity.’ On its own, this sentence 

needs to be qualified, as this is where the ‘fudge’; comes in again. This statement can 

only have real value when talking about urban regeneration (as was notably the case in 

the presentation of the Supertram). This is where NGT’s reduction of the Urban Dynamic 

Model to seeing transport and land use on their own as determining factors in assuring 

urban growth is dangerous. As we have seen. it over-emphasizes what are only two out of 

several other factors, that are just as important (crime, education, etc.). It is an 

exaggeration to invoke it in the context of the A660 (see above : 3.16). 

 

3.36 – 3.40 (and figure 3.6): Does show how Leeds has bucked the trend and that bus 

travel ‘has not experienced the rate of decline in patronage experienced 

elsewhere in West Yorkshire’ Why then damage what is ‘a relatively robust public 

transport market.’?’ This is particularly true of the A660.  The discussion of bus 

punctuality with figure 3.6 showing ‘Travel Times from West Park to Merrion Centre’ 

(which again should be dated) is irrelevant. It would be more to the point to compare with 

the trolleybus an ordinary bus benefiting from smart-ticketing, better bus lanes, better 

stops and up-to-date computer route management. 
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p.20: ‘On-train crowding is widely experienced on commuter trains arriving and 

leaving Leeds in the morning and evening peak periods, as well as at other times 

of the day on some routes.’ This is where the money should be going (see above : 

3.17). 

 

Conclusion 

 

3.42 – 3.43: As most people moving along the A660, when not walking or cycling, are 

already using buses and not cars, it is difficult to see how one can achieve ‘a net 

increase in the person capacity into Leeds city centre at peak times and 

throughout the day’, especially as the trolleybus would inevitably entail a reduction in 

ordinary bus services. 

 As we have said, it has not be proven that the trolleybus can offer ‘public 

transport journey times significantly better than bus alternatives in these 

corridors’ Comparisons were made with bus services as they are, without allowing for 

improvements that do not need the presence of a trolleybus. Ditto on punctuality (why 

this repetition?) 

 Hardly offering ‘a better quality public transport journey - both at stops and 

on vehicles’ if stops are further apart and compete with ordinary bus stops, and when 

more passengers are expected to stand. 

 Ends with ‘fudge’ again in merging the A660 Otley Road and the A61/M631 

corridors, which are entirely different in character. 

 

4. VISION, OBJECTIVES AND OVERVIEW OF THE SCHEME 

 

NGT Vision 

 

4.1 The present trolleybus scheme will not ‘create a modern, reliable and integrated 

transport system for Leeds and the City Region’ It does not go near the bus station, 

competes with ordinary buses and forces them to compete with ordinary traffic. 

 

4.2 It would perhaps be ‘transformational’, but not as most residents of North-West 

would want it. Again the misuse of the word ‘integrated’. Wants above all to ‘offer a 

real and attractive alternative to travel by car’, but most people using the A660 are 

not travelling by car. In other words, the desire is to serve above all the interests of those 

living outside Leeds itself (but certainly not passengers on the Otley/Ilkley/Skipton or 

Guiseley buses). 
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4.3 Seeing it as ‘catalyst and driver for economic growth and regeneration’ Again 

this dangerous reductive use of the Urban Dynamic Model, which would imply that 

North-West Leeds is due for radical urban renewal. 

 

NGT Objectives 

 

4.4 – 4.7: Again note the over-egging of the economic impact, and note once more the 

link to regeneration (which cannot apply in North-West Leeds). The claim to ‘Promote 

quality of life through a safe and healthy built and natural environment’ hardly sits 

easily with the effects the scheme  would have on an urban fabric much valued by many 

of those living near the A660. It can hardly be said set to ‘Improve the efficiency of the 

City’s public transport and road networks’ by competing with ordinary buses. 

 

Scheme Overview. 

 

4.8:  Admits the debt to the plans for the Supertram. But that was planned in very 

different circumstances (when there were student halls at Tetley and Bodington, and the 

Girls’ High School on Headingley Lane), and when the chance of having equally ‘green’ 

forms of transport with all the flexibility of ordinary buses, and without causing massive 

disruption, was not even on the horizon. Only mentioning that ‘the North and South 

corridors were both been successfully subject to parliamentary procedures’ [sic] 

is to overlook the fact that the Northern branch was the only part of the Supertram 

scheme to provoke well-argued opposition, and to imply that the trolleybus has enjoyed 

as much general support throughout Leeds as did the tram, which would have caused far 

less damage to Headingley Lane. Was it pure inertia and laziness that stopped NGT from 

looking for more appropriate routes in 2008 ? (see above 3.15 – 3.29). 

 

4.9 – 4.15: Description of procedure, but note in 4.12 ‘stops with step free access to 

the vehicles, shelters and passenger information screens’ You do not need a 

trolleybus for any of this. 

 

Developments in Leeds which complement NGT 

 

4.16:  Says that the trolleybus will ‘ run through or close to a number of existing 

high intensity facilities which will generate large numbers of trips for both visitors 

and local people.’  ‘Close to’ is not the same as ‘connecting with’. Buses serve many of 

these ‘high intensity facilities’ rather better. 
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4.17: Back to passing through  ‘a number of strategic redevelopment areas across 

the City’, but not most of them. Instead of which it goes along the A660, through an area 

where it is neither needed nor suitable. In the North-West of Leeds it only mentions Holt 

Park. Talks about ‘the potential for new retail and housing development’ there. It 

already has ASDA, which plays a fairly important social role in the life of the local 

community. If anything the trolleybus is going to cause problems there, especially in the 

need to stop prospective trolleybus passengers getting on there and filling up the public 

car park, used by shoppers, so as to be sure of having a seat. The talk of ensuring that 

there will be no park-and-riders using side streets, etc. seemed very unsure at the LCC 

planning panel meeting on October 17. Note that Holt Park is already well-served with 

two extremely regular bus services (nos 1 and 6). 

 One wonders how freely the word ‘potential’ is being bandied about here to 

attract potential property developers. Everything is possible, but I suspect that much in 

this section is based pious hope. Which part of the Aire Valley are they talking about? 

And redevelopment of ‘University Boulevard’ would not mean major ‘regeneration’, and 

this term becomes meaningless in the context of the trolleybus when talking about sites 

near the town centre (Arena/Merrion centre). 

 

Transport developments which complement NGT. 

 

4.18: Here we go again with the misuse of the word ‘integrated’ : ‘NGT is one part of 

an integrated and complementary package of enhancements proposed for the 

city’s transport network’ It may be one project out of several designed to improve 

transport in the region, but that does not imply that it connects up properly with other 

modes of transport. It competes with ordinary buses, and only goes to the railway station. 

 

4.19: Reflected glory. Again trying to claim credit for things that are not really dependent 

on a trolleybus (smart-ticketing again). It hardly makes life easier for cyclists, however 

much they ‘tweak’ the route. The A65 shows what they have tried to do with ordinary 

buses. 

 

4.20: Future plans (for routes that would in fact have been easier to install, and indeed 

going through areas of urban renewal where such schemes do seem to have a role to play, 

as seen in Manchester). One wonders about the funding, since in its wisdom our Council 

was willing to accept a pittance from the government, leaving local tax-papers to pick up 

over 30% of the costs, and not 10% as originally planned. 
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4.21 (with figure 4.1): District-wide transport developments. Very nice, but not really to 

the point here, and doesn’t add anything to what is said in paragraph 4.18 (see above). 

 

5. DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE SCHEME 

 

5.1: Twenty trolleybuses. How many buses are there on the A660? 

 

Route 

 

5.3: Again the dishonest comparison with bus services as they are. Note the low 

percentages for segregation: 54% and 65% of the route. Unless you get rid of other traffic 

as in town centres for most successful continental tram systems, a lack of proper 

separation from other traffic is a recipe for disaster (as seen in Paris with ‘le tramway des 

Maréchaux’, etc.).
30

  Note that all the towns on the list of the ten most congested towns in 

France in the middle of 2013 have tram systems.
31

 

 

5.6: Talks about avoiding congestion by moving onto ‘a new corridor to by-pass an 

area of regular congestion before emerging onto Headingley Lane’, but this will in 

fact cause additional congestion, with other traffic queuing at each end of the bypass. 

Says that Headingley Lane ‘will be widened to safely accommodate all road users’, 

which glosses over the fact that there will be no proper segregation and that buses will 

suffer since, as far back as 1977, those who first investigated the possibility of 

reintroducing trams admitted that as far as Headingley Lane was concerned 

‘improvement to an undivided four-lane standard would still not provide space for 

segregating LRT’.
32

 

 Plans to widen Headingley Lane between Hyde Park Corner and Grovesnor Road 

go back to before the last war,
33

 but there was no intention to go further up the lane. In 

1977, the ancestor of Metro, the West Yorkshire Transport authority said
34

 that ‘the 

proposed widening of Headingley Lane and Hyde Park Corner had ‘been shown to be 

unnecessary’; that ‘the additional capacity required at Hyde Park Corner could be 

provided by a lower cost scheme not involving the demolition of any property.’ They 

suggested a ‘tidal flow working with bus lanes on Headingley Lane’, a ‘controlled use of 

secondary routes such as Victoria Road and Cardigan Road in the peak periods’, and the 

                                                 
30

 See our Statement of Case, p.16 (footnote 86). 
31

 Appendix – Document 24 – Top des villes les plus bouchées de France 2013 

(http://news.autoplus.fr/news/1476970/Ville-France-Embouteillage-Classement-TomTom 
32

 See my Statement of Case, p.8 (footnote 34). 
33

 Appendix – Document 25 – Road widening – Headingley Lane. 
34

 Appendix – Document 26 – West Yorkshire Transportation Studies - Recommended policies and plan 

(WYTCONSULT, 1977), III, 202-3, 208 (see page 202). 
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‘metering of traffic into Headingley Lane outbound at Hyde Park Corner’ in order to give 

priority to buses.’ One may well ask why these interesting and potentially less damaging 

schemes were not fully tried out. They could well prove useful even today. 

 

5.7: Talks abour providing ‘close access to a large number of businesses and 

facilities […] as well as bus and train interchange opportunities at City Square’ 

which is one way of saying ‘we don’t go near the bus station’.  There is a very limited 

choice of buses currently running from the rather cramped station interchange.
35

 When it 

was opened, there were the usual complaints about a lack of proper consultation with the 

public, notably from the blind who complained that no thought had been given to making 

it easy for them to use.
36

 

 

5.11: Mentions road widening: ‘Sections of road will also need to be widened to 

enable new NGT, bus and cycle lanes’. The devil here is in the detail (see below 5.25 

– 5.34). 

 

5.12: ‘Some demolition, predominantly of curtilage (property boundaries) walling, 

will be required to enable the works’. They say ‘predominantly’ here, but there are far 

more buildings as well as walls involved than was the case with the tram scheme. And it 

does not just entail ‘property boundaries’. They also want to take land from people’s 

gardens. 

 To appreciate just how more damage this scheme entails, when compared to that 

for the Leeds Supertram, one only has to look at Headingley Lane. The tram scheme only 

called for the acquisition of ‘25 square metres or thereabouts’ at the level of the Girls’ 

High School, basically for the realignment of the walls.
37

  They now want the trustees for 

the school to give up a total of some 300 square metres from the nursery school and 1,780 

square metres from the former site of the senior school (NGT: A-07 Book of reference, 

pp.142-72; and NGT Statement of Case, paragraph 14.33). This means the partial or 

complete demolition of several buildings, including, for instance, the old Morley House 

coach house, which the school used as a gym. The NGT documentation has two very 

unhelpful photographs of the building taken from Headingley Lane, which gives no real 

idea of what the building looks like, and the description of the ‘historic background’ is 

very summary, though it does admit that it makes a positive contribution to the 

Conservation Area (NGT: A10-14 Conservation Area Consent). Further down (paragraph 

14.32) they talk about  ‘Partial demolition of derelict former stable block,’ which 

                                                 
35

 On weekdays, apart from the City Bus, currently the main destinations are Pudsey, Old Farnley, Farsley,  

Ireland Wood and Tinshall (going via Burley road), Shipley, Bramley, Greengates, and the airport. 
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implies that it is a almost ruin. It is boarded up, and there is graffiti on an outside wall, 

but it still has its roof on. Calling it a ‘stable block’ also rather understates its 

importance.
38

 I have managed to prove that, contrary to what has been suggested by 

several local historians, Morley House was older than Rose Court by a number of years, 

and the coach house – dating from the 1830s – could well be the oldest surviving building 

on the south side of Headingley Lane.
39

 It is a simple but not unattractive building, and I 

suspect that it was not listed, simply because it had been misdated. Its even partial 

destruction would be only one example of the damage that would be done generally to an 

attractive urban landscape through excessive widening of the road. 

 At a public meeting Councillor Richard Lewis was heard to say : ‘and actually the 

whole NGT scheme is actually far more of a highways scheme than a scheme about a 

method of public transport’.
40

  In other words, NGT has been used as a smokescreen to 

allow the council finally to impose on Headingley Lane a road-widening scheme that has 

been successfully resisted by successive generations of residents, anxious the preserve the 

character of a Victorian suburb, which is one of the distinctive features of Leeds.
41

 It is 

the failure of the Civic Trust to have seen this difference between the tram and the 

trolleybus schemes that has made its present attitude so incomprehensible to many of 

us.
42

 

 

5.13:  Discusses ‘five key area types’. 1)’Segregated Off Highway NGT Sections’  

This should be the norm, especially if there is no restriction on other traffic using the 

same roads as in most modern continental tram systems. As we have seen, only a little 

over half the route achieves proper segregation.  2) ‘Dedicated NGT and Shared 

Nearside Bus Lanes’ What is rather ominous here is the following : ‘The lane widths 

will be such that cyclists can use them safely along with the trolleybuses and 

regular bus services.’ For the inadequacy of the width NGT proposes, see below 5.28. 

And cyclists would still be competing with would-be silent articulated vehicles. 3) 

‘Public Transport Corridor and Local Access Routes’. Note the restriction in the 

clause: ‘with footways being widened where possible.’ 3) ‘NGT Running with 

General Traffic.’ Again note the caveat : ‘with consideration of footway widening 

and dedicated cycle provision where space allows.’ In other words, too bad about 
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Headingley Lane. 4) ‘Key Spaces and Public Realm Focus Areas’ Brave new 

worlds? 

 

Trolleybus Vehicles and Stops 

 

5.14: ‘NGT includes 27 stops (54 in each direction) which will be separate from 

existing bus stops.’  This is one of the basic flaws in what is proposed, showing quite 

clearly that this is not integrated transport, but one where two different modes of public 

transport would be in competition. 

 

5.15: A very general view of what the trolleybus would be like: ‘The trolleybus vehicle 

will be up to 18.75m in length, single articulated and able to carry up to 160 

passengers, dependent on the precise vehicle procured.’ The lack of further 

precision here throughout and beyond the consultation exercise has been quite 

scandalous. The public should know ‘at this stage’ just how many of the 160 passengers 

would be seated. Double-articulated trolleybuses in Geneva and Zurich have 52 

passengers seated, and 92 standing for a total of 150. You are really going to have to 

squeeze passengers up against one another if you are going to 160 of them on a single-

articulated vehicle. The temptation to cram in as many standing passengers as possible is 

common to articulated public transport vehicles of all types,
43

 but it is hardly a recipe for 

encouraging motorists to abandon the comfort of their cars and use park-and-ride. 

 

5.16: None of these improvements – level boarding, smart-ticketing, next stop displays – 

need a trolleybus. 

 

5.17: ‘The vehicles will include an auxiliary electric power unit to allow the vehicle 

to operate off-wire for short distances which will provide operational flexibility.’ 

Rome’s trolleybuses run without wires throughout the city centre. Once again, NGT 

shows how reluctant it is to face up to what in happening in the fields of electric battery 

and hydrogen fuel cell buses. They are proposing yesterday’s technology 

 

Impact on General Traffic 

 

5.18: Junction changes, road closures, etc. They are in danger of creating a hedged-in 

corridor, herding traffic down a radial route, while cutting off neighbourhoods on either 

side. This is contrary to much modern thought on the use of space in an urban context.
44
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5.19 – 5.20: ‘Car journey times have been forecast using the Leeds Transport 

Model’  As I think I have shown in my own statement case, there are many dangers 

inherent in the use of the Leeds Transport Model, which is the result of a very selective 

and contentious use of the Urban Dynamic Model. All the forecast times for cars 

presuppose that the trolleybus scheme will in fact reduce congestion, and, as, as we have 

seen, NGT has admitted, albeit unwittingly, this is most unlikely. 

 

5.21: Presupposes, of course, a ‘modal shift from car to NGT’, even though the 

majority of people using the A660 are bus passengers, cyclists and pedestrians. 

Presupposes the success of the park and ride at Bodington (and there must, unfortunately, 

be severe doubts about that).
45

 Also presupposes increased difficulty for parking along 

the route and in town. Says: ‘In monetised terms, the overall effect on highway 

users is small in comparison with the benefits that NGT will bring to public 

transport users.’ I would be interested to see how many current bus users would agree 

with that statement, especially if it means walking further to a bus stop, and seeing a 

reduction in the frequency of normal buses along the trolleybus route. 

 

5.22: ‘Each junction affected by NGT has been modelled to identify potential 

capacity, queue or delay issues.’ It may ‘identify’ these issues, but does it solve them? 

 

5.23 – 5.24: Says that the largest changes to traffic flow ‘are forecast between 

Lawnswood roundabout and the city centre along the A660 Otley Road, 

Headingley Lane and Woodhouse Lane corridor’. Obviously, in theory, by having a 

reduced number of stops, by blasting its way through Headingley with a bypass, and by 

radically widening Headingley Lane. Again, this presupposed that traffic will not be held-

up as the trolleybus enters and leaves the bypass, and that the lack of segregation on 

Headingley lane will not complicate matters further. As for Blenheim Walk, it was shown 

very clearly that the Leeds School of Art had not been consulted properly, over the land 

grab there. 

 

Impact on Cyclists 

 

5.25 – 5.34  Says that ‘Overall, cycling facilities will be improved’. Certainly, one can 

but applaud the introduction of ‘new cycle lanes and Advanced Stop Lines’, but all 

that could be done without a trolleybus (yet another example of just how lacking in 

initiative Leeds Council has been over the years). I said before what I think about cyclists 
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sharing lanes with articulated trolleybuses.
46

 Note the proposed width for a shared lane : 

4.2 m wide. 

 Talks about ‘increased distance between cyclists and general traffic 

compared to cycle only lanes’, but this does not mean a greater distance from 

trolleybuses. 

 I measured the current lane-width on Headingley Lane just to the North of 

Cumberland Road, the result was : 12 feet (3.6576m) per carriageway for cars and buses 

+ 5ft (1.5240m) for each cycle lane. Thus total lane width = 17ft (5.1816 m). Thus total 

current road width, without the pavements = 34 ft. (10.3632 m). The current pavement 

width is 5ft.9 (1.76 m). 

 When discussing pavement widths, the Department of Transport says:
47

 ‘Where 

possible the footway width should be sufficient to allow two wheelchairs or double buggies to 

pass’, thus, ideally, at least 2 metres wide. 

 If the inward shared lane for everybody is to be 4.2 metres wide, cyclists will in 

fact be worse off, the space being eaten up by the outward lane for the ‘NGT only 

segregated highway at the former Girls High School’ I find it rather difficult to work out 

the proposed width from the NGT map, but I think it is about 15 metres (49 ft). In other 

words, they want a three-lane highway, but with a trolleybus that makes life more 

difficult for everybody else. 

 According to London Transport, cycle lanes should ideally be 2 m wide, and not 

below 1.5 m, except just before junction where the width can go down to 80 cm.
48

 

 With bicycles sharing a 4.2 lane, that leaves 2.7 m for the trolleybus. And the Van 

Hool Exqui.City 18T/AG300-TRL-T articulated trolleybus used in Geneva, for instance, 

is 2.55 m wide.
49

 That would leave a gap of 15 cm. Is that enough in a shared lane?   

 According to a  document put out by the Department of Transport ‘A bus lane 

width of 4.5 metres will enable buses to safely pass cyclists’.
50

 In other words, to comply 

NGT would have to widen further, and cause even more damage to the character of our 

area. 

 

Overhead Line Equipment and Building Fixings 

 

5.39 – 5.44: Still trying to see as a quality the idea that overhead wires ‘will provide a 

perception of permanence’. So did the barbed wire surrounding concentration camps. 

Note ‘twin overhead wires along the entire length of the system.’ Trams only need 
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one wire, if at all.  Wants, as far as possible, to attach wires as far as possible to existing 

building. But to what extent is this possible or suitable in the case of a listed building? 

Says that ‘This is common practice elsewhere in Britain and beyond.’ There are not 

that many overhead wire tram systems in Britain. The result has not been very 

satisfactory in Edinburgh.
51

 As for attaching wires to the poles used for street lighting, we 

must presume that a contractual agreement has been made with Southern Lighting? 

 

6. OPERATING NGT. 

 

6.1 – 6.4: ‘NGT will deliver a step change in public transport provision in Leeds by 

increasing public transport capacity and providing high quality, punctual journeys 

with a journey time better than conventional bus alternatives.’ They have already 

said as much in 3.8, and the reference to ‘conventional bus alternatives’ again begs the 

question. Do they means buses as they are without smart-ticketing, etc. What is not said 

is often as revealing as what they never stop saying. 

 

6.2: ‘Providing a reliable service’ Perhaps, but at a cost to be born by those living 

elsewhere in Leeds who will not benefit from it, and even by those on existent bus routes 

away from the trolleybus route. 

 

6.3: ‘The Commercial Strategy [C-1] for NGT is for the Promoters to take revenue 

risk for the NGT Project’  This means the local-tax payers and not ‘the contracted 

operator’. Local-tax payers are already expected to shoulder over 30% of the cost of the 

scheme, whereas it was initially to be 10%, and there is no guarantee against inflation. 

 

6.4: ‘NGT will be introduced alongside deregulated bus services.’ This in fact 

makes the situation worse. They long for bus quality controls, but have to live with bus 

quality partnerships. It is difficult not to feel that Leeds City Council has been fighting a 

war with First Bus in which the main victims will be ordinary members of the public.
52

 

 

Service pattern 

 

6.6 – 6.10: Talks about ‘key locations’, but not those it does not connect with. It may be 

a ‘cross city service’ but would not be serving many of the regeneration areas that it 

should. What they call ‘future flexibility’ is the ability to increase in the number of 
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trolleybuses running per hour, whereas what I call ‘flexibility’ is the ability of ordinary 

buses to modify their routes continually, according to demand. 

 

Bus Network Rationalisation 

 

6.11 – 6.14: Be wary of the word ‘rationalisation’. It is nearly always loaded and implies 

something unpleasant: ‘The introduction of NGT is likely to lead to changes to the 

service provision and accordingly a long term view of likely changes to incumbent 

operators’ bus networks has been assumed for the scheme’s business case. For 

each corridor the pattern of existing services has been considered and a possible 

operator reaction has been assumed.’ What they are not saying, and should be saying 

already and not two paragraphs further on, is that they expect the quality of ordinary bus 

services to decline because of the introduction of the trolleybus. The reduction in the 

frequency of Bus service no 1 will make life more difficult for those living on the Otley 

Road beyond Lawnswood. Similarly, the reduction of the frequency of Bus service no 6 

will make life more difficult for people living in Tinshill. Quite frankly, I find scandalous 

the fact that they seem to contemplate this with apparent equanimity. And note how they 

try to pass the buck, by saying that the way any ‘actual bus service [operates] post-

NGT is a matter for the bus operators.’ 

 

Journey times 

 

6.15 (and Table 6.1): We are back to meaningless comparisons with bus services as they 

are! Moreover, neither of the two existent bus services that go to Holt Park (no.1 and 

no.6) follow exactly the same route as that proposed for the trolleybus. 

 

Proposed Ticketing Arrangements 

 

6.16 – 6.18: None of this needs a trolleybus.  

 

7. CONSTRUCTING NGT 

 

Main works 

 

7.1 – 7.11: Note ‘Retaining walls on the NGT by-pass of Headingley; and 

‘Widening works at Headingley Lane and retaining walls on south side of the 

road’ No mention of demolition here?  Note the road blocking. This again stresses their 

view of the A660 as simply a ‘radial corridor’ and not as a road set at the heart of a 
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neighbourhood network. They seem to have no idea about the proper use of urban space, 

so intent are they on making life easier for a minority of motorists who chose to live in 

the Dales (remember the distinction between ‘good’ and ‘bad’ congestion). They do not 

mention cutting down mature trees, but simply refer to ‘Landscaping works 

incorporating tree, shrub and other planting and boundary treatments,’ as if that 

made up for all the damage done. 

 

Construction Programme / Construction working hours / Code of Construction Practice./ 

Advanced Works / Traffic Management Measures / Access and Servicing / Conclusion 

 

7.12 – 7.35:  All I can say to all this is that I hope we survive. We live in one of the 

several culs-de-sac off Headingley Lane and can thus anticipate many problems during 

any construction phase. 

 

8. POLICY CONTEXT 

 

National policy  

 

8.5 – 8.6  (and table 8.1): ‘NGT Strategic Fit Against National Policy’ 

 But there are better ‘low carbon vehicles’ than trolleybuses on the horizon, and 

which are likely to be available by the time any trolleybus system were up and running. 

 How can it say that it ‘Supports mode shift and improves public transport 

accessibility’, when it does not integrate with ordinary bus services and is likely to 

damage them. 

 ‘Improves public transport infrastructure and services’ Oh, yes? Pull the 

other one. 

 ‘Smart-card ticketing options and off-vehicle ticketing to speeding up 

journeys’ Once again, we must repeat that you don’t need a trolley for that. 

 ‘Improved public transport accessibility and quality to Leeds city centre 

and key employment areas’  For some perhaps, but not for the majority of the citizens 

of Leeds. 

 ‘Supports change between different modes through provision of smart 

ticketing and provision of punctual journeys to interchange locations’ This is in 

answer to the following: ‘Make it easier to change between different modes of 

transport during a journey’ What has punctuality got to do with that? It is certainly not 

easier to change between different modes of transport if buses and trolleybuses do not 

have the same stops. 
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 ‘NGT will support and facilitate development regeneration and economic 

growth in Leeds that will be conducive to public transport access’. But it is not 

concentrating on regeneration areas as it should. 

 It is absolute nonsense for NGT to write: ‘As is clear from the above table, 

NGT is consistent with and supports the attainment of national policy objectives’ 

For a start, the quotes they give from the CLG National Policy Planning Framework show 

clearly that the latter is aiming at a form of proper transport integration far from what is 

envisaged here. 

 

Local policy / West Yorkshire Transport Plan 3 / Unitary Development Plan, etc. etc. 

 

8.7 – 8.37: Note the WYLTP objectives to ‘improve connectivity’, to ‘make 

substantial progress towards a low carbon, sustainable transport system’ and to 

‘the quality of life of people living in, working in and visiting West Yorkshire’ The 

trolleybus would only improve connectivity for some, it is very quickly proving not to be 

the most up-to-date means of providing low carbon sustainable transport, and would 

certainly not improve the quality of life for most people living along the A660. Gives a 

very muddled presentation of the Unitary Development Plan and the question of land-use. 

Not clear at all. What they don’t mention in the context of the Local Development 

Framework is just how contentious it has been, with new houses being built on the green 

belt. 

 

9. SCHEME DEVELOPMENT 

 

9.1 – 9.4: The history of the scheme from the cancellation of Supertram on. The planning 

of a BRT system. We find ‘step-change’ again. Refers to review of 2009 concluding that 

rapid transit was suitable on all-three routes (but this was based on work carried out in 

2008 and now the data is entirely out of date as far a the A660 is concerned. Says that this 

was reviewed in 2014 and that ‘This 2014 review concluded that the findings in the 2009 

work that the north, south and east corridors are both appropriate and suitable for rapid 

transit remain valid’ The review in question is NGT: C-1-15 Stategic Fit Report, 

prepared by Steer Davies Gleave. It will be remembered that Steer Davies Gleave have 

been responsible for all such reports from Supertram onwards, and have collaborated 

closely with Metro in developing the Leeds Transport Model, which I see as a 

dangerously selective use of the Urban Dynamic Model, so it is hardly surprising to see 

them giving their imprimatur to conclusions that they had arrived at before. I would have 

more trust in this document, if a different firm had been called in to verify the earlier 

findings. It is in this report, for instance, that we find (p.51),  the exaggerated view of the 
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present state of morning rush hour congestion on the A660 (see above 3.30 – 3.32). The 

figures on ‘AM Peak Inbound Traffic Flows’, given in a graph (figure 4.1, p.48), 

provided, it says,  in 2013 by Leeds City Council Monitoring service are extremely 

suspicious. They would imply that there was as much congestion on the A660 at that time 

of day as in 2007. We have seen how the Council has repeatedly muddied the waters by 

using the expression ‘A660 corridor’ in a broad sense to include traffic coming from 

Kirkstall or the Burley Road, and this again would seem to be the case here. 

 Indeed, much of the documentation in NGT’s Statement of Case comes from the 

Steer Davies Gleave report, including (p.53) the misleading map in figure 3.4 showing all 

corridors out from the centre to be equally red with congestion. In all truth, I prefer to 

believe the views of people who have known our area well, such as Bill Houghton-Evans, 

or even those who wrote the initial appraisal for Light Rail Transit in Leeds in 1977, and 

see that A660 was never a suitable route for a rapid transit system. On a route that carries 

less traffic than all the other radial corridors going into Leeds, there is one bottle-neck 

and that is all, and it is not an area due for regeneration. 

 I would also point out that in this Stategic Fit Report prepared by Steer Davies 

Gleave there is no mention of Bodington Hall, or of the closure. In fact there is no 

discussion of where students live. In other words, they have overlooked demographic 

changes that have had considerable impact on traffic flow in North-West Leeds.  

 

9.6: The problems of segregation: ‘There are a number of critical traffic signal 

controlled road intersections where physical segregation of public transport 

cannot be provided. At these locations the only way to secure reduced journey 

times and improved punctuality is by providing priority using traffic control 

systems.’ That is why most modern continental trams, when they run through narrow 

streets or roads, do so without the presence of other traffic. They do cause congestion in 

side streets, but not on the route itself, as this priority system surely would. And those to 

suffer would not just be ordinary motorists, but ordinary bus passengers as well. As for 

the ‘high passenger carrying capacity’ we still do not know what percentage of these 

passengers would have to stand, but, if we invoke the experience of bendy-buses, we see 

that there is every likelihood that it would be greater than on a double-decker bus (see 

above: 5.5) 

 

9.7. Refers to their C-1-1 Alternatives Review Report, again prepared by Steer Davies 

Gleave, which dismisses the possible use of wireless electric buses in two sentences: 

‘Prototype and trial operations are underway, but at present it is unknown whether the 

commercial production of suitable catenary-free vehicles will commence within the NGT 

delivery timeframe. The implementation risk of this alternative therefore cannot be 
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accepted by the Promoters.’  Yet electric buses are already being adopted in many many 

towns throughout the world and progress is fast.
53

 We are no longer in 2008, and the 

subject deserves more discussion than one paragraph. NGT should read the recent leader 

article in The Times of March 13, 2014, p.28,
54

 which says that though London Transport 

is setting a good example for the rest of the country in adopting this new technology, it is 

still 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. Over the past five years Britain's Green Bus Fund has dispersed £88 

million to help pay for 1,250 hybrid and battery-powered buses nationwide. 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. 

 Fleet managers know how far and over which routes their vehicles need to 

travel each day, and where they will be every morning and evening. This vastly 

improves the feasibility of relying on batteries and hybrids. China's own leading 

maker of electric buses, backed heavily by the American investor Warren Buffett, 

produces a single-decker vehicle sold worldwide with a 150-mile range between 

charges. 

 

Rather than turn its back on the future, Leeds should have at least left the door open, as 

has Birmingham.
55

 Festina lente! The only justification for continuing with the trolleybus 

scheme would seem to be that so much money has already been spent on it, and the 

tragedy of this is that our urban environment could well be damaged for the sake of a 

system that is clearly in danger of being outclassed. The same report dismisses hydrogen 

fuel cell technology as demanding ‘considerable investment’. Yet, this will have to be the 

future unless we want to destroy the planet with fracking.
56

 The Indian government even 

wants to use hydrogen fuel cell technology to pull trains. It is interesting to see London 

anxious to develop the use of both new technologies. Curiously, the arguments invoked 
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against the use of electric buses echo closely those used to kill off the Leeds tram project 

in 1988.
57

 

 

The Trolleybus Mode Choice 

 

9.13 – 9.16 Again no idea of how many standing passengers. Again note the refusal to 

look properly at any other ‘green’ alternatives: ‘On each occasion that the Promoters 

have reviewed the choice of technology it has been concluded that trolleybus is 

the only technology currently commercially available and that will be available 

presently that will allow the Promoters to secure the outputs required to deliver 

the scheme objectives.’  NGT has persistently tried to imply that new trolleybus 

systems are springing up around the world, whereas their number has been very few, and 

not in towns comparable to Leeds.  In fact, since the beginning of the century a greater 

number of long-established systems have closed.
58

 In March this year, the latest town to 

announce its intention of abandoning its trolleybus system dating back to 1924 is 

Wellington (New Zealand).
59

 

 

Alternative Technologies 

 

9.17 – 9.18: Says it cannot afford Light Rail Transport (so it was all right for Leeds to be 

fobbed off with a clearly-second best alternative?) Says ‘There is no proven ULRT 

[Ultra-Light Rail Transit] system at the scale of NGT.’ Well, the Val Metro in Lille 

covers 43.7 km. Says that there is no electric bus yet available that has the ‘the potential 

to meet required NGT outputs.’ A vague sentence if ever there was one. I have heard 

so much nonsense spouted about electric buses by councillors and others: ‘they can’t get 

up hills’, ‘they can’t carry enough people’, ‘it takes too long to recharge them’, etc, etc. 

In Shanghaï they use electric buses capable of mastering gradients of up to 12%,
60

 and 

the TOSA flash-charging electric bus in Geneva – which has now successfully completed 

its trials
61

 – can carry up to 200 passengers.
62

 My only quibble is that so far they have 

been, like trolleybuses, articulated vehicles, and only double-deckers are really suitable 

for our route. 

 NGT dismisses double-decker hybrid buses as not having sufficient carrying 

capacity. There a 72 seats on a standard double-decker bus, with room for a further 20 
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passengers standing downstairs. But twenty trolley buses with 160 passengers (many of 

whom would be standing) comes to 3,200 passengers on a single inflexible route. Is that 

much better than 35 double-decker buses serving other parts of North-West Leeds and 

beyond as well as the A660? The problem of the albeit reduced use of diesel is again one 

which either the use of electric batteries or hydrogen fuel cells will solve, and not too far 

in the future. Though we all support ‘green’ policies, one has to be practical, and not 

introduce them in haste and in ways that cause ecological damage elsewhere (to trees, 

etc.). In any case, to see NGT using the ecological argument is a bit rich, since their 

scheme will undoubtedly cause more congestion. 

 

10. STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND PUBLIC CONSULTATION 

 

10.1 – 10.18 : The usual dishonest use of the consultation results of 2008 and 2009 when 

there were three routes proposed, and government funding was expected to cover 90% of 

the cost (features which are not mentioned here!).
63

 They are very coy here about the 

feedback from the 2012-2013 consultation exercise, simply listing the minor changes 

they introduced following it. I have said elsewhere what I think about their conception of 

public consultation.
64

 

 

11. COST AND FUNDING 

 

11.1 – 11.8: Says that ‘A proportion of the cost must be funded locally’, but could 

spell this out more precisely, as this does come at a minimum to over 30%. Note that 

£28.9 m have been allowed for inflation, but there are nearly always also other hidden 

costs that kick in during construction (cf. the Nottingham or Edinburgh trams). Hence the 

ominous sentence: ‘a proportion of the construction costs and any additional costs 

incurred over and above the project costs will be funded through the local 

authority contribution.’ So quite clearly, the citizens of Leeds, the majority of whom 

will not benefit from the scheme, will be left to carry the can. And as we have seen, in 

addition it is not the ‘the contracted operator’ but ‘The Promoters [who] have 

elected to take revenue risk for the NGT Project.’ 

 

12. PROCUREMENT OF NGT 
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12.1 – 12.3: Hopes for a revenue surplus. I have always thought it somewhat 

disingenuous to talk about profits accruing from a system that has cost a great deal to 

install with public money. 

 

13. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

 

Air Quality. 

 

13.7: The following sentence is badly constructed and thus difficult to understand: 

‘Trolleybuses submit zero emissions at source. However overall, once all the 

impacts of all highway traffic are taken into account there are no significant 

residual effects on air quality are predicted during construction or operation of 

scheme’ The sentence seems to imply that the scheme will not damage air quality along 

the route (although we maintain that it will in fact make it worse by producing more 

congestion). 

 

Carbon Effects 

 

13.8: Talks about some greenhouse gasses emitted when trolley slows down. But the real 

problem will be the amount of carbon and particle pollution produced by the traffic it 

forces to queue. 

 

Community 

 

13.9 – 13.10: Talks about the ‘provision of additional open space at Headingley Hill.’  

The proposed small pocket of open grassland between the trolleybus and Headingley 

Lane is poor compensation for the damage done to Woodhouse Moor. 

 

Ecology 

 

13.11 – 13.11: Talks about the bats. Not a word about the trees. 

 

Historic Environment 

 

13.15 – 13.7: Says ‘there will be some enhancement through the demolition of 

unlisted buildings that detract from the Conservation Area.’ Perhaps, but it is a pity 

they are not knocking down that horrible 1960s building which houses social services in 

Shire Oak Road rather than the rather fine Edwardian building in Wood Lane. Talks of 
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the bypass as making ‘a positive contribution to the Headingley Conservation Area’ 

This is nonsense. It will not only radically alter the character of the area around 

Headingley Hall, which dates back to medieval times, but it will cause much of 

Headingley to be in a traffic island.  As usual, tries to minimize the effects of the wires. 

 

Landscape, Townscape and Visual Amenity 

 

13.18 – 13.21: Tries to make light of the trees, by saying: ‘There are, however, some 

beneficial effects on the route through these areas north of the city, as well as to 

the south, for example through the potential to create more civilised streets that 

are people orientated and through the creation of a more coherent streetscape 

character, the upgrading of streetscape materials and the provision of new open 

space and extensive new tree planting to create new boulevards.’ In what way will 

our streets become ‘more civilised’? Certainly not by blocking them off. The idea that 

they are giving us something better than what we have is nonsense. I, for one, shall be 

dead by the time the new trees reach any appreciable height. What do they mean by 

‘coherent streetscape character’. I rather like the character of the conservation areas as 

they are. Are they fudging again, trying to discuss in one sentence areas that are very 

different from one another?  

 

Noise and vibration 

 

13.22 – 13.24: Do not quite see how the effects of noise will ‘reduce in both extent 

and significance’ over time? 

 

Open Space 

 

13.25 – 13.17: Talks about the poor condition of the affected parts of Wood House Moor. 

Shame on the council! It should not have taken the trolleybus scheme for people to 

become aware if this neglect of an area that had once been a well-known cricket ground. 

From the 1950s onwards in Leeds, much planning was ‘devoted to beautifying the city 

centre, while other subdivisons of the city were neglected’ (Owen A. Hartley, ‘The Post-

War years’ A history of modern Leeds, ed. Derek Fraser (Manchester UP 1980), p.455). 

 

Socio-Economics 
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13.28: Fudging again. Talks about the scheme being ‘expected to deliver significant 

employment and other economic benefits and will contribute significantly to 

regeneration in the city of Leeds.’ This does not apply to the A660. 

 

Traffic and access 

 

13.29 Says ‘Once in operation, the scheme will have substantial beneficial effects.’ 

Not if it causes more congestion, and access is hardly improved by blocking off roads. 

 

14. PROPERTY AND COMPENSATION 

 

14.1 – 14.46:  For ‘Stable block and lodge building within former Leeds Girls High 

School site (plots 11039 and 11048). Partial demolition of derelict former stable 

block and derelict lodge current used temporarily as site security house’ see 

above: 5.12).  

 One might note that there were 200 letters of objection from those affected by 

acquisition orders, many feeling that they had not been properly consulted. It is the old 

thorny issue of what constitutes ‘public interest’  Note the loss of land from gardens 

(14.33). Talks about the redevelopment of the Girls High School site on Headingley 

Lane: ‘This site has outline planning consent for a housing scheme and the 

Promoters are in discussion with the owners and their developers to redesign the 

housing scheme to facilitate the NGT scheme.’ Is this to facilitate demolition? Talks 

about the widening of Headingley Lane, but doesn’t mention building loss. 

 In relation to the acquisition of land for the proposed bypass, we read: ‘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’  In other words, an access road will be provided (at public 

expense?) to allow Headingley Land Development (a company based in Horsforth, 

Kirkstall and Hunslet and not Headingley) to make a profit on land next to Oakfield that 

they seem to have acquired from the catholic diocese at Hinsley Hall to the north of the 

proposed trolleybus route. With the help of Barton Willmore, Chartford Homes – which 

has already irritated local residents by wanting to build flats and a supermarket on the 

former playing fields of Girls’ High School – would like to put up 51 ‘yuppie’ flats next 

to the trolleybus line, in three 3-storey buildings with 9 units each, and two 4-storey 

buildings with 12 units each. When they are not building next to the Green Belt as at 

Cookridge, this company seems intent on infill, depriving this area of the open spaces of 
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which it is so sorely in need.
65

 Generally, the recent spate of building on green fields 

rather than brown-field sites has caused considerable irritation throughout Leeds and the 

surrounding districts.
66

 Once again, it suggests a lack of overall integrated planning 

covering housing and schools as well as transport. 

 There is a tradition of commercial speculation over the land for the proposed 

bypass that goes back a long way,
67

 and it is important to remember just how long this 

proposed bypass has been a bone of contention between local residents and successive 

councils intent of giving everything to the motor car.
68

 

 

Figure 16.1 LOCATION OF OBJECTIONS BY POSTCODE (800M BUFFER 

AROUND NGT) 

 This map does not cover a friend who objected from Bramhope, and judging from 

letters in the YEP there could well have been other objectors living there or in Otley (who 

use the 84X bus). I think it shows my friends who live in Alwoodley, but I have other 

friends who objected, living in Roundhay, and that area is obscured. 

 

Letters of support 

 

16.8: 17 residents in favour as opposed to 1,653 against tells you that there are always 

mavericks. I think I know 3 or perhaps 4 of the 17 who are supporting it, and doing so for 

purely doctrinal party-political reasons. The sports organizations in favour include, of 

course, the managers of the Headingley Stadium, who do not live anywhere near the area. 

Support has tended to come, as well as from property developers, from those who count 

on the patronage of the town hall (involved in public events for entertainment, etc.). I 

would like a break-down of the 8 businesses in support, as this in contradiction with 

opposition from the Federation of Small Businesses. Are they all involved in property? 

 For an academic institution, the University has shown a strange lack of critical 

acumen. As far as I can make out the decision to support NGT was not arrived at after a 

proper discussion of the subject in an open forum. It was certainly not decided in Senate, 

and it is even doubtful whether it came from Council, even though several of its members 

have links with the City Council and property developers.
69

 I strongly suspect that the 

support from the University has not been thought out, and simply reflects what was its 
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attitude at the time of Supertram, when it had halls of residence at Tetley and Bodington. 

I worked for this institution for long enough to know how its administration works.  That 

part of the letter of support quoted in Leeds Student and signed by the new vice-

chancellor of the University – who only arrived in Leeds last October – reveals a lack of 

close knowledge of the subject. It simply repeats what NGT wrongly suggests: ‘We 

believe that the NGT Trolley Vehicle System will make city centre travel much easier, 

rapidly and efficiently connecting people to key education and employment sites’
70

 

 As for support from the Students’ Union, this too does not seem to have been 

arrived at openly. As far as I can see, the Union received a visit from NGT, whose stand 

attracted about 100 people,
71

 but was not given the chance to hear views from the local 

resident’s associations who all oppose it. The subject was last mentioned in Leeds Student 

last August, in an article which again simply repeated NGT propaganda.
72

 Its generally 

uncritical approach contrasts sharply with that of the newspaper for students at Leeds 

Metropolitan University, which recently highlighted the misgivings over the scheme 

expressed by the Federation of Small Businesses.
73

 

 Some of the anger felt locally by the attitude of the Union can be sensed in the 

comments published in Leeds Guardian.
74

 Local residents and the Students’ Union were 

already opposed in 2009, when the latter called for the right to have barbeques on 

Woodhouse Moor, despite the damage they caused. As a local resident, I wish the Student 

Union would do more to curb litter and stop drunken students from being sick in front of 

my gate. But then, I do not live in the Dales. 

 

Objection themes and the Promoters’ response 

 

16.9 – 16.11: They provide ‘Information Papers, copies of which are included in the 

Core Document List and which are intended to provide objectors and other 

interested parties with further particulars in relation to particular issues in an 

easily accessible form’ and add, rather ominously: ‘These Information Papers may 

be revised and added to in advance of the inquiry’  A watching brief will be needed 

here. 

 

Why NGT is required 
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16.14–16.15: The usual irrelevant comparison with bus services. All the road 

improvements they refer do not make a trolleybus necessary. 

 

Value for Money case for NGT 

 

16.16 – 16.17: Well, when you compare it to the costs of more extensive tram schemes 

elsewhere, it is difficult not to see this one-line trolleybus scheme as poor value for 

money, especially when our Council is making cuts to essential services. 

 

Environmental Impacts 

 

16.18 – 16.21: All this underscores the fact that such schemes are really meant to go 

through areas of regeneration, and not residential suburbs. 

 

Planning and Heritage issues 

 

16.22 – 16.26: Rather brushes these aside, by stating that ‘NGT has been developed in 

the context of transport policy at the European, national, and local level which 

seeks to promote a modern and sustainable transport system’ That is not an 

answer. 

 

Impact on pedestrians and cyclists 

 

16.27–16.29: Doesn’t answer the question about the width of pavements. As for cyclists, 

note under 16.2 the 32 objections from the ‘Leeds Cycle Action Campaign’ (NGT does 

not seem to have won the argument there) 

 

Vehicle technology 

 

16.30–16.34: Overstating as usual the popularity of trolleybuses. Above all, NGT has 

consistently refused to see the difference with established systems and new ones. The 

vast majority of trolleybuses purchased were for the former, and the figure of 5,000 is 

particularly misleading if it includes countries outside Western Europe and the EU. This 

is where the half-truths abound. Comparing like with unlike, not allowing for local needs, 

etc. I think I’ve shown in my own Statement of Case just how disingenuous NGT has 

been in this sphere. Otherwise it repeats what it has already said (see above) 

 

Consultation process 
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16.35–16.38: They seem to think that going through procedure and ticking off boxes is 

enough. There is a dangerous mind set here. Again I dealt quite thoroughly with this in 

my own Statement of Case. 

 

Accessibility 

 

16.39–16.43: Does not really answer properly the questions raised over bus stops. It says 

simply ‘However the average distance between NGT stops is comparable to 

other rapid transit systems in the UK.’ That is not an answer . It does not answer 

either the concern raised over the effects on ordinary bus services. 

 

Journey Times 

 

16.44–16.47: Says ‘The assessment of run times for NGT is based on both NGT 

and bus services using smartcard technology’. But this is not apparent in the 

comparisons made elsewhere in this document (and smart-ticketing is only one of a 

number of improvements that could be equally effective on buses). 

 

Effect on businesses 

 

16.48–16.51: Says ‘The Promoters have consulted with businesses throughout the 

development of the proposals to date’. This is not what the Federation of Small 

Businesses thinks. 

 

Land and property required and the impact of building fixings 

 

16.52:  To justify the overhead wires: ‘there is a precedent in Leeds for using 

building fixings as part of the former Leeds Tram.’ Quite a lot of people were pleased 

to see them go. 

 

Engagement with Objectors and others 

 

16.58–16.61:  They promised detailed feedback to precise queries, and we never got it. 

 


