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Amended Summary 
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Leeds New Generation Transport (Leeds Metro) Trolleybus Scheme 

 

 

General Objection to TWA Order 

particularly with regard to the consequences of the proposed scheme for the 

people of Leeds 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 I have lived in Leeds for 37 years and love this city.  I object to the whole 

concept of NGT Metro’s proposed trolleybus scheme from start to finish and I 

know that the majority of Leeds people who have any knowledge of what this 

ill-conceived project would do to Leeds, agree with me. 

1.2 This inquiry is a public inquiry designed to present the case, for and against, 

the proposed trolleybus scheme and for the arguments to be aired in public.  

Various individuals, persons representing companies, organisations with an 

interest in the project and groups of individuals objecting will be able to 

present a case.  But I am concerned that the largest block of opposition is not 

sufficiently represented here.  This is the huge swathe of opposition voiced by 

the people of Leeds. 

1.3 The population of Leeds at the 2011 census was measured at over 750,000.  

A recent Yorkshire Evening Post poll recorded 72% against the proposed 

trolleybus.  When this figure is extrapolated to the whole of Leeds this 

translates to over 540,000 people who would like this ill-considered project to 

be scrapped.  Their opinions must to be taken into account at this Inquiry. 

1.4 You will have already heard of the many flaws in NGT’s case and the fact that 

they have presented a misleading and deceptive view of their project in their 

promotional literature and in their ‘consultation process’ and I will leave to 

others a detailed, technical criticism of the inconsistencies and errors in NGT 

Metro’s proposal. 

1.5 I am no expert on transport systems but, even to me, it seems obvious that 

there are glaring flaws in the NGT Metro proposal.   In my Proof of Evidence I 

point out a few of the aspects of the proposal which, I am sure, greatly trouble 
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most people in Leeds.  I will only touch on these briefly as most have been 

discussed in depth already but I believe that these are the aspects which 

concern the people of Leeds most. 

 

2 The proposed scheme is a huge overkill project which will not achieve 

its stated aims 

2.1 Project was designed to fit the political ambitions of LCC and Metro – this type 

of thinking has delivered a scheme unfit-for-purpose 

2.2 Drop in numbers of vehicles using A660 – puts raison d’etre for scheme in 

doubt.  At £250m (ultimately much more?) for one route, cost is beyond belief 

to most people 

2.3 Most of Vision Statement seems to be exact opposite of consequences which 

will flow from the scheme 

 

3 The scheme is extremely poor value for money 

3.1 More than £250m for one 9 mile route (£28m/mile) is appallingly poor VfM.  

Modern, flexible transport systems will cost much less 

3.2 Huge, unnecessary expense of excavating and moving underground services 

and installing new traffic lights, overhead wires and electricity substations 

3.3 Final cost to people of Leeds is likely to be much more than the £77m quoted 

– e.g. Edinburgh 

 

4 Considerable doubt about quoted Benefit Cost Ratio 

4.1 Doubt about NGT’s calculations of BCR 

4.2 P&R as described in NGT scheme will not be attractive to drivers 
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4.3 4000 jobs claim dubious – Sheffield only 1600 

4.4 Loss of revenue to current bus operators and so loss of jobs? 

4.5 Value of loss of around 400 trees (£millions) has not been included 

4.6 Cost of extra congestion to car users and small businesses? 

4.7 House prices may be adversely affected says Michael M Moore 

4.8 Losses to small businesses due to restricted access and parking during 

construction and on completion? 

4.9 Trolleybuses probably purchased from outside UK at high cost (ca. £300,000 

each) 

4.10 Lack of proper provision for cyclists – therefore no benefits accrue 

4.11 Residents at Kirkstall Forge will benefit? 

 

5 Degradation of Environment by the Proposed Scheme 

5.1 Demolition and defacing of Victorian buildings, stone walls and pavements – 

installation of overhead cables and increased street clutter  

5.2 GHGs and pollution displaced to fossil fuelled power stations – worse than 

hybrid bus 

5.3 Loss of sorely needed green space and ‘green corridor’ – trees, plants and 

wildlife badly affected – Headingley bypass totally unnecessary 

5.4 Loss of many mature trees would be huge loss to character of area and also 

lead to increase in GHGs and airborne pollution 

5.12 Increase in rat-running would be an inevitable consequence leading to an 

increase in pollution and noise in these built-up areas 
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6 The Scheme Would Lead To an Inferior Public Transport Service Along 

this Route 

6.1 A660, northern route, is particularly unsuitable for an inflexible, fixed-line, 

trolleybus system 

6.2 Any journey time saved will be wiped out by longer walking time and longer 

waiting  

6.3 P&R not ‘express’ – will not be attractive 

6.4 Standing room only for many 

6.5 Trolleybus stops too far apart for elderly, infirm and disabled and for parents 

with small children.  Also problems with getting a seat 

6.7 Two separate, competing bus services leads to worst of all worlds 

6.8 Viability of current bus services comes into question 

6.9 NGT will not be an integrated system 

6.10 NGT not a ‘Rapid Transit System’ 

  

7 The System Will Be Detrimental to Cyclists and Pedestrians 

7.1 Scheme does not encourage cycling because it does not reduce the hazards 

– no benefits accrue 

7.3 Hazards to pedestrians at some points where trolleybus is in close proximity 

to pedestrians 

 

8 No Proper Consideration of Alternative Solutions 

8.1 No serious consideration of alternative vehicle types 

8.2 NGT is an ‘overkill’ project which would unnecessarily destroy and degrade 

much of the environment at huge expense to taxpayers 
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8.3 Significant improvements could be made with more modest and cost effective 

measures 

8.4 No serious consideration of attractive P&R 

8.5 No serious consideration of alternative traffic management systems 

 

9 Risks to the Project 

9.1 Have all risks to NGT project been described and ameliorative measures 

documented?  

9.4 Financial risk is most concerning – all debt falls on people of Leeds – example 

of Sheffield and Edinburgh 

 

10 No Meaningful Consultation and Lack of Public Support 

10.1 Promotional events, literature and video presentations were biased and 

misleading 

10.3 2009 survey invalid – misleading to quote it – recent YEP, NW Leeds and 

FSB polls show the opposite 

10.5 Much opposition shown in YEP and on Facebook and Twitter 

10.7 Residents associations in areas affected by the scheme are opposed 

10.8 Some MPs oppose NGT and a number of local councillors are against.  

Labour councillors ‘whipped’ in Council votes – abuse of democratic process 

10.9 Much concern by NGT Metro over lack of public support for project because 

scheme falls if not enough support in LCC 

  



Nigel Sleeman Summary of Proof of Evidence OBJ/1166/3 - A 

  Page 7 of 8 

11 Conclusion 

11.1 For the most part, we don’t have the problem of insufficient transport 

infrastructure.  Our problem is in using it efficiently.  The trolleybus scheme 

proposes investing huge resources in tackling a problem which exists for only 

a small part of each day.  Is this intelligent thinking?  No, of course not!  The 

trolleybus proposal is an example of ‘old thinking’ where we try to solve a 

problem by using the same old methods that led to the problem in the first 

place.  We need an intelligent transport system, but for this we need an 

intelligent transport policy.  With imminent new technology and a fresh view 

on how best we should all travel and commute, there are going to be lots of 

changes in the way we use transport.  For a sensible future transport system, 

we need to build in more flexibility, not less. 

11.2 I believe that the proposed NGT Metro scheme is a vanity project which is a 

hangover from the failed Leeds Supertram bid made some years ago by 

Leeds City Council.  I am convinced that it is a product of ‘Group Think’ by 

Leeds City Council leaders and senior staff at NGT Metro.  The appalling 

decisions often made under such circumstances are well documented and it 

seems to me that this can be the only explanation for the emergence of such 

a misguided project.  The scheme is extremely poor value for money and 

does not properly address the transport problems of this particular route or, 

more importantly, of Leeds as a whole.  We now know that Labour councillors 

were ‘whipped’ to vote in favour of the scheme at Leeds City Council and that 

it is likely that some voted against their true beliefs.  The fact that councillors 

had to be ‘whipped’ indicates that Council Leaders do not have any 

confidence that this deficient trolleybus scheme would have any convincing 
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support.  Council Leaders want a ‘paramount project’ to put their name to and, 

because they do not wish to lose face, they are reluctant to shelve this poor 

relation of a transport scheme, even though the majority of Leeds people are 

opposed. 

11.3 Leeds does need a modern, up-to-date, integrated transport system but this 

proposal goes no way towards providing it.  In fact, if adopted, it could put 

back the implementation of a decent, proper scheme for many years. 

11.5 For all of the reasons I have mentioned, I believe the scheme proposed by 

NGT Metro is a patently not-fit-for-purpose and could leave the people of 

Leeds paying for it, in many ways, for many years to come. 

 

I simply say – if the People of Leeds are against this project, it must be 

scrapped. 

 

I urge that the TWA Order be refused. 

 


