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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.  I am no expert on 

transport systems but, even to me, it seems obvious that there are 
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glaring flaws in the NGT Metro proposal.   I would like, here, to point 

out a few of the aspects of the proposal which, I am sure, greatly 

trouble most people in Leeds. 

 

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

achieve its stated aims 

2.1 The scheme has clearly been designed to fit the political ambitions of 

Leeds City Council and Metro.  The aim is to wrestle control of part of 

the Leeds City transport system away from the private sector.  This has 

been openly stated by Councillor James Lewis (Chairman of Metro) at 

a number of public meetings.  The scheme demonstrates an excellent 

example of ‘backwards thinking’ – where the outcome of the scheme is 

decided first and then the actual scheme is constructed afterwards to fit 

the desired outcome rather than tackle the real problems that need to 

be solved. 

2.2 The fact that official DfT figures1 show that there has been a 

considerable drop in the numbers of vehicles using the A660, throws 

into doubt the whole “raison d’etre” for promoting the scheme on this 

route.  Many parts of the route are narrow and a fixed, inflexible 

transport system such as the trolleybus is totally inappropriate.  To 

propose a scheme costing £250m (probably a lot more than this 

ultimately) for one route in Leeds when the current problems could be 

remedied for far less money and much quicker, seems beyond belief to 

most people. 

1 Document 1 (Data from DfT website) http://api.dft.gov.uk/v2/trafficcounts/countpoint/id/17374.csv  
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2.3 As for the Promoters’ Vision Statement (TWAO Document Ref. A-01-2 

3.3 and 3.4), this seems to be an attempt to say that black is white, 

right is left and wrong is right: 

• NGT trolleybus will not be integrated, will not be rapid transport and 

will not offer a real and attractive alternative to travel by car. 

• NGT will not be not be modern, not be accessible, not be energy 

efficient and not be clean. 

• NGT will not be environmentally friendly nor, for most, be 

comfortable and the proposed Park and Ride would not be 

attractive to drivers. 

 

3 The scheme is extremely poor value for money 

3.1 It seems to me, and I believe to most people in Leeds, that £250 million 

at today’s prices (and this is likely to escalate) for a small number of 

trolleybuses running along only one 9 mile route in Leeds is appallingly 

poor value for money.  This would cost £28m for each mile of the route.  

Trolleybuses use out-dated, obsolete technology and will have to be 

purchased as expensive, custom-built units. Trolleybuses cost around 

£300,000 each, many more times than the cost of hybrid or electric 

buses.  So that, modern public transport solutions are likely to cost 

much less without the need for expenditure on fixed, overhead, electric 

wires which will need to be installed along the whole route. 

3.2 Underground services (gas, electricity, telephone, cable etc.) will need 

to be excavated and moved at various locations and permanent feeder, 

electricity substations will have to be built, along with many new traffic 
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light systems.  All this would be a huge unnecessary expense.  In 

addition, all of this new infrastructure would require continuous 

maintenance (including tree-lopping) at considerable expense. 

3.3 With increases in costs due to inflation, likely over-runs in construction 

time and in construction costs, the usual unforeseen expenditure and 

the cost of servicing the debt, the final cost to Leeds City Council is 

likely to be a lot more than the £77m quoted.  If the experience of the 

ill-fated Edinburgh tram scheme2 is any guide, the figures could be a lot 

worse than this.  In addition these figures do not include the millions of 

pounds3 already spent on consultants, plan design, promotional 

documents, preparing bids and the TWAO process. 

 

4 Considerable doubt about quoted Benefit Cost Ratio 

4.1 There is considerable doubt about NGT Metro’s assumptions and 

modelling undertaken to calculate the Benefit Cost Ratio: 

4.2 Two thirds of people shifting from car to trolleybus are predicted to 

come from Park and Ride (P&R) users at Bodington but this is a most 

unattractive option as the trolleybus would not be ‘express’ to Leeds 

city centre but stop at all stops along the route.  In addition, P&R users 

would have to compete for a seat with all other passengers on the 

outward journey and this journey would not be ‘express’ either.  In 

addition, outside of morning and evening peak times, the P&R would 

be more or less unused, so providing the trolleybus service to this 

location for the rest of the day, would not be cost effective. 

2 Documents 2a &2b (Edinburgh Trams – Scotsman Articles) 
3 Document 3 (Yorkshire Post Article 09Jan2014) 
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4.3 The claim that 4000 jobs will be created is dubious; only 1600 jobs 

resulted from the Sheffield Supertram4, which is a larger project. 

4.4 Has the loss of revenue to the current bus operators (and so loss of 

jobs) been included in NGT Metro’s analysis? 

4.5 The value of the loss of felled trees (around 400) has not been 

included. This could amount to several millions of pounds5. 

4.6 Has the cost of extra congestion to car users and businesses been 

included?  I believe DfT predict over £100m of losses to highway 

users6 and there are bound to be losses for city centre businesses 

because of the increased congestion created by the scheme.  Also I 

cannot see how the economy of Leeds can be boosted by increasing 

congestion on this route. 

4.7 House prices may be adversely affected says Michael M Moore of 

Moores Estate Agents, Leeds7. 

4.8 Has the loss of business to small businesses8 along the route due to 

restricted access and parking during construction and on completion, 

been taken into account? 

4.9 Trolleybuses would, most likely, have to be purchased from outside of 

the UK yet there is a manufacturer of a fully electric, zero-emissions 

4 Document 4 (Sheffield Tram Jobs Report) 
http://www.bettertransport.org.uk/system/files/employment_in_sustainable_transport.pdf 
5 Documents 5a & 5b (Tree Loss Articles) http://nwltf.org.uk/docs/NGTtreesurvey.pdf  
http://mediacentre.leedsmet.ac.uk/trees-or-trolleybus-that-is-the-question-or-is-it/  
6 Document 6 (DfT Leeds NGT VfM issues) http://a660.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/doc-1-
120510-D-Leeds-NGT-VfM-issues.pdf  
7Document 7 (How NGT Scheme May Affect Property Prices in Leeds) 
http://EzineArticles.com/?expert=Michael_M_Moore 
8 Documents 8a & 8b (FSB Documents) http://nwltf.org.uk/docs/FSB-Response-Leeds-Trolleybus.pdf  
http://theleedscitizen.wordpress.com/2013/11/01/west-yorks-business-organisation-lodges-formal-
objection-to-leeds-trolleybus-scheme/  
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bus in the Leeds area9.  Purchase from this or a similar source would 

lead to an improved economy and an increase in jobs in the local area.  

But adoption of the NGT Metro scheme proposals would probably 

mean exporting jobs and finance abroad. 

4.10 The lack of proper provision for cyclists means that none of the well 

known benefits of cycling, such as the decrease in harmful emissions 

and noise levels and the improvements in health for those who cycle, 

will accrue from this scheme.  The problems for cyclists are described 

in the objection letter sent in by the Leeds Cycling Campaign10. 

4.11 The suggestion that residents at the new housing development at 

Kirkstall Forge will benefit, when this location is at least one and a half 

miles from the proposed trolleybus route, is risible and brings into 

question the whole of NGT Metro’s calculations on the Benefit Cost 

Ratio. 

 

5 Degradation of Environment by the Proposed Scheme 

5.1 If this scheme were to be implemented, there would be severe 

degradation of the environment along the whole of the route.  This 

route is unique in Leeds in that it passes by or near many listed 

buildings, through or next to several conservation areas, through tree-

lined roads and past unmatched, Victorian architecture (Headingley 

has been described as one of the best preserved Victorian suburbs in 

9 Document 9 (Optare Press Release) http://www.optare.com/pr_18_10_13.htm  This manufacturer is 
given as only one example amongst others and is not necessarily endorsed by the author 
10 Document 10 (Leeds Cycling Campaign's TWAO Objections) 
http://www.leedscyclingcampaign.co.uk/sites/default/files/uploaded/Leeds%20Cycling%20Campaign's
%20TWAO%20Objections%20-%20Leeds%20Trolley%20Vehicle%20System%20-%20Final.pdf  
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the Country)11.  English Heritage has placed Woodhouse Moor, the 

Hyde Park area and Headingley on its At Risk Register12.  Some of the 

consequences would be: 

5.2 The production of greenhouse gases and pollution as a result of the 

generation of electricity to power the trolleybuses would be displaced to 

fixed power stations which burn mostly fossil fuels.  This form of 

electricity production has been shown to produce more greenhouse 

gases and pollution than modern diesel powered buses and 

considerably more than hybrid buses13.  Thus NGT Metro’s claim that 

their trolleybus would be “emissions free” is totally fallacious. 

5.3 There would be considerable loss of green space – sorely needed in 

Hyde Park and Headingley.  This includes the loss of lovely meadows 

in central Headingley where horses live14.  The disruptive, destructive 

and hugely expensive “Headingley Bypass” is totally unnecessary as 

alternative, much cheaper and less disruptive measures could be 

implemented to improve traffic flow at this location.  In effect, the 

relevant green spaces form a ‘green corridor’ along the route and trees, 

plants and wildlife will be badly affected by the proposed scheme. 

11 Documents 11a & 11b (Headingley, Hyde Park & Woodhouse Documents) 
http://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/headingley%20hill,%20hyde%20park%20and%20woodhouse%20moor.
pdf  &  
 http://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/Headingley%20and%20HP%20NDS.pdf  
12 Document 10 (English Heritage At Risk Register) http://risk.english-
heritage.org.uk/register.aspx?id=408210&rt=0&pn=1&st=a&ctype=all&crit=leeds  
13 Document 13 (LowCVP-Ricardo Bus Roadmap pages 1,2,3.5 & 6) http://lowcvp-
isleint4.isledev.co.uk/assets/reports/LowCVP-Ricardo%20Bus%20Roadmap%20FINAL.PDF  
14 Document 14 (YEP Article 06Mar13) 
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Part of the proposed route behind Headingley Lane, Headingley 

5.4 The loss of around 400 mature trees15 – to be felled –some would be 

replaced with saplings but these will take generations to come to 

maturity.  In addition many trees will need to be lopped to 

accommodate the overhead electric wires.  The loss of medium sized 

and large trees would lead to an increase in airborne pollution and an 

increase in greenhouse gases because it has been shown that a large 

proportion of these products is absorbed by tree foliage16. 

5.5 Biodiversity and local wildlife would be adversely affected. 

5.6 The demolition of Victorian buildings which can never be replaced17. 

15 Document 15 (Map ofTrees to be Felled along Otley Road) http://blog.stopthetrolleybus.com/tree-
loss/  
16 Document 16 (Trees Improve Our Air Quality) 
http://urbanforestrynetwork.org/benefits/air%20quality.htm  
17 Document 17 (YEP Article 16Oct2013) 
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5.7 Old stone walls would be demolished and rebuilt in a different location 

but would never be the same as the original. 

5.8 The removal of natural stone pavements and the loss of many grass 

verges. 

5.9 The amount of street furniture would be greatly increased including 

many poles/gantries with overhead, electric cables along the whole 

route, extra sets of traffic lights and extra stops for the trolleybus. 

5.10 Ugly, overhead electric cables would be attached to historic buildings. 

5.11 As a consequence of increased congestion (admitted to be the case by 

NGT Metro), there will be an increase in harmful emissions along the 

route.  This is already a road with a lot of air pollution.  The removal of 

mature trees will make this worse. 

5.12 The increase in ‘rat-running’ which would be an inevitable 

consequence of the scheme, would further degrade the whole of the 

area through which these trolleybuses intend to pass.  There would be 

an increase in pollution and noise in these built-up areas. 

5.13 The intended road alterations and the long bus stops required for 

articulated trolleybuses would isolate the two halves of communities 

from each other on either side of the road.  This would particularly 

apply to communities in Hyde Park, Headingley and Weetwood. 

5.14 There would be a considerable increase in light pollution from the 

proposed “Headingley Bypass”. 
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6 The Scheme Would Lead To an Inferior Public Transport Service 

Along this Route 

6.1 The proposed NGT Metro scheme would run on one route from South 

Leeds through the city centre and out along the A660 road to Holt Park 

passing through Woodhouse, Hyde Park, Headingley, Weetwood, 

West Park, Lawnswood and Cookridge.  These used to be small 

settlements outside of Leeds city and journeys to and from the city 

were made along a road, now designated A660, which in times past 

was not wide.  The route remains quite narrow on some sections, 

particularly through Old Headingley, and there are very few locations 

where it could be called very wide.  To widen the narrow parts of this 

road would mean degrading the special, individual character of these 

locations.  It follows that it is particularly unsuitable for an inflexible, 

fixed-line, trolleybus system as proposed by NGT Metro and the 

following are reasons why I believe that the scheme would lead to an 

inferior public transport system along this route: 

6.2 Although the trolleybus is predicted to save a few minutes (a small 

number) in journey time for those who use it, this saving will be wiped 

out by longer walking time to the trolleybus stop (as there will be fewer 

stops) and longer waiting time at the trolleybus stop (as trolleybuses 

will be less frequent than ordinary buses – every six minutes as 

compared to every three minutes for the ordinary buses at present). 

6.3 In spite of the predicted shorter journey times for the trolleybus, if car 

users are persuaded to leave their vehicles at the Park and Ride 

(P&R), they will find that their total journey time will be longer because 
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they will spend time parking and waiting for the trolleybus and 

trolleybuses picking up passengers at the P & R are not intended to be 

‘express’ (i.e. not straight through to the city centre and will stop at 

every trolleybus stop).  Thus, there will be no incentive for car drivers to 

switch to the trolleybus especially as, at present, there is a large 

amount of relatively, inexpensive parking for private vehicles in Leeds 

city centre. 

6.4 At peak times, passengers boarding the trolleybus along the route are 

likely to have to stand for the whole of their journey as NGT Metro state 

that two thirds of the capacity of their proposed vehicle is standing only.  

So much for a “high quality bus service”. 

6.5 The trolleybus will not be suitable for the elderly, infirm and disabled or 

for parents with small children because the trolleybus stops will be 

spaced too far apart to be accessible for many of this category of 

person living in the catchment area of the trolleybus fixed line.  They 

may well also not be able to be seated. 

6.6 As the trolleybus will have priority at many traffic-light-controlled 

junctions, all other vehicles, including ordinary buses, will be held up at 

these points, so increasing their journey times and harmful emissions.  

Rat-running will also be further increased through the areas adjacent to 

the route because of the predicted increase in congestion. 

6.7 There will be two separate and competing bus services (current bus 

operators and NGT Metro) with separate bus stops for each service 

(NGT Metro states in its own documentation that this is undesirable).  

Passengers will have to choose whether to walk for longer, on average, 
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to a trolleybus stop (as there are fewer trolleybus stops) then wait for 

longer, on average, for a trolleybus (as they will be less frequent than 

current ordinary buses) or to use the ordinary bus service and expect a 

longer journey than at present because their bus will be held up by the 

NGT Metro system.  Thus, we would have the worst of all worlds 

for the passenger as a direct result of the implementation of the 

NGT Metro scheme. 

6.8 If the NGT Metro scheme is implemented, the viability of the ordinary 

bus service would come into question.  NGT Metro’s own figures 

predict a halving of some of the services along this route which would 

lead to degradation in the overall service to passengers. The revenue 

for ordinary bus services which use this route (or use part of this route 

but start or end at locations not on this route) will be diminished and 

these services may be reduced in frequency or withdrawn altogether 

leading to reduced public transport options for passengers. 

6.9 The intention should be for Leeds to progress as quickly as possible to 

a modern, integrated transport system, attractive to passengers, which 

would boost the economy of the area.  The proposed NGT Metro 

scheme would achieve exactly the opposite, being a stand-alone, 

out-of-date system which will not connect in any way with other public 

transport options in or outside of the city. 

6.10 NGT Metro tells us that their scheme will be a “Rapid Transit System” – 

on average 12mph – need I say more!  Greater average speeds than 

this could easily be achieved with ordinary, modern buses using much 

less expensive and much less disruptive and destructive measures.  
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Smart card ticketing on ordinary buses would make journey times 

significantly quicker – easily as quick, if not more so, than is predicted 

by NGT Metro for their trolleybus. 

6.11 The level of fares on the NGT Metro trolleybus seems to be uncertain.  

This service will have to compete with the ordinary bus services but 

will, almost certainly, not be as efficient given the significant 

maintenance costs which will be required to constantly maintain the 

trolleybus infrastructure.  Also the trolleybus is predicted to hold 160 

passengers but, outside of peak times, they may be carrying very few.  

Along with the fact that there is no incentive for people to switch away 

from cars to use P&R (as argued above) it is inevitable that this would 

be a highly inefficient operation and would lead either to higher fares or 

to subsidies provided by council tax payers in Leeds.  It seems to me 

that the NGT Metro system would rapidly become unviable and be 

abandoned with all of the consequent financial losses, having 

permanently disfigured and degraded valuable, community assets 

along the route. 

 

7 The System Will Be Detrimental to Cyclists and Pedestrians 

7.1 NGT Metro has made no effort to encourage an increase in cycling 

along this route which would bring benefits such as a reduction in 

harmful emissions and an increase in the health of individuals.  In the 

proposed scheme, many of the sections of cycle lane now present will 

be removed and, at different points, cycles will have to share the road 

with either the trolleybus, the trolleybus and other buses or all other 
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traffic.  For a cyclist to share a lane with a bus is dangerous enough but 

to share with a trolleybus is much worse as they will be long, 

articulated vehicles which approach from behind almost silently.  At 

some points, cycles will have to share a narrow road with all vehicles, 

which I regard as totally unacceptable on a route which carries the 

largest number of commuter cyclists in Leeds18. 

7.2 NGT Metro suggest that cyclists will take the proposed new route 

behind the Arndale Centre (the proposed “Headingley Bypass”) but 

many commuter cyclists will want to take the most direct route to and 

from the city centre and so are likely to take the road directly through 

Headingley Centre with all the other traffic, where there will be no cycle 

lane.  I am aware that Leeds Cycling Campaign has made a large 

number of criticisms of the scheme (see Document 10). 

7.3 Pedestrians will be inconvenienced at the new, prioritised traffic lights 

because priority will be given to the trolleybus.  Some footpaths will be 

made narrower and pedestrians may be unable to cross roads at some 

locations where barriers are erected as part of the trolleybus 

infrastructure.  Long, articulated vehicles are also more dangerous for 

pedestrians and some sections of the trolleybus route pass close to, or 

through, pedestrian areas.  Because these buses are almost silent, 

there would be much danger for pedestrians particularly when 

trolleybuses pass each other when travelling in opposite directions.  

The locations where pedestrians will come into unguarded, close 

proximity with trolleybuses are: Millennium Square pedestrianised area 

18 Document 26 (A660 Otley Rd Cycling Study pages 1,3 & 7) 
http://democracy.leeds.gov.uk/mgConvert2PDF.aspx?ID=25117  
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in the centre of Leeds, Woodhouse Moor Park and the Whitfields 

pedstrianised area in Hunslet.  There, also, may well be a hazard to 

pedestrians at locations where the trolleybus stop is to be situated on 

the central reservation of the road, such as at West Park and the stop 

at Lawnswood School, where school children would be at risk.  There 

would also be a risk to pedestrians along the proposed Headingley 

Bypass where they are in close proximity to trolleybuses and also 

adjacent to commuter cyclists who could be travelling at considerable 

speed. 

 

8 No Proper Consideration of Alternative Solutions 

8.1 No proper consideration of alternative solutions has been made by 

NGT Metro.  The process they describe is a sham as the two 

alternatives they consider, the Next Best Alternative (NBA) and the 

Low Cost Alternative (LCA), are not like-for-like comparators and are 

based on outdated data.  Also, in their analysis, the advantages of the 

trolleybus are emphasised whereas, for the NBA and the LCA, the 

disadvantages are emphasised.  There has been no proper 

investigation into, or comparison with, alternatives such as hybrid or all-

electric buses (see Document 9).  There is considerable evidence that 

such public transport systems would be a much better and a much less 

expensive solution for Leeds as whole and would be able to be 

implemented even before construction of the NGT Metro scheme 

would begin. 
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8.2 NGT Metro has consistently stated in their promotional material that a 

benefit of their scheme would be a reduction in congestion on the A660 

route.  I have observed traffic at the main ‘pinch points’ on this road on 

many occasions, both at the morning and evening peak flows, and it 

seems to me that there has been no significant increase in the number 

of vehicles for a number of years (see Document 1) and that normally 

traffic flows smoothly albeit sometimes slowly.  The NGT Metro 

scheme, therefore, would appear to be an ‘overkill’ project which would 

unnecessarily destroy and degrade much of the environment it is 

planned to pass through at huge, unnecessary expense to the tax 

payers of the UK and particularly to those of Leeds. 

8.3 Improvement to the traffic flow along the A660 would be very welcome 

but this could be achieved at much less expense, with much less 

degradation of the environment and with much less disruption.  Truly 

significant improvements could be made with more modest and cost 

effective measures. 

8.4 Very attractive P&R schemes could be implemented at the currently 

proposed sites (and at other sites around the outskirts of Leeds) using 

modern, very comfortable (with seats for all passengers) zero or low 

emission vehicles (see scheme run in Coventry19).  This should be an 

express service (limited stops) into and out of Leeds city centre and, 

where possible, given priority at junctions.  I believe this would really 

attract drivers to switch their mode of transport and so significantly 

reduce congestion on this route. 

19 Document 28 (Coventry Park & Ride with EV Buses) 
http://www.optare.com/images/pdf/routeONE%20Versa%20EV%20article.pdf  
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3xmbLfHXwDQ  
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8.5 Other cheap and easy measures could be considered such as: 

increasing the amount of ‘bus only’ lane along the route (with no 

parking allowed in the bus lane), switching the direction of traffic flow 

on some lanes at morning and evening peak times and the introduction 

of smart card ticketing. 

8.6 Properly accommodating cyclists would also improve matters greatly. 

 

9 Risks to the Project 

9.1 Have all the risks to the NGT Metro project been described and 

ameliorative measures documented? 

9.2 Where are the Risk Registers? 

9.3 There are many things that can go wrong with a project such as NGT 

Metro proposes both in the planning and construction stages and also 

when the scheme is operational.  Have such problems as power cuts, 

flood water, damage to overhead wires from high winds and vandalism 

etc. been properly taken into account? 

9.4 Most concerning is the financial risk.  Given the usual project over-runs 

in time and expenditure, will the people of Leeds be left with a huge 

debt to service?  There appears to be a shortfall in the funding of 

around £30m and we are told that this is to be financed by borrowing.  

Thus all the risk falls on the people of Leeds.  One only has to look at 

the Edinburgh fiasco (see Documents 2a & 2b) to realise what might be 

repeated in Leeds.  If the scheme gets up and running, will it be 
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financially viable?  The Sheffield Supertram is losing money20.  The 

DfT has stated clearly that they will not supply any additional finance so 

that the council tax payers of Leeds will have to foot the bill to make up 

any shortfall, which could be millions of pounds. 

 

10 No Meaningful Consultation and Lack of Public Support 

10.1 The promotional events organised by NGT Metro have been 

presentations not consultations.  As far as I am aware, no record was 

made of adverse comments made by members of the public except for 

the few feedback forms handed in to the organisers.  These events 

were a biased and misleading PR exercise and in no way any sort of 

consultation with the public. This also applies to their promotional 

literature.  It is very difficult to sift relevant, critical information from 

NGT Metro’s technical documents and the same can be said of their 

website where there are no answers to many important questions.  

There are also doubts as to whether the website conforms to legal 

requirements as to accessibility.  A cursory test of the first ten pages of 

NGT’s website (www.ngtmetro.com) using the Powermapper 

application shows that 45% of these pages have issues including: 

errors, accessibility, W3C standards and usability21. 

10.2 The reports presented by NGT Metro have all had input from 

organisations and companies (e.g. KPMG, Turner and Townsend, Mott 

Macdonald) which have vested interests in the scheme.  Therefore, 

these reports cannot be objective and must contain bias, whether 

20 Document 27 (NAO Improving Public Transport in England Through Light Rail pages 1 & 2)  
http://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2004/04/0304518es.pdf  
21 Document 18 (NGT Website Accessibility Test) http://www.powermapper.com/   
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conscious or unconscious.  These companies have already made a 

large amount of money from this scheme and if it were to fail, they 

would walk away with their profits, leaving Leeds with a disastrous 

environmental mess and a huge financial debt. 

10.3 NGT Metro is keen to quote, over and over again, the results of the 

survey it carried out in 2009 when a different version of the scheme 

existed and the public and businesses were not aware of the 

deleterious effects the scheme would have on the city of Leeds.  These 

out-of-date results have no validity whatsoever and to continue to 

quote these figures in current statements is nothing more than an 

attempt to mislead and deceive – to deceive not only this Inquiry but 

the whole population of Leeds.  Despite many requests, NGT Metro 

has refused to publish, in full, the results of its 2012 - 2013 consultation 

exercise, presumably because the results do not support its case.  

Fortunately, most Leeds people are not easily mislead and, as 

mentioned previously, 72% voted to scrap the trolleybus in a recent poll 

carried out by the Yorkshire Evening Post.  Also, a survey carried out in 

North West Leeds in September and October 2013 returned a result of 

95% of people opposed to the scheme22 and a similar survey carried 

out by the Leeds Federation of Small Businesses showed 

overwhelming opposition (see Document 22). 

10.4 NGT Metro is keen to gain public and business support by stating that 

further trolleybus lines will be constructed to service other parts of 

Leeds but, given the current financial climate and the fact that this 

22 Document 19 (NWLTF Survey Document) http://nwltf.org.uk/NGTconsultation.php  
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current, proposed scheme is so obviously not-fit-for-purpose, these 

further trolleybus lines will never be built and such statements amount 

to deception. 

10.5 I notice that there has been a steady stream of letters appearing in the 

Yorkshire Evening Post newspaper, almost all of which are opposed23.  

Analysis of the letters published in the two months previous to 23rd 

January 2014 show that 29 letters were opposing the NGT Metro 

scheme and only four were supporting it (and two of these were from 

Cllr James Lewis, Chairman of Metro).  Also there has been a large 

number of posts on Facebook opposing the scheme and I have seen 

many adverse comments on Twitter24. 

10.6 Many local residents and businesses are still unaware as to how the 

scheme will affect them and the DfT were surprised that there had 

been some support from the business community given the predicted 

negative effects on businesses.  This really is no surprise given the 

misleading statements put out by NGT Metro and the bias of their 

promotional material.  I am sure that a lot of businesses are still 

unaware of the deleterious effects of the scheme and, of course, those 

businesses which have vested interests will be in favour.  A recent 

survey carried out by the Federation of Small Businesses in Leeds 

showed a large majority opposed to the NGT Metro scheme25. 

23 Document 20 (List of YEP Letters) 
24 Document 21 (Twitter Comments Document) 
25 Document 22 (FSB Press Release on Leeds Trolleybus) 
https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/107261288/FSB%20Press%20Release%20on%20Leeds%20Troll
eybus_1DSI.pdf  
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10.7 All of the residents associations in areas affected by the scheme are 

totally opposed, including: Hyde Park, Headingley, Weetwood, West 

Park and Holt Park. 

10.8 At least two local MPs openly oppose the scheme, George Mudie26 

and Greg Mulholland27 and I am sure a number of local Labour 

councillors would have declared their opposition had they not been 

under a three-line whip from their party.  The fact that there is a whip 

imposed on voting concerned with the proposed trolleybus scheme28 is 

totally undemocratic and means that the voice of the people of Leeds 

cannot be heard on this hugely important project.  This is an abuse of 

the democratic process. 

10.9 The reason NGT Metro is so concerned to pretend that their project 

has public support is that the whole scheme falls if it is not 

supported by Leeds City Council (see TWAO Document Ref. A-08b 

3.10 Deliverability).  Local councillors should not support NGT’s 

proposals if their constituents are against, and despite enormous 

pressure from the leadership of the Labour group, which has the 

majority in the Council, some Labour Councillors are now expressing 

opposition.  Labour leaders have resorted to the desperate measure of 

imposing a three-line whip with regard to votes in Council supporting 

NGT.  This shows a complete lack of confidence that there is enough 

real support in Leeds City Council to push this project through and 

does not bode well for the future prospects of the scheme if it were to 

go ahead. 

26 Document 23 (YEP Article 08Oct2012) 
27 Document 24 (Twitter Conversations with Greg Mulholland MP 29Nov2013) 
28 Document 25 (YEP Article 08Jan2014) 
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10.9 I would have thought that proper, up-to-date consultation and unbiased 

sampling of public opinion should have taken place long before the 

project reached this stage and if, as I am convinced, the public is 

strongly opposed then millions of pounds of tax payers’ money will 

have been already ‘flushed down the drain’. 

 

11 Conclusion 

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

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.  

The appalling decisions often made under such circumstances are well 

documented and it seems to me that this can be the only explanation 
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for the emergence of such a misguided project.  The scheme is 

extremely poor value for money and does not address the transport 

problems of this particular route or, more importantly, of Leeds as a 

whole.  We now know that Labour councillors were ‘whipped’ (see 

Document 25) to vote in favour of the scheme at Leeds City Council 

(although it appears that some councillors were led to believe that they 

were only voting for an inquiry to take place29) 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 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. 

11.4 I believe a similar scheme for Liverpool was turned down in 199930 and 

I would imagine the people of Edinburgh wish that their tram scheme 

had also been refused. 

11.5 For all of the reasons given above, 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. 

29 Document 29 (YEP Letter from Cllr Walker 24Jan2014) 
30 Document 30 (Liverpool’s Unsuccessful Trolleybus Project) 
http://blog.stopthetrolleybus.com/merseyside-rapid-transit/  
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I simply say – if the People of Leeds are against this project, it must be 

scrapped. 

I urge that the TWA Order be refused. 
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List of Documents for Proof of Evidence - Nigel Sleeman 
 
(Proof of Evidence Ref: TWA/13/APP/04/OBJ/1166 Leeds New Generation Transport (Leeds Metro) Trolleybus Scheme) 

 

Document 1  (Data from DfT website) 
http://api.dft.gov.uk/v2/trafficcounts/countpoint/id/17374.csv 
 
Document 2a  (Edinburgh Trams - Scotsman Article 25Mar2013) 
 
Document 2b  (Edinburgh Trams - Scotsman Article 15May2013) 
 
Document 3  (Yorkshire Post Article 09Jan2014) 
 
Document 4  (Sheffield Tram Jobs Report) 
http://www.bettertransport.org.uk/system/files/employment_in_sustainable_transport.pdf 
 
Document 5a  (Leaf Environmental Arboricultural Survey pages 1 & 4) 
http://nwltf.org.uk/docs/NGTtreesurvey.pdf  
 
Document 5b  (Article by Alan Simson on Trees) 
http://mediacentre.leedsmet.ac.uk/trees-or-trolleybus-that-is-the-question-or-is-it/  
 
Document 6  (DfT-Leeds-NGT-VfM-issues) 
http://a660.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/doc-1-120510-D-Leeds-NGT-VfM-issues.pdf  
 
Document 7  (How NGT Scheme May Affect Property Prices in Leeds) 
http://EzineArticles.com/?expert=Michael_M_Moore 
 
Document 8a  (FSB-Response-Leeds-Trolleybus) 
http://nwltf.org.uk/docs/FSB-Response-Leeds-Trolleybus.pdf  
 
Document 8b  (The Leeds Citizen Article 01Nov2013) 
http://theleedscitizen.wordpress.com/2013/11/01/west-yorks-business-organisation-lodges-formal-
objection-to-leeds-trolleybus-scheme/  
 
Document 9  (Optare Press Release) 
http://www.optare.com/pr_18_10_13.htm  
 
Document 10  (Leeds Cycling Campaign's TWAO Objections) 
http://www.leedscyclingcampaign.co.uk/sites/default/files/uploaded/Leeds%20Cycling%20Campaig
n's%20TWAO%20Objections%20-%20Leeds%20Trolley%20Vehicle%20System%20-%20Final.pdf  
 
Document 11a  (Headingley Hill, Hyde Park and Woodhouse Moor Conservation Areas (pages 1 to 3) 
http://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/headingley%20hill,%20hyde%20park%20and%20woodhouse%20mo
or.pdf 
 
Document 11b  (Headingley & Hyde Park Neighbourhood Design Statement) 
http://www.leeds.gov.uk/docs/Headingley%20and%20HP%20NDS.pdf  
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Document 12  (English Heritage At Risk Register) 
 http://risk.english-heritage.org.uk/register.aspx?id=408210&rt=0&pn=1&st=a&ctype=all&crit=leeds  
 
Document 13  (LowCVP-Ricardo Bus Roadmap pages 1,2,3.5 & 6) 
http://lowcvp-isleint4.isledev.co.uk/assets/reports/LowCVP-Ricardo%20Bus%20Roadmap%20FINAL.PDF  
 
Document 14  (YEP Article 06Mar13) 
 
Document 15  (Map of Trees to be Felled along Otley Road) 
http://blog.stopthetrolleybus.com/tree-loss/  
 
Document 16  (Trees Improve Our Air Quality) 
http://urbanforestrynetwork.org/benefits/air%20quality.htm  
 
Document 17  (YEP Article 16Oct2013) 
 
Document 18  (NGT Website Accessibility Test) 
http://www.powermapper.com/  
 
Document 19  (NWLTF Survey Document) 
http://nwltf.org.uk/NGTconsultation.php  
 
Document 20  (List of Yorkshire Evening Post Letters) 
 
Document 21  (Trolleybus Twitter Comments) 
 
Document 22  (FSB Press Release on Leeds Trolleybus) 
https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/107261288/FSB%20Press%20Release%20on%20Leeds%20Tro
lleybus_1DSI.pdf  
 
Document 23  (YEP Article 08Oct2012) 
 
Document 24  (Twitter Conversations with Greg Mulholland MP 29Nov2013) 
 
Document 25  (YEP Article 08Jan2014) 
 
Document 26  (A660 Otley Rd Cycling Study pages 1,3 & 7) 
http://democracy.leeds.gov.uk/mgConvert2PDF.aspx?ID=25117  
 
Document 27  (NAO Improving Public Transport in England Through Light Rail pages 1 & 2) 
http://www.nao.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2004/04/0304518es.pdf 
 
Document 28  (Coventry Park & Ride with EV Buses) 
http://www.optare.com/images/pdf/routeONE%20Versa%20EV%20article.pdf   
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3xmbLfHXwDQ 
 
Document 29  (YEP Letter from Cllr Walker 24Jan2014) 
 
Document 30  (Liverpool's Unsuccessful Trolleybus Project) 
http://blog.stopthetrolleybus.com/merseyside-rapid-transit/  
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