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-The Secretary of State for Transport 

c/o Transport & Works Act Orders Unit 

General Counsel's Office 

Department for Transport 

Zone 1/18 Great Minster House 

33 Horseferry Road 

London 

SW1P 4DR 

 

Susan Sleeman 

18 Trenic Crescent 

Leeds 

LS6 3DL 

 

29 January 2013 

 

Statement of Case 

Ref:  TWA/13/APP/04/OBJ/997 

The Proposed New Generation Transport Trolleybus Scheme for Leeds 

 

As a resident of Headingley, Leeds for 38 years and a contributor to Leeds council taxes, I 

would like to state my case for objecting to the above scheme. 

 

I have tried to group my objections into categories.  I wish to object to: 

 

1.  Environmental and heritage 

 

a) The erection of ugly supporting poles and overhead wires 

b) The demolition of Victorian buildings, walls and natural stone pavements 

c) The felling of 400 mature trees (some over 150 years old) and many with preservation 

orders.  Saplings have been promised as replacements but I have observed that 

saplings planted alongside busy roads often don’t survive (as seen along the A65 

Kirkstall Road) and those that do will not become mature during my or my children’s 

lifetimes) 

d) The loss of grass verges 

e) The despoiling of the beautiful Headingley meadows, which lie behind the buildings in 

central Headingley.  These bring a touch of rural peace and calm into a densely 

populated area.  One of the meadows has horses in it. 

f) The destruction of parts of people’s gardens 

g) The green space on Belle Isle Circus will be traversed by the trolleybus lane 

 

The Sunday Times once described Headingley as “the best preserved Victorian suburb in 

the country”.  English Heritage has placed Headingley, Woodhouse Moor and Hyde Park 

on their ‘at risk’ register1.  These areas and also Weetwood and West Park are all 

Victorian suburbs which will be adversely affected (Woodhouse Moor is a park).  They 

create a unique heritage and should not be treated as unimportant in the bid to rush 

people through at speed.  Most of the route through these areas passes through 
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conservation areas (there are 5 of them)2.  There are also other areas along the route 

which are conservation areas, including Woodhouse Lane and the University precinct. 

 

 

2.  Costs 

 

The £250 million estimated cost is a huge amount for 20 trolleybuses to cover a single route of 

9 miles.  The cost is so high partly because of the infrastructure changes necessary in a 

narrow, tree- and wall-lined road around which grew Victorian suburbs.  I understand that 90% 

of the cost is for highways works. 

 

a) Because of the conservation area status of so much of this route, the Victorian walls 

which line it, and have to be demolished for road widening, will be rebuilt further back.  

(It is unlikely the rebuilt walls will have the same charm as Victorian walls).  The cost of 

rebuilding will be high. 

b) Pavements will have to be re-laid for the same reason and again at high cost (I would 

assume they will have to replace like with like, ie, natural stone). 

c) Compulsory purchase of buildings for demolition and parts of gardens for road 

widening. 

d) The erection of poles to hold the wires and the fixings, where these are to be attached 

to walls, especially the walls of listed buildings and others in conservation areas, 

including those in the city centre.  These poles, wires and fixings would be 

unnecessary if funds were, instead, invested in an alternative form of public transport3. 

e) The moving of underground gas/water pipes and electricity/communications cables to 

accommodate the erection of poles/gantries to hold the wires.  The estimates given by 

the utilities companies for this are likely to be exceeded by the time this work begins. 

f) Cost to local businesses, which are likely to lose custom during the construction period 

(possibly 4 years).  Many such local businesses are afraid they will go out of business 

and all the small businesses in the Leeds branch of the Federation of Small 

Businesses are against the scheme4. 

g) Because of the environmental degradation described above, businesses and 

housebuyers are less likely to be attracted to the area. 

h) The loss of jobs if local businesses along the route close or businesses do not come to 

the area will outweigh the benefit of jobs created during the construction process. 

i) There were huge economic losses as a result of the Edinburgh tram system problems.  

We don’t want problems like that here5. 

j) Running half-empty, large bendy-buses outside of peak times is not cost-effective. 

k) Has a risk register been completed for the scheme?  The people of Leeds need to be 

told what the risks of the scheme costs being exceeded might be and how much that 

excess could be.  The assessment of these risks should, of course, be carried out by 

an organisation which is completely independent of NGT.  
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3. Health 

 

a) The trolleybus will be given priority and other traffic will be held back at extra traffic 

lights to allow this6.  This will cause unhealthy emissions from petrol and diesel 

engines while these vehicles wait with their engines running. 

b) Cars are likely to avoid this by ‘rat-running’ through the smaller, residential streets of 

the suburbs, bringing pollution in their wake. 

 

 

 

4. Safety 

 

a) Cyclists will be expected to share the trolleybus lane for all but a short section of the 

route (existing cycle lanes are to be removed).  NGT says these lanes will be wide 

enough, but I do not believe this is possible, even with a wider road (and some parts of 

the route are not to be made wider) as the lanes of the newly widened road will still 

have to accommodate cars and ordinary buses, plus wide trolleybuses – there won’t 

be much room left for cyclists (and many cyclists do use this road).  I think the 

trolleybuses will have to pull out into the main traffic lane to pass them7.  

c) Where trolleybuses pull in at bus stops, cyclists will have to pull out into the other traffic 

lanes to go round the trolleybuses, which are likely to be long, articulated, ‘bendy-

buses’ as shown on NGT’s website. 

d) Pavements are to be narrowed and grass verges removed, including those outside 

Lawnswood High School and Leeds Art College (including the Art College’s Fire 

Assembly Point). 

e) The trolleybus stop is to be situated in the centre of the road outside Lawnswood High 

School. 

f) Schoolchildren attending Shire Oak Primary School on Wood Lane will have to cross 

the trolleybus and separate cycle lane to get to school. 

 

5. Congestion 

 

a) In order to give the trolleybuses priority, other traffic will be held up until the trolleybus       

has passed.  This will cause congestion. 

 

b) The plans for the Northbound section of the route along Headingley Lane, between the 

top of Victoria Road and the point at which the trolleybus goes across the road to move 

along the bypass behind the central Headingley section suggest that little thought has 

been given to the problems of congestion in that area.  (or rather that there is no good 

solution).  NGT give the following response to a question posed about Northbound 

traffic in their website’s FAQ section: 

 

“The current proposals for the NGT trolleybus travelling north on the A660 through 

Headingley is based upon a mixture of NGT segregated lanes, both on and off the 

highway plus NGT and bus only segregated lanes.  

The current proposals include for an NGT ‘on-highway’ only section from just north of 
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the junction of Victoria Road to Buckingham Road, and then an NGT and bus only 

section from Buckingham Road to just north of Richmond Road. At effectively, what is 

referred to as ‘Headingley Hill’ the NGT trolleybus diverts, at grade across the highway 

(using fully signalised junctions as included in the current designs) into the totally 

segregated section behind the Arndale Centre. 

In addition to the proposed NGT provisions on the A660, in this location the current 

proposals also allow for a ‘new’ central running north bound general traffic lane 

between the junction of Victoria Road and Headingley Hill. 

We believe that the combined highway proposals, currently being developed would 

enable the NGT trolleybus to travel northward even when this section of the A660 is at 

its busiest peak periods.” 

 

This isn’t very clear but seems to suggest that along that part of the northbound road, 

all traffic, including normal buses, cars, lorries, motorbikes, cycles and trolleybuses will 

use the same lane.  This part of the route will be very congested and the trolleybus will 

certainly not be very rapid here.  I would not like to be a cyclist riding along there 

amongst all the other traffic, including the long, articulated trolleybus (there’s a cycle 

lane at present). 

The fact that trolleybuses diverting “at grade across the highway” into the segregated 

section will take place every six minutes is likely to cause severe hold-ups to the North- 

and South-bound general traffic at peak times.  At present, the traffic here runs fairly 

smoothly, if quite slowly, at peak times.  It will not do so if it is being stopped by the 

trolleybus crossing every six minutes8. 

 

6.  Bus and Trolleybus Services  

 

a) There would be fewer trolleybus stops – about half the number of existing bus stops. 

b) These trolleybus stops will not be in the same place as the existing bus stops so 

people will have to choose between them (I don’t think they will be near enough for 

people to hurry to the other stop when a bus or trolleybus appears).  This will lead to 

frustration for users. 

c)  Metro say the number 1 and number 6 bus services would likely be halved and I 

suspect other bus services will be reduced if they lose custom.  People who don’t live 

near a trolleybus stop may end up with no bus service. 

d) The extra time taken by users to walk to trolleybus stops would cancel out the small 

time saving gained from giving the trolleybus priority at junctions. 

e) Although NGT have not said what the trolleybuses to be used will be like (nor where 

they will be built), they are likely to be the sort which carry 160 passengers with seating 

for just 60.  This means that well over half the passengers will have to stand for a 4 or 

5 mile journey (and it won’t be as fast as a London Underground train).  At an 

estimated, average speed of 12 mph that could mean standing for a 25 minute journey.  

f) We are told the trolleybuses are to run every 6 minutes.  They would probably be full at 

peak times but in the middle of the day or evening these large buses will run half-

empty.  This will not be cost-effective.  Better to run smaller buses with fewer empty 

seats. 
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g) NGT estimates an average speed of 12 mph for the trolleybus.  This is hardly ‘rapid’ 

transport 

h) NGT are calling the trolleybus system an ‘integrated transport system’ but it serves a 

single route, not the whole city.  It is hardly integrated since the normal buses on this 

route will be segregated and have to use different bus stops and the rest of Leeds has 

no share in the system whatsoever.  In fact, I’ve spoken to many people from other 

parts of Leeds who are furious that their council taxes are to be used for this.  

i) The A660 route is already well supplied with frequent (roughly every 3 minutes) buses.  

The trolleybuses will be in competition with these and may well cause them to cease or 

be reduced.  Perhaps it’s the existing public transport patronage that has made this 

route an attractive prospect for NGT but at huge environmental and financial cost. 

j) Other areas of the city have had their bus services reduced or stopped.  Why isn’t this 

funding for transport being used for better services in those areas?  It’s not because 

the people in other areas don’t want to use those services – as shown by several 

letters to the Yorkshire Evening Post. 

 

7. Lack of public support 

 

a) I have spoken to many people about the trolleybus scheme over the past few months 

and out of a couple of hundred people I’ve spoken to there have been only 2 people in 

support of it.  The vast majority are against it. 

b) At four public meetings, there has been overwhelming opposition. 

c) The Yorkshire Evening Post has printed many letters criticising the trolleybus scheme9.  

They appear almost every day at the moment.  Of the four written in favour, two were 

written by Councillor James Lewis who, as Head of Leeds Metro, is responsible for the 

scheme. 

d) The results of a consultation process carried out earlier this year have so far not been 

made public and James Lewis has not been able to supply information on the number 

of people, without vested interests, who are in support of the scheme 

e) Metro bases its claim of public support on a questionnaire completed in 200910.  This 

questionnaire, which referred to an earlier form of the proposals, had few details and 

included a rapid transit system between St James’s Hospital (in the East of the city and 

nowhere near the current North – South route) and the city centre – this is not part of 

the present proposal. 

 

8. Consultation and Consideration of Alternatives 

 

a) The consultation process has been very poor and seemed to consist of NGT 

employees and councillors expounding the benefits of the trolleybus scheme but 

finding it difficult to answer many of the questions about possible problems.  

NGT/Metro seem to lack transparency in their communications with the public. 

b) NGT/Metro does not in its documentation cover many of the possible risks to their 

system, both financial and physical. 

c) What evidence has NGT/Metro provided of a proper evaluation of the number of 

current car users who would be willing to change to using the trolleybus or will the 

users be largely current public transport (bus) users? 
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d) The treatment of the Leeds College of Art has been abysmal.  I attended, as a member 

of the public, a council meeting in October, at which the planning committee asked 

questions about the plans and members of the public had the opportunity to put their 

views to the planners.  The principal of the Leeds College of Art pointed out that she 

had not been consulted about the proposals which greatly affected her college.  She 

knew nothing about it until a letter informing her of the compulsory purchase of land 

belonging to the college outside the entrance (the only student entrance) to the 

building.  This land consists of a paved area just in front and to the side of the building, 

part of which is used as the fire assembly point for the college and a small building, 

just in front of the entrance, used by the college, which is to be demolished for road 

widening.  The NGT said they had tried to ring her but were unable to get through!  

They appeared to be very flustered by what she said11. 

e) NGT/Metro say they have put a ‘consultation’ into place but do not appear to have 

properly evaluated possible alternatives.  They should have looked into the possibility 

of using more modern alternatives such as electric or hybrid buses.  They say that 

these would not last as long as trolleybuses but the rapid developments being made 

with the modern technology used for these buses will mean that, in view of the fact that 

they would not require the 95% of £250 million to be spent on infrastructure changes 

and the erection of poles and wires, they would probably eventually work out at least 

as cost-effective, if not more so and without the despoiling of large areas of Leeds’ 

suburbs and the destruction of buildings, trees and green spaces. 

f) NGT do not say where the trolleybuses would be built but I don’t believe there are any 

manufacturers of them in this country.  There are manufacturers of electric and hybrid 

buses in this country, however.   

  

I have thought long and hard about this scheme and the more I do, the longer the list of 

reasons to object to it seems to grow.  We do need a good and rapid transit system in Leeds 

but the entire city should be able to benefit from it.  This could be achieved by acquiring 

modern, high quality, electric or hybrid buses (to remove emissions produced by diesel 

engines), running these at high frequency, giving them priority measures and introducing a 

city-wide ticketing system similar to the Oyster Card, which is so successful within the London 

Transport area and keeps buses running smoothly and quickly.  Comfortable (ie with covered 

areas and good seating where people wait for buses) Park and Ride car parks around the 

perimeter of the city would encourage car drivers to use buses, provided they are modern and 

comfortable.  There should also be some non-stop buses running from these peripheral Park 

and Ride car parks.  These would run directly to the city centre without stopping and, for those 

commuters living beyond the city, would provide a very rapid transit, unlike the trolleybus, 

which has several stops along the route.  It would, of course, be necessary to ensure that any 

park and ride car parks were built with light pollution avoidance measures in place if they are 

to be situated near built up areas. 

 

These measures would be far less costly than the NGT trolleybus system and would have a 

much less adverse impact on the proposed route.  They would not require overhead wires, 

poles and fixings on buildings and would not see large, articulated, bendy-buses running 

along narrow, winding tree- and wall-lined streets.  They would also be cheaper and could 

benefit all the council tax-paying public in Leeds. 
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PS:  I may need to make further comments when I have received NGT’s revised proposals for 

the scheme. 
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