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TWA/13/APP/04/OBJ1647 and NPCU/LBC/CAC/N4720: Statement of Case 
 

We reserve the right to representation 
 

There is overwhelming opposition to this scheme locally and across Leeds. When a similar scheme 
was proposed back in the 80’s by the then West Yorkshire County Council the warning was quoted: 
‘failure to cater for this extra demand will result in increased delays to all traffic for a greater period of 
time and cause an overall deterioration in bus services, road safety and the environment’. 

The scheme was shelved then because of local opposition. Now, 30 years on, this dire warning has 
not come true. In fact, motorised vehicle traffic along that route has actually decreased while cycle use 
has more than doubled (http://api.dft.gov.uk/v2/trafficcounts/countpoint/id/17374.csv). There are 
surely other ways to improve the ways of getting around Leeds than to rampantly destroy local 
heritage for what is being revealed as a conceptually flawed and inappropriate scheme. 

The cost of the scheme seems awfully out of line also - £250 million for what amounts to 20 buses 
which are restricted to one route. Yes, there are a lot of road works and compulsory purchases within 
this budget but even so, it is a lot of money for something which will serve a small part of the 
community, if they choose to use it. 

It is clear that the loss in heritage and quality of environment completely outweighs any of the 
perceived benefits of the scheme which appear questionable. 

Also, as a ‘Statutory Objector’, in that I am resident in one of the properties ear-marked for demolition; 
6 Wood Lane, a beautiful late Victorian villa set on a leafy and quiet lane just off the main road in 
Headingley, I will be severely affected by the scheme, as will the other residents in the house. Two of 
the small children here go to Shire Oak school which is also on Wood Lane, one of the women here 
has lived here for over 20 years from the time when served as an informal women’s refuge. Having to 
move would be incredibly distressing for her and the young children, in fact everyone. This house was 
left empty by the local authority after being compulsory purchased when the original bypass scheme 
was proposed then shelved, and was in disrepair. Since then it has been let under license by the local 
authority and we have maintained and improved the property at our own cost – repairing and restoring 
and replacing some of the damaged stained glass windows, restoring the stone slab floor in the 
kitchen, landscaping the garden and maintaining the trees – including a beautiful copper beech tree – 
to name but a few.  

All of this is due to be destroyed in the path of a route for 20 buses with out of date technology 
meaning it requires archaic overhead wires to operate that NGT have stated will actually increase 
congestion rather than reduce it. 

Having said that, if I felt the scheme was going to be of genuine benefit to Leeds and that the 
demolition of our home was outweighed by the benefits to the community of the locale as well as to 
the wider Leeds community, then I would no doubt have a different viewpoint. There is so much at 
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stake here though and I urge you to listen to what the people of Leeds and the clear evidence stacked 
against the project are saying. 

The disparity between public opinion and the marketing of the scheme begs the question; who is this 
scheme for? It certainly does not seem to be for the people it is meant to serve. 

In the TWAO document, Metro Chairman Cllr James Lewis is quoted as saying: “We know from 
extensive consultation and recent drop-in events held in Leeds city centre that the general public has 
responded positively towards NGT when they have heard the facts about reduced journey times, 
greater reliability and the economic benefits it will bring.” I think this is very much stretching the 
interpretation of the consultation that has taken place. I have attended a number of their events, as 
have many others in my locality, and the vast majority are against the scheme, even more so once 
they had been able to study the plans. The reduced journey times are a matter of minutes and their 
has been very little expansion on the 4000 jobs that this scheme will apparently bring to the city. In 
their own document they state: ‘95% of respondents thought that ‘public transport in Leeds could be 
improved’. Well of course. This does not relate to a one route scheme serving a very small part of the 
Leeds community as a whole and it does not translate to a positive response to the scheme. That 
these 20 buses will have priority at every traffic light along the route, every six minutes, means the 
increase in cars and other vehicles being stopped at junctions, in addition to normal traffic light 
operating, will increase hugely creating more pollution and more traffic. 

‘85% thought that existing bus vehicles could be improved.’ Yes, they should be. All of the buses in 
Leeds could be changed to electric buses, without overhead cables, for a fraction of this cost. 

It also said the public were: ‘broadly supportive of the proposals and a desire was expressed for high 
quality and environmentally friendly public transport.’ Well, yes, we all want high quality and 
environmentally friendly public transport. We need it across the city though, not on one single route 
which will serve a tiny proportion of the Leeds community. This single route is only likely to appeal to 
be who will use the park and ride or who live on the route. Other people will continue to use the buses 
which go on the routes near where they live. Apart from the ones who have their services cut, 
something which could be disastrous for the infirm, disabled or people with small families. 

The highest score for what people wanted (50%) in terms of improvements was more reliable services 
– the NGT trolleybuses will, because of traffic light prioritisation, mean that all other bus services 
using that route will be delayed. Not to mention that two very popular services – numbers 1 and 6 will 
have their buses reduced and no doubt, once the project starts, other bus routes will need to be cut to 
subsidise the trolleybus. 

The second most popular improvement was cheaper fares – at no point have NGT been able to say, 
even approximately, how much the fares will be so they could well be more expensive. 

The needs for this area and route do not appear to have been fully analysed. If you look at the DFT’s 
report for the last twelve years (http://api.dft.gov.uk/v2/trafficcounts/countpoint/id/17374.csv) you can 
see that traffic (all vehicles) is slowly dropping on the A660 and cycling is showing a steady increase. 
Cycles have gone from just over 500 to over 1200 whilst buses have stayed about the same and cars 
have actually reduced. Overall, all motorised vehicles have decreased, not increased.  
 

This bypass idea has been floated a number of times since as early as 1937. A report in the then local 
paper ‘The Mercury’ has a headline ‘Bypass project attacked’. With local business people commenting 
that they think the idea is absurd, it seems not much has changed. 
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The scheme would not be "value for money", costing £250million, £77million of which has to come 
from Leeds, for just 20 trolleybuses on one route, during a time of austerity. 

Consultation has been perfunctory and totally inadequate. Many local residents and business owners 
are still unaware how the proposed scheme will affect them – in spite of best efforts. 

The scheme would involve the felling of more than 400 mature trees and the destruction of vital 
greenspace e.g. Headingley Meadow, Monument Moor and Belle Isle Circus. 

Local small businesses would be severely adversely affected. 

Victorian buildings and walls would be partly or completely demolished, and the heritage and 
character of Headingley and Hyde Park would be destroyed.  

The character and amenity of our neighbourhood, which is recognised in Neighbourhood Design 
Statements and in Conservation Area status, will be severely affected by the loss of over 400 mature 
trees and severe lopping of hundreds more along the route. New planting will not undo this harm 
within a generation or two. 
 
The route passes numerous Listed Buildings whose setting will be severely affected by the proposed 
loss of trees and by the introduction of overhead power lines (in many cases attached to the very 
buildings). There is also significant setting back and/or removal of stone walls along parts of the route. 
The permanent removal of off-peak car parking space along Otley Road and some adjoining roads 
will jeopardise the viability of our local businesses – including cinema, barber, hair salons, dry cleaner, 
tailor, flower shop, restaurants, pubs, computer repair shop. 
 
At this time of local and national financial pressures which will clearly extend for many more years the 
expenditure versus benefits is totally inappropriate. Use the money to protect and improve services to 
the community. 
 
The chosen technology, based upon overhead wires along the whole of the route, is considered to be 
near obsolescence now and will be beyond obsolescence at the time of its planned commercial 
operation in 2020. 
Better vehicle drive technologies are available for progressive introduction which will bring about 
quicker implementation and benefits, less disturbance and far less environmental damage along the 
route. 
 
The transport problems in the A660 corridor would be better addressed by a combination of improved 
boarding procedures and ticketing, increased information for passengers and localised measures to 
reduce delays to public transport. Such measures could be effected more quickly and at lower cost 
than the measures included in the TWAO. 

I stress again that the lack of support for this scheme has been overwhelming. I hope that after the 
public enquiry, this inappropriate project will be shelved for good. 

The disparity between public opinion and the marketing of the scheme begs the question; who is this 
scheme for? It certainly does not seem to be for the people it is meant to serve. 

 


