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The Promoter’s Proof of Evidence in connection with the proposed Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order has 

been considered.  

Consideration has been given to the Proof of Evidence of Richard Caten in relation to the land and property 

aspects of the Scheme with particular reference to Section 22 within Reference Document App – 16-3, 

and the affect of the Scheme on Objector 1751 – Wm Morrisons Supermarkets Plc. 

Having considered the Promoter’s Proof of Evidence, I would like to make the following points of reply on 

behalf of Morrisons and I have therefore adopted the same paragraph numbering system within Mr 

Caten’s Proof:- 

POINTS OF REPLY  

22.5 Mr Caton states within his Proof that Parcel 19003 is required in order to carry out 

landscaping and public realm improvements.  

Parcel 19003 is presently within the ownership of Wm Morrison Supermarkets Plc.  

Morrisons’ customers, their tenants and members of the public are therefore freely 

able to cross this land in order to gain access to Hunslet District Shopping Centre 

from Church Lane at all times.   

In the event that compulsory purchase powers are granted, the land will be acquired 

by NGT. Acquisition will also extinguish the legal right for Morrisons’, their tenants, 

customers and members of the public to cross this land which will effectively prevent 

pedestrian access to the District Shopping Centre from Church Lane.   

As Mr Caton states that Parcel 19003 is required “for landscaping and public realm 

improvements”, the land is clearly not required operationally for the Scheme and 

Morrisons therefore see no need for ownership of the land to be transferred to NGT. 

Morrisons therefore object to compulsory purchase powers being granted to NGT in 

respect of Parcel 19003.   

Morrisons object to the grant of powers to NGT to compulsory acquire the land 

forming Parcel 19003 on the grounds that Morrisons need to retain operational 

control over essential circulation areas which form an integral part of the District 

Shopping Centre which should be considered in the wider context of their business as 

a supermarket operator and their land holding in Hunslet in general, combined with 

their responsibility as a landlord, rather than simply as the compulsory acquisition 

facilitating implementation of the NGT Scheme. 
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Morrisons see it as being essential for them to retain control over Parcel 19003 so 

that the circulation areas forming part of the District Shopping Centre are able to be 

cleaned and maintained on a day to day basis as well as being secured. If the land 

were to be acquired by NGT, Morrisons would not be able to ensure that the land 

forming Parcel 19003 could be adequately secured, maintained or kept clean and 

this could adversely affect their business or that of their tenants from a health and 

safety or public hygiene point of view as if, for example, rubbish were allowed to 

accumulate on this land, this could attract rodents etc. thereby jeopardising their 

business as a food retailer.  

In the event that the Scheme is approved, Morrisons would be prepared to enter into 

an agreement enabling NGT to carry out the landscaping and public realm 

improvements (at NGT’s expense) on the land forming Parcel 19003 which would be 

retained within Morrisons’ ownership for the reasons outlined above.   

 However, in the event that NGT are granted powers to compulsory acquire the land 

forming Parcel 19003 and following completion of the landscaping and public realm 

improvements, Morrisons would seek to re-acquire control through ownership of the 

land for the reasons referred to above.   

Alternatively, Morrisons would propose that the land be dedicated as a highway, 

maintainable at public expense. 

 It is noted that NGT state that access to the store will remain available throughout 

the works but as there is no mention of access being available to the tenants of the 

shop units, Morrisons would require NGT to confirm that access will be available at all 

times for their tenants, customers and members of the public. 

22.6 A pole sign is an essential feature for a supermarket and petrol filling station as it 

displays both the services available in store and also, the price of fuel. It is therefore 

essential that the pole sign is prominent and very visible.  

If it is necessary to relocate the pole sign due to the scheme, there is a possibility that 

it will be situated in a less prominent position which could potentially restrict its 

visibility for passing motorists.   

The need to site overhead line equipment on this parcel of land could also restrict 

visibility of the pole sign and therefore any relocation of the pole sign will need to be 
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agreed in advance with Morrisons. 

22.7 Noted. 

22.8 Whilst it is noted that vehicular access to the car park and for servicing will be 

available at all times, Mr Caton’s Proof of Evidence makes no reference to Morrisons’ 

genuine concern for the potential abuse of their car park as a park and ride facility. 

 From my experience in connection with two sites on the Metrolink tram system in 

Manchester, I am aware that where a car park remains un-controlled, the probability 

that it will be used as a park and ride facility remains very high. 

 Indeed, it is noted within Paragraph 1.7 of Mr Caton’s Proof that Asda raised a similar 

concern in relation to their supermarket at Holt Park. In that case, it is to be assumed 

that the car park is not actually owned by Asda as Mr Caton states that “Leeds City 

Council will consider the potential for introducing parking controls should the car park 

be used as a park and ride facility”.   

 The car park at Hunslet is in Morrisons’ ownership and in order to prevent its use as a 

park and ride facility, Morrisons will therefore introduce car parking controls prior to 

the NGT Scheme becoming operational. As this is a direct consequence of the 

Scheme, Morrisons will therefore seek to recover the cost of this from NGT. 

CONCLUSION 

To conclude, whilst a number of issues have been addressed by the Promoter, the main area of Morrisons’ 

concerns have not been addressed by NGT. Morrisons’ would therefore be pleased if the foregoing Points 

of Reply could be taken into account in due course. 

 


