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Summary 

 

SUMMARY 

1. A twelve week consultation period on the Leeds New Generation Transport scheme 
(NGT) ran from 15th June until 4th September 2009.  NGT is a proposed trolleybus 
scheme for Leeds which would provide high quality public transport on three routes 
leading into the city centre. 

2. The consultation consisted of six public exhibitions each lasting two to four days 
across Leeds including evenings and Saturdays.  Information was also available on 
the internet, in libraries, to local groups and distributed to members of the public 
on-street. 

3. Feedback was sought via a questionnaire which over 2,500 people completed.  The 
questionnaire responses showed a positive reaction to the proposals and 77% of all 
respondents supported/strongly supported them.  The main reasons for such support 
related to: 

I Reduced car use/congestion; 

I Environmental reasons; 

I Provision of reliable/ quick/ good quality, modern public transport; and 

I Positive impact of the scheme on Leeds. 

4. A similar level of support was shown for the use of trolleybuses, which were 
primarily supported due to environmental reasons.  Over 70% of all respondents 
supported/strongly supported the introduction of Park & Ride sites at the end of the 
North and South routes; such support was even higher amongst car owners.   

5. The feedback questionnaire asked about potential use of NGT and 88% of those 
living within a ten minute walk of one of the routes said they would consider using 
it.  42% of car owners responding said they would consider using one of the Park & 
Rides. 

6. A number of comments and suggestions were received in relation to the NGT 
proposals.  Common themes included the following: 

I A desire for more NGT routes and wider coverage across Leeds; 

I The need for low fares to encourage use; 

I The need for competitive Park & Ride pricing to encourage car drivers; 

I Concern about how NGT would integrate with existing bus services – some feel 
it is not necessary if existing services are improved; and 

I The impact of the scheme on traffic, with some concerns that NGT would 
create additional congestion. 



Summary 
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1 Introduction 

Background 

1.1 Public consultation on the New Generation Transport (NGT) proposals took place 
over a twelve week period from 15th June to 4th September 2009.  The main activity 
was a series of public exhibitions which ran along the proposed routes and in the 
city centre.  The exhibition opening times covered evenings and Saturdays and the 
programme of dates is shown in Table 1-1.  A trailer was used as the exhibition 
venue as shown in Figure 1-1.  

TABLE 1-1 NGT PUBLIC EXHIBITION PROGRAMME

Area Venue Exhibition dates 

South Leeds Morrison’s car park at the Penny Hill Shopping 
Centre 

Thurs 18th  – Sat 
20th June 

North Leeds (1) St Chad’s Parish Centre, Otley Road Thurs 25th – Sat 
27th June 

North Leeds (2) St Columba Church, Headingley Mon 29th – Tues 
30th June 

City centre Victoria Gardens, The Headrow Wed 1st – Sat 4th 
July 

North Leeds (3) Hyde Park, Woodhouse Lane Thurs 9th – Sat 
11th July 

East Leeds Beckett Street Car Park opposite St James Hospital Thurs 16th – Sat 
18th July 

FIGURE 1-1 EXHIBITION TRAILER
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1.2 The exhibitions were attended by over 1,300 people.  A further 18,000 people who 
were passing by, but did not visit the exhibition, were given an information pack.  
These contained an NGT leaflet, feedback questionnaire and freepost envelope.  
Table 1-2 shows the number of people attending each event as well as the number 
of information packs distributed.   

TABLE 1-2 EXHIBITION ATTENDANCE AND DISTRIBUTION OF INFORMATION PACKS

Exhibition No of people attending 
exhibition 

No of information packs 
given to passers-by 

South Leeds 200 3,100 

North Leeds (1) 267 2,900 

North Leeds (2) 95 1,300 

City centre 573 6,700 

North Leeds (3) 126 1,500 

East Leeds 95 3,200 

Total 1,356 18,700 

1.3 Members of the public were also provided with information and the opportunity to 
comment in the following ways: 

I The NGT website: this provided information about the scheme and an online 
version of the feedback questionnaire; 

I Local libraries: information packs were available at libraries across Leeds; and 

I 900 additional information packs were given out in the city centre after the 
exhibitions ended. 

This report 

1.4 This report provides a summary of the responses to the NGT questionnaire.  It 
should be noted that the results came from those who chose to complete a 
questionnaire.  They may not represent the wider Leeds population. 

1.5 The report is structured as follows: 

I Section Two details the numbers of respondents and respondent demographics; 

I Section Three sets out the support for the scheme, new public transport and 
potential NGT use; and 

I Section Four summarises the comments received about the scheme. 

1.6 A copy of the questionnaire is provided as Appendix A. 
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2 Consultation results 

Number of responses 

2.1 Table 2-1 details the number of questionnaire responses. 

TABLE 2-1 NGT QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES

Type of questionnaire No of 
completed 

forms 

% of all 
completed 

forms 

Exhibition - City centre 187 7% 

Exhibition - North Leeds 106 4% 

Exhibition - South Leeds 60 2% 

Exhibition - East Leeds 21 1% 

Exhibition total 374 14% 

Freepost 1,859 72% 

Internet 361 14% 

Grand Total 2,594 100% 

2.2 The questionnaire response rates were as follows: 

I Exhibitions: 28% of those attending completed a feedback questionnaire; and 

I Information packs: approximately 10% of those given a pack completed a 
questionnaire. 

2.3 The response rate for the exhibitions is not out of line with usual response rates – 
people often come to events for information and leave without completing a 
questionnaire.   

2.4 Respondent postcodes have been mapped to illustrate the spread of responses.  This 
is presented in Figure 2-1 and shows that respondents came from all over Leeds, 
with large concentrations around Headingley, North Leeds and South Leeds. 
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FIGURE 2-1 GEOGRAPHICAL SPREAD OF RESPONDENT POSTCODES

2.5 The vast majority (98%) of responses came from general members of the public.  1% 
of responses came from businesses and a further 1% came from local interest 
groups. 

Respondent demographics 

2.6 Information about respondent demographics is presented below and was cross-
tabulated by the type of response: exhibition, freepost and internet.  This found 
that: 

I Males were more likely to provide feedback than females, and much more so 
when responding at the exhibitions and online; 

I Those under 16 year olds were more likely to give feedback at the exhibition 
than by freepost or online; 

I Those over 65 years old were less likely to respond online; and 

I All ethnic groups were represented at the consultation and the respondent 
ethnic profile generally compares well to the wider Leeds population.   

Respondent gender 

2.7 56% of all respondents were males and 44% were females.  Figure 2-2 illustrates the 
gender split by type of response, showing that females were more likely to reply by 
freepost than at the exhibitions or online. 
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FIGURE 2-2 TYPE OF RESPONSE AND RESPONDENT GENDER
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2.8 Responses came from a mixed age group, including 2% that were under 16 years old.  
Figure 2-3 illustrates the age of respondents and the means by which they provided 
feedback.  It shows that those under 16 responded at the exhibition but were less 
likely to by freepost or online, and that those over 65 were also less likely to reply 
online.  The largest group of online respondents were aged 25-34. 

FIGURE 2-3 AGE OF RESPONDENTS
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2.9 The respondents’ age profile does not fully align with the Leeds population 
(identified in the 2001 Census), although all groups are represented and there is a 
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good spread of age ranges.  There were fewer responses from those under 16 years 
old, whilst those aged 45-64 years old were over-represented. 

TABLE 2-2 AGE OF RESPONDENTS COMPARED TO THE LEEDS POPULATION

Age Leeds residents (2001 
Census) 

NGT respondents 

Under 16 20% 2% 

16-24 14% 13% 

25-34 15% 19% 

35-44 14% 15% 

45-54 12% 17% 

55-64 10% 18% 

65+ 15% 15% 

Total 100% 100% 

Long term illnesses 

2.10 Respondents were asked whether they suffer from a long term illness, and if they 
do, whether it affects the way they travel.  18% of respondents suffer from such an 
illness and half of them (9% of the total sample) suffer from a long standing illness 
that affects the way they travel. 

Respondent ethnicity 

2.11 The respondents were from a wide range of ethnic groups.  The full breakdown is 
provided in Table 2-3 and is compared to 2001 Census ethnicity data for Leeds.  This 
shows that the NGT respondent ethnicity generally aligns well to the wider Leeds 
population.   

TABLE 2-3 RESPONDENT ETHNIC PROFILE

Ethnic group 
% of Leeds 

residents (2001 
Census) 

% of NGT 
respondents 

White: British 89.2% 87.1% 

White: Irish 1.2% 1.2% 

White: Other White 1.5% 3.6% 

Mixed: White and Black Caribbean 0.6% 0.3% 

Mixed: White and Black African 0.1% 0.2% 

Mixed: White and Asian 0.4% 0.5% 

Mixed: Other Mixed 0.2% 0.3% 

Asian or Asian British: Indian 1.7% 1.4% 

Asian or Asian British: Pakistani 2.1% 0.9% 

Asian or Asian British: Bangladeshi 0.4% 0.1% 

Asian or Asian British: Other Asian 0.3% 0.8% 

Black or Black British: Caribbean 0.9% 0.9% 

Black or Black British: African 0.3% 1.6% 
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Ethnic group 
% of Leeds 

residents (2001 
Census) 

% of NGT 
respondents 

Black or Black British: Other Black 0.2% 0.3% 

Chinese or other ethnic group: Chinese 0.5% 0.5% 

Chinese or other ethnic group: Other  0.4% 0.4% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 

Respondent occupation 

2.12 The occupation of the respondents was also recorded and is presented in Table 2-4.  
This shows that the majority of respondents were employed/self employed. 

TABLE 2-4 RESPONDENT OCCUPATION

Occupation % of Leeds 
residents 

(2001 Census) 

% of respondents 

Employed/self employed 59% 57% 

Retired 13% 22% 

At school/college/university 11% 11% 

Unemployed 3% 5% 

At home/keeping house 5% 3% 

Other 8% 2% 

Total 100% 100% 

Transport characteristics 

2.13 The respondents’ car ownership profile compares well to that of Leeds.  Almost one 
third of the sample live in a non-car owning household and just over two thirds own 
one or more cars.   

TABLE 2-5 CAR OWNERSHIP

Number of cars in household % of Leeds 
residents 

(2001 Census) 

% of respondents 

0 34% 32% 

1 42% 42% 

2+ 24% 25% 

Total 100% 100% 

2.14 Respondents were asked whether they hold a concessionary pass that allows free 
bus travel and/or reduced train fares.  Approximately one third of respondents 
stated that they had a concessionary pass, while the remaining two thirds do not.   

2.15 The age range of pass holders were examined and 41% of the under 16s said they 
held a pass, as did 52% of the 55 to 64 year olds and 97% of those aged over 65. 
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3 Support for the NGT scheme 

Summary 

3.1 The consultation results were very positive and showed that: 

I There is strong support for the proposed NGT scheme – almost 80% of 
respondents support/strongly support the proposals; 

I The greatest support was apparent amongst those attending the exhibitions; 

I Those living within a 10 minute walk of the proposed routes were more likely to 
support the proposals than those living further away;  

I Respondents with two or more cars were less positive than others; and 

I Local interest groups were less positive than others. 

Opinions about the NGT proposals 

3.2 The results showed strong support for the NGT proposals as illustrated in Table 3-1. 

TABLE 3-1 SUPPORT FOR THE NGT PROPOSALS

Level of support % of respondents 

Strongly support 44% 

Support 33% 

No strong view either way 8% 

Oppose 6% 

Strongly oppose 6% 

Don't know 2% 

Grand Total 100% 

3.3 The level of support was mapped by respondent postcode and is presented in   
Figure 3-1.  This shows that there is some strong opposition along the North and 
South routes, as well as elsewhere in Leeds, but not along the East route. 
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FIGURE 3-1 SUPPORT FOR THE NGT PROPOSALS ACROSS LEEDS
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3.4 Respondents were asked why they supported or did not support the NGT scheme.  
The most common reasons for support related to the following issues: 

Reduced car 
use/congestion: 

 

• “Massive traffic problems, this could be the catalyst to 
reduce traffic flows.” 

• “Need more effective public transport to avoid jams!” 

Environmental 
reasons: 

 

• “Any new initiative for greener transport on popular 
routes is an excellent idea.” 

• “I am a school child and I really think we should have 
cleaner buses.” 

Provision of reliable/ 
quick public 
transport: 

 

• “The A660 corridor desperately needs fast, efficient 
public transport - it's been waiting too long.” 

• “It’s really important to have something that will attract 
people and get them into town fast.” 

Provision of good 
quality, modern 
public transport: 

• “Leeds needs a modern public transport system suited to 
the 21st century.” 

• “Looks efficient and fun!” 

Positive impact of 
the scheme on 
Leeds: 

 

• “Innovative idea to take Leeds into the forefront of 
modern city transportation.” 

• “If done correctly it will help promote the city and 
improve the transport experience all round.” 

• “Leeds is getting bigger and spreading outwards. The NGT 
should help the city move forward at a steady pace.” 

 

3.5 The most common reasons for opposing the scheme related to the following reasons: 

Considered a waste 
of money: 

• “More cost to the people of Leeds & we can't afford this.” 

• “Very expensive project at the moment, better at the 
moment to help people with the housing problems.” 

Proposals would only 
benefit some areas: 

 

• “It only helps a small portion of the population of Leeds.” 

• “Once again, the people of Belle Isle and Middleton have 
been forgotten.” 

Scheme is not
needed:

• “Why can't you just sort out the roads and existing 
provision” 

• “Travelling into Leeds city centre on a regular basis I do 
not experience any problems using public transport/car.” 

Would not reduce 
congestion:  

 

• “Vehicles still have to use the public highway so will still 
be held up in traffic.” 

• “The scheme still uses buses and doesn't do anything to 
reduce congestion” 
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3.6 The level of support for the NGT proposals was examined amongst different groups 
as shown in Table 3-2 to Table 3-4.  Table 3-2 shows that the exhibition respondents 
were more likely to strongly support the scheme, whereas internet respondents 
were more likely to strongly oppose it compared to the other groups.  This implies 
that face to face consultation (and providing an opportunity to discuss the 
proposals) is a valuable way of helping to remove concerns about a scheme and 
generate support. It should also be noted that there was no specific mechanism to 
prevent multiple internet responses, for example from an ardent objector.  

TABLE 3-2 SUPPORT FOR THE NGT PROPOSALS – TYPE OF RESPONSE

Level of support Exhibition Freepost Internet All responses

Strongly support 55% 43% 39% 44% 

Support 31% 34% 30% 33% 

No strong view either way 5% 9% 9% 8% 

Oppose 2% 6% 11% 6% 

Strongly oppose 3% 6% 11% 6% 

Don't know 4% 2% 1% 2% 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

3.7 Table 3-3 shows that those living close to the routes showed more support than 
others.  

TABLE 3-3 SUPPORT FOR THE NGT PROPOSALS – PROXIMITY TO ROUTE

Level of support Live within 10 
min walk 

Do not live within 
10 min walk 

All responses 

Strongly support 48% 41% 44% 

Support 32% 35% 33% 

No strong view either way 7% 10% 8% 

Oppose 6% 7% 6% 

Strongly oppose 5% 7% 6% 

Don't know 3% 2% 2% 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 

3.8 There was also a slight difference in the level of support by car ownership, as shown 
in Table 3-4 and those with two or more cars were slightly less positive than others.   

TABLE 3-4 SUPPORT FOR THE NGT PROPOSALS – CAR OWNERSHIP

Level of support No cars One car Two + cars All responses

Strongly support 46% 45% 39% 44% 

Support 33% 32% 36% 33% 

No strong view either way 8% 8% 9% 8% 

Oppose 5% 6% 8% 6% 

Strongly oppose 5% 7% 6% 6% 

Don't know 3% 2% 2% 2% 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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3.9 Table 3-5 shows the level of support according to the type of respondent.  It 
highlights that the small number of interest groups showed less strong support than 
individuals, as did the business respondents.  The interest groups also showed a 
higher level of opposition than the individuals and businesses. 

TABLE 3-5 SUPPORT FOR THE NGT PROPOSALS – TYPE OF RESPONDENT

Level of support Individual Interest group Business All responses

Strongly support 44% 29% 35% 44% 

Support 33% 43% 32% 33% 

No strong view either way 8% 10% 10% 8% 

Oppose 6% 14% 6% 6% 

Strongly oppose 6% 5% 10% 6% 

Don't know 2% 0% 6% 3% 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Opinions about the use of Trolleybuses 

3.10 Over three quarters of all respondents support/strongly support the use of 
trolleybuses on the NGT routes as illustrated in Figure 3-2. 

FIGURE 3-2 OPINIONS ABOUT THE USE OF TROLLEYBUSES ON THE NGT ROUTES

Strongly support,
43%

Support, 33%

No strong view
either way, 10%

Oppose, 6%

Don't know, 3%Strongly oppose,
6%

3.11 The most common reasons for supporting the use of trolleybuses related to: 

Environmental 
reasons: 

• “Less pollution and carbon dioxide.” 

• “Trolley buses are mostly ecologically sound.” 

Quieter transport: • “I particularly like the idea of quiet vehicles.” 

• “The normal buses are very loud and regular so you can't 
really get away from them.” 
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General support: • “This NGT looks marvellous. I hope it works.” 

• “Next best alternative to super trams and cheaper to 
construct” 

 

3.12 The most common reasons for opposing the use of trolleybuses related to:  

Preference for a 
tram: 

• “Supertram would have been better as it ran on its own 
reserved track, not the roads as the trolley bus does.” 

• “Metro and Leeds City Council should not accept second 
best for Leeds. Leeds deserves better.” 

The need for 
overhead wires: 

• “Uses network of ugly poles and wires for power.” 

• “Overhead cables will be a permanent eyesore in suburban 
Leeds.” 

General 
opposition: 

• “Less mobile than electric buses yet take more 
infrastructure.” 

• “Trolley buses, even in their current form, are still largely 
heritage in design and show no signs of development.” 

Opinions about the Park & Ride proposals 

3.13 Almost three quarters of respondents support/strongly support the idea for Park & 
Rides sites at the end of the North and South routes.  Car owners were more 
supportive than non car owners, as shown in Table 3-6. 

TABLE 3-6 SUPPORT FOR THE PARK & RIDE PROPOSALS BY CAR OWNERSHIP

Level of support Car owner Non car owner All responses 

Strongly support 46% 38% 44% 

Support 29% 28% 28% 

No strong view either way 13% 19% 15% 

Oppose 4% 3% 4% 

Strongly oppose 3% 3% 3% 

Don't know 4% 9% 6% 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 

3.14 The most common reasons for support related to the following issues: 

Would reduce car 
use/congestion: 

• “Will reduce congestion on the main routes into Leeds 
benefiting both NGT and normal buses.” 

• “Give car drivers an opportunity to try out these new 
transport alternatives.” 

Support 
route/Park & Ride 
location choice: 

• “The Southern P&R is particularly useful as it will provide 
access to the city from the national motorway network.” 

• “Useful for those that live just beyond the proposed route - 
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e.g. Cookridge.” 

Other general 
support: 

• “Fantastic idea for both commuters and shoppers.” 

• “Park and Ride is already successful in many cities.” 
 

3.15 The most common reasons for opposing the Park & Ride sites related to the 
following issues: 

Oppose route/Park & 
Ride location choice: 

• “More park & ride sites required on existing rail network 
- Horsforth Ring Road, East Leeds, South Leeds.” 

• “Bodington too close - lots of traffic along Otley Road 
from Bramhope and North.” 

Would not reduce
congestion/would
create congestion:

• “Huge amounts of traffic come to Lawnswood roundabout 
now and Park and Ride would increase it.” 

• “Am a little concerned it will cause congestion in the area 
as I live nearby.” 

 

3.16 A number of ‘other’ comments were made about operational issues.  These related 
to the following: 

I Price: suggestions that the service is free, cheaper than public transport or 
cheaper than parking fees in the city centre; 

I Security: very secure car parks would be needed; 

I Public transport links: a high quality, frequent service is needed; 

I Size of the site: adequate parking provision; 

I The need for cycle storage at the sites; 

I Additional Park & Ride sites within Leeds; and 

I Consideration of the local residential areas – to ensure on-street parking is not 
abused. 

Potential use of the NGT Park & Ride Services 

3.17 There was a positive response to the idea of Park & Ride sites and 42% of car owners 
said they would consider using one.  The response was even more positive for car 
owners living within a potential catchment of the proposed sites as shown in 
Figure 3-3 and Figure 3-4 with: 

I 45% of car owners living within the Bodington catchment saying they would 
consider using the NGT Park & Ride; and 

I 53% of car owners living within the Stourton catchment saying they would 
consider using the NGT Park & Ride. 
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FIGURE 3-3 WOULD CAR OWNERS IN THE BODINGTON CATCHMENT USE THE PARK & RIDE SITE?
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FIGURE 3-4 WOULD CAR OWNERS IN THE STOURTON CATCHMENT USE THE PARK & RIDE SITE?
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3.18 Those that would not consider using the Park & Ride sites were asked why this was.  
Amongst the car owners that would not consider using the sites (58% of all car 
owners): 

I 59% do not travel near the proposed Park & Ride sites; 

I 16% do not have access to their household’s car; and 

I 4% have parking at work which is provided by their employer. 

3.19 Other reasons were also given and included the fact that car owners live closer to 
the city centre than the proposed Park & Ride sites, travel into the city centre in 
other ways than the car (bus, train or cycle) and that such travel would not be 
practical: “although I think the P+R is a good idea, I can't carry all my equipment 
on a public transport, so it's the car or nothing, I'm afraid.” 

Opinions about a new public transport system 

The overall service 

3.20 Respondents were asked what would be most important to them in a new public 
transport system.  The results are presented in Figure 3-5 and show that more 
reliable services, cheaper fares and faster services were the most important 
features. 

FIGURE 3-5 IMPORTANT FEATURES OF A NEW PUBLIC TRANSPORT SYSTEM
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New public transport vehicles 

3.21 Figure 3-6 shows what respondents would like in new public transport vehicles.  By 
far the most popular feature was more environmentally friendly vehicles, followed 
by on-board information and cleaner vehicles inside and out. 
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FIGURE 3-6 IMPORTANT FEATURES OF NEW PUBLIC TRANSPORT VEHICLES
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Potential use of NGT 

3.22 Over 80% of all respondents said they would consider using NGT to travel around 
Leeds.  As expected, those living close to the routes were more likely to say this 
than others, as shown in Table 3-7. 

TABLE 3-7 POTENTIAL USE OF NGT

Would you consider using 
NGT? 

Respondents 10 
minute walk of 

NGT route 

Respondents NOT 
within 10 minute 

walk of NGT 

All respondents 

Yes 88% 74% 81% 

No 7% 18% 13% 

Don’t know 5% 8% 7% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

3.23 Respondents that would consider using NGT were asked how often this might be.  
More frequent use was anticipated amongst those living closest to the routes and 
over 50% of such potential users said they might use NGT three or more times a 
week.  
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FIGURE 3-7 POTENTIAL USE OF NGT
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3.24 Potential users of NGT were also asked how they currently travel to the destinations 
that the scheme will serve.  Responses were examined amongst those that live 
within a 10 minute walk of the proposed routes and would consider using NGT.  This 
found that a significant proportion (almost 20%) currently travel by car, as shown in 
Table 3-8. 

TABLE 3-8 CURRENT TRAVEL TO NGT DESTINATIONS

Current travel to NGT destinations by those that live within 10 minutes 
of NGT and would consider using it Frequency of 

potential use Car - 
driver 

Car – 
passenger 

Bus Walk Cycle Train Total 

Three + times a week 14% 1% 73% 8% 2% 1% 100% 

Once or twice a week 18% 2% 53% 13% 12% 2% 100% 

More than monthly 
but less than weekly 

32% 3% 36% 17% 9% 3% 100% 

Total 17% 2% 63% 10% 6% 2% 100% 
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4 Comments about the proposals  

4.1 Respondents provided a large number of comments about the proposals which have 
been coded during the data analysis into different categories.  

The North Route 

4.2 The ten most frequently made comments about the North Route are shown in 
Table 4-1.  A number of these relate to the different route options around the 
Arndale Centre and the majority agreed that the preferred option (with NGT on the 
new link road) was the best one. 

TABLE 4-1 COMMENTS ABOUT THE NORTH ROUTE

Comment 
category 

Example quotes/ notes 

Welcome idea 

(203 comments) 

• Good route which will be well utilised by students and commuters. 

• It would be a good thing for this area. 

Alternative/ 

additional routes 
needed 

(156 comments) 

Requests for: 

• An extended service to Holt Park, Otley, the Airport, Yeadon, Golden 
Acre Park, Horsforth, Bramhope and Cookridge. 

• A service to Kirkstall, Headingley Stadium, Meanwood, Moortown, 
Roundhay Park, Chapel Allerton and Chapeltown, Oakwood and 
Alwoodley.  

Route currently 
congested 

(112 comments) 

• Crucial to relieve totally unacceptable daily congestion. 

• Should definitely go through Headingley as it's the worst for traffic.

‘Other’ concern 

(106 comments) 

Include concerns about: 

• Who will benefit from scheme – students (non-rate payers?) 

• Impact on existing bus services. 

• Creation of new link road. 

• Environmental impact of scheme. 

• Extra traffic works – new crossing, junction changes etc. 

• Number of NGT stops. 

• Safety for the visually impaired who might not hear the trolleybuses 
approaching. 

Favour preferred 
option 

(93 comments) 

• The preferred route is the best option and would cause less overall 
disruption. 

• The preferred option through Headingley seems more sensible and 
less disruptive / destructive. 

Suggestion about 
scheme  

(73 comments) 

Suggestions included: 

• Incentives for use (e.g. lower fares). 

• A no stopping service option. 

• Late night services. 

• Extra services when there are cricket and rugby matches in 
Headingley. 



NGT Final Consultation Results 

 

22 

Comment 
category 

Example quotes/ notes 

• Interchange at Bodington/Lawnswood to reduce the number of 
buses. 

• Free Park & Ride. 

• Measures to reduce traffic introduced at the same time as NGT. 

Other comment 
about new link 

road 

(56 comments) 

• This is the THIRD plan to bring traffic behind the house and shops 
up Headingley Hill and behind the Arndale Centre. The first was 
for a road bypass, then the ill fated tram route, now trolley buses! 

• Concerned about the environmental impact of the off road section 
e.g. lighting, the inevitable blitz of traffic signs, green field 
development and urbanisation, tree loss, lack of tree replacement. 

Favour 
alternative 

option 

(54 comments) 

• Public transport can never be 100% effective until it takes centre 
stage with the car becoming secondary. It should be cars that 
compromise, not NGT. NGT through the centre would also allow for 
semi-pedestrianisation, encouraging business. 

Would not 
reduce 

congestion 

(48 comments) 

• May create increased problems on an already busy route. 

• Will not significantly improve the experience of commuting on this 
route, given limitations of space through Headingley. 

Need to 
segregate from 

traffic 

(45 comments) 

• Unless dedicated lanes can be made properly effective, it’s not 
likely to improve significantly on current bus performance. 

• You need dedicated lanes/routes to avoid bottlenecks, if it isn’t 
quicker or comfortable or reliable then the well off car drivers 
won’t use it. 

4.3 Cycling issues were also raised by 27 people commenting on the North route.  
Comments included questions about cycle lane provision and the fact that provision 
should be made with “a positive attitude not as an after thought”.  There was 
concern about the loss of the northbound cycle lane at Headingley Hill:” I object to 
the proposal to lose the inbound cycle lane at Headingley Hill - Hyde Park corner. 
This point needs to be resolved or else I would withdraw my support from the 
whole scheme.” 

The South Route 

4.4 The ten most frequently made comments about the South Route are shown in   
Table 4-2. 

TABLE 4-2 COMMENTS ABOUT THE SOUTH ROUTE

Comment 
category 

Example quotes/ notes 

Alternative/ 

additional routes 
needed 

(150 comments) 

Requests for: 

• An extended service to Belle Isle, Middleton, Dewsbury Road, 
Rothwell, Morley, Beeston, White Rose Centre, Elland Road, Oulton, 
Woodlesford and Wakefield. 

Welcome idea 

(112 comments) 

• I think it is brilliant. 

• Great for people in the South. This part of the city has a lot of 



NGT Final Consultation Results 

 

23 

Comment 
category 

Example quotes/ notes 

under privileged areas and is not too well served by any public 
transport after rush hour. 

Favour preferred 
option 

 (56 comments) 

• Don't bother serving the businesses on the A61; businesses never use 
public transport, even if it's perfect. 

• A61 route very poor option as no one lives on this road and service 
will rely mostly exclusively on Park and Ride business. Poor journey 
time will make unattractive to motorists. 

‘Other’ concerns 

(40 comments) 

‘Other’ concerns related to: 

• Impact on existing bus services. 

• The need for seatbelts on services: A lot of people in these areas 
have bitter disputes over children, so I'd hope that seat belts would 
be available to use. 

• Whether integrated bus and trolleybus tickets would be available. 

• Who would benefit from the scheme – those from outside of Leeds? 

• Anti-social behaviour on public transport. 

• Environmental impact of the scheme. 

Park & Ride 
comment 

(36 comments) 

• Some concern about extra traffic due to the Park & Ride: will force a 
large quantity of traffic every day onto roads that are already close 
to capacity 

• Need for secure parking: many cars would be broken into (I used to 
live in the adjoining streets and it is rough) 

• Desire for more information for local residents: the houses near 
where the park and ride is intended to be should have a visit from a 
representative explaining what is intended more indepth, and how 
it is going to affect us. 

Suggestion about 
scheme 

(36 comments) 

Include suggestions about: 

• Areas to extend NGT into. 

• The need for high frequencies. 

• The need for a tram. 

• The need to integrate NGT with existing public transport services. 

Route is 
currently 
congested  

(22 comments) 

• Would ease congestion into Leeds from the motorway. 

• The Stourton Junction is already very, very overcrowded at busy 
times. 

• Very good considering the amount of congestion along that route 
during rush hour 

Need to 
segregate from 

traffic  

(17 comments) 

• More of it should be separated from general traffic to improve 
reliability and journey times.  

• Speed is key - if you do not segregate the trolleybuses the whole 
thing would turn into a glorified bus. 

Not needed  

(17 comments) 

• It would be possible to speed existing bus services using more 
priority measures without introducing an expensive trolleybus 
system. 

• Poor route, not the busiest of bus routes, a bit political. 

A waste of 
money 

(12 comments) 

• Waste of council money.  Money could be used to make streets and 
roads cleaner. 

• Why waste money on something like this when the buses are OK 
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Comment 
category 

Example quotes/ notes 

sometimes. 

4.5 The table shows that 56 people made a comment in favour of the ‘Preferred’ South 
route option which travels past the Penny Hill Shopping Centre and through the 
Pepper Road area.  Only seven people disagreed and favoured the alternative 
option.  Reasons included:  

I “Alternative route serving businesses seems better. Other route already has 
good bus services.” 

I “Preferred route cuts through an existing housing estate which I do not think 
would be reasonable.” 

The East Route 

4.6 The ten most frequently made comments about the East Route are shown in     
Table 4-3. 

TABLE 4-3 COMMENTS ABOUT THE EAST ROUTE

Comment 
category 

Example quotes/ notes 

Route is too 
short 

(202 comments) 

• It's absurd - only city centre to St James' Hospital. 

• Too short. Should run past Seacroft Centre and have a Park and Ride 
to help ease traffic coming into Leeds from York and Wetherby. 

• It's too short. East Leeds very badly served. If concern is short term 
congestion relief, then ok, but if it's social need then East needs 
much longer route. And where's the West route? 

Alternative/ 

additional routes 
needed 

(178 comments) 

Requests for: 

• An extended service to Seacroft, Roundhay Road, Harehills Road, 
Whinmoor, Cross Gates, Halton, Temple Newsam and Coulton. 

Welcome idea 

(94 comments) 

• It would help people who have disabilities and families that have 
children as well. 

• Fantastic idea, much needed to ease congestion and develop Leeds 
as an economic centre. 

Would welcome 
improved link to 

St James’ 
Hospital 

 (83 comments) 

• Very useful for visits to St James' 

• Anything that links up St James' to both the North and South is a 
great idea. 

‘Other’ concern 

(40 comments) 

The concerns raised related to: 

• Impact on existing services 

• A preference for the tram 

• Impact on traffic 

• Interaction with existing bus services 

• Demolition of the pub opposite St James’ - Why does Fountain Head 
have to be pulled down? This is only decent pub with no trouble in 
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Comment 
category 

Example quotes/ notes 

area. 

• Land-take between the Shakespeare tower blocks (opposite St 
James) and Beckett Street. 

Not needed 

(39 comments) 

• Adequate service already exists on this route. 

• The route is already very well served by the regular buses. There 
would be no benefit to the new service. 

Suggestion about 
the scheme 

(26 comments) 

Include suggestions about: 

• Areas to extend NGT into 

• Ticket options/methods of payment 

A waste of 
money 

(19 comments) 

• Rubbish. Showcase route. 

• Wow! So we can pay millions on wires overhead to save us 1 second 
or so on the short journey? 

Park & Ride 

(14 comments) 

• Have you considered a park and ride for the East, to accommodate 
those coming from York and East Yorkshire?  This could either be 
sited at the Hospital or nearby? 

Route is 
currently 
congested 

(7 comments) 

• Quite congested this area. Hard to imagine how new transport 
system will fit in. 

City Centre Route  

4.7 The ten most frequently made comments about the City Centre Route are shown in 
Table 4-4.  They show that there is some confusion about the function of this route 
and some think it is a stand-alone service.  

TABLE 4-4 COMMENTS ABOUT THE CITY CENTRE ROUTE

Comment 
category 

Example quotes/ notes 

Welcome idea 

(226 comments) 

• There would be direct route to the two main hospitals. 

• Good idea to circumvent the city. Allows more people access to get 
around easier. 

‘Other’ concern 

(130 comments) 

Concerns related to: 

• Interaction with general traffic – whether this would slow NGT or 
NGT slow traffic. 

• Whether there would be an NGT loop in the centre. 

• Aesthetics of the scheme, including overhead wires. 

• Interaction with existing bus services. 

• Impact on pedestrian traffic. 

• Trolleybuses travelling through Millennium Square. 

Wider coverage 
needed in the 

centre 

 (76 comments) 

• Excellent. How about covering more of the centre of Leeds? 

• Ideally, take all routes right round city centre loop to provide good 
access e.g. to Playhouse. 
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Comment 
category 

Example quotes/ notes 

Concern about 
NGT and Free 

CityBus 

(74 comments) 

• Will it rival the "free bus" which is so excellent at the moment? 

• Won't be popular if you take away the existing free city centre 
service. 

• Needs to be frequent as current free buses do not have enough 
capacity especially during peak morning period. 

Not needed  

(43 comments) 

• I think the centre is small enough to not require a route. 

• Hardly seems worth it. Quicker to walk for most people. 

Alternative/ 
additional routes 

needed 

(37 comments) 

• It should go nearer the Merrion Centre 

• Route in front of museum, intolerable. Must go up Calverley Street 
and Portland Way 

• What about another stop at the library and art gallery. I think that 
would be good. It could serve Millennium Square and The Light also. 
And maybe another stop near the Corn Exchange/The Calls? 

Whether a one 
way or two way 

loop  

(35 comments) 

• Great as long it goes in both directions (unlike the loop and the free 
bus service) 

• If at all possible, trolleybuses should go in both directions around 
the city centre route. 

Current 
congestion on 

route  

(34 comments) 

• Hope it reduces traffic in city centre. 

• I hope this will reduce city centre traffic and make Leeds more 
pedestrian friendly 

Would increase 
congestion 

(19 comments) 

• Your proposal for this area is to clog up more. It's a joke! I cannot 
see how a trolley bus will ease an already congested Leeds city 
centre. 

Waste of money 

(16 comments) 

• More bus priority and restrictions on private cars would deliver a 
better service for a fraction of the cost. 

Other comments about NGT 

4.8 Other comments made about NGT related to the following: 

I A desire for NGT to extend to other areas including West Leeds; 

I Requests for alternative transport solutions – including a tram, improvements to 
existing bus services and greater attention to walking and cycling; 

I The need for more NGT priority/segregation; 

I The need for low fares; and 

I Provision of integrated ticketing and smartcard technology. 
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