
 1 

Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order 

 

Final submission on behalf of the A660 Joint Council 
 

 
This submission follows the format set out in the Statement of 

Matters and attempts to address those matters sequentially. 
 

 
The aims and objectives of, and the need for, the proposed system. 

 

These are set out in the Applicants’ Concise Statement of Aims 
(document A-01-2). For the sake of brevity we do not reproduce 

them here. 
 

In relation to the northern section of the route there already exists 
a good and frequent bus service. There are problems with 

“bunching” of buses. This is largely a result of poor boarding and 
ticketing arrangements. Buses spend a long time at some stops 

while passengers board and pay the driver for their tickets. This 
could easily be alleviated by use of pre-paid “Oyster” type cards. 

 
There is a need for a scheme to alleviate congestion along the A660 

as it runs through Adel, West Park, Weetwood, Headingley and 
Hyde Park. However, the proposed scheme is emphatically not the 

right solution. 
 

The proposed scheme will not alleviate congestion. This was 

conceded by the Applicants themselves in their Programme Entry 
Business Case.  In paragraph 8.9 of that document they state “…On 

the other hand however, the NGT scheme requires a small amount 
of highway capacity to be removed in some places. This will 

increase congestion levels….” 
 

The failure of the scheme to alleviate congestion was confirmed in 
oral evidence.  

 
Because the scheme will not alleviate congestion it cannot fulfil a 

number of its other stated aims: i.e. facilitating sustainable growth, 
improving the efficiency of the city’s public transport and road 

networks. 
 

Reduction of carbon dioxide emissions.  

 
The Applicants now accept that the scheme would overall increase 

emissions of CO2. We believe that this factor alone should be 
sufficient to reject the proposal. 
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Promotion of quality of life through a safe and healthy built and 
natural environment. 

 
The proposed system would encroach on a number of existing green 

spaces: 
 

 Fields behind St Columba’s church on Headingley Hill. 
 Cinder Moor and Monument Moor in Woodhouse. 

 Belle Isle circus. 
 

Mitigation measures are proposed and it was the evidence of 
Professor Purseglove that the fields at Headingley Hill would not be 

damaged in the long term from an ecological point of view.  
 

It is accepted that there is no lawful public access across the fields. 

However, substantial evidence was put before the Inquiry that local 
people enjoy considerable de facto access. Parts of the fields show 

evidence of informal paths; it was conceded that people regularly 
walk their dogs on the fields and that this activity was tolerated. 

 
The fields are also an amenity for many other people: St Columba’s 

church is used by a number of local community groups. This was 
given in evidence by Mr Foren and not challenged by Counsel for 

the Applicants. The fields are overlooked by residents at Oakfield, a 
sheltered housing complex. Ms Nelis also testified that many people 

come to visit the horses she kept on part of the fields. Lastly, the 
fields can be seen by travellers on the A660 itself. 

 
Accordingly, we submit that the fields contribute significantly to the 

quality of life of local people. If the trolleybus line is built across the 

fields as planned it will permanently destroy their tranquillity and 
sense of place. 

 
The Applicants claim that mitigation will be provided by a “pocket 

park”. We reject that view. The proposed park is very small and 
amounts to a wedge-shaped piece of land that would be bordered 

on one side by a busy road and on the other side by the trolleybus 
track which would have buses running past every 3 minutes. 

 
We also reject the view (put forward on behalf of the Applicants by 

Mr Flesher) that there would be adequate mitigation on Belle Isle 
Circus. The mitigation appeared to comprise no more than more 

seating, some additional planting and “signage”. To suppose that 
these things would compensate local people for the intrusion of the 

trolleybus is contemptible.   
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The proposed scheme would diminish the quality of life for residents 

of Hyde Park and Woodhouse. This is a ward with a deficiency in 
provision of open space (see Mr McKinnon’s report). The trolleybus 

is planned to take space from Monument Moor and Cinder Moor. 
Both of these spaces have lawful public access and should, if local 

policy were followed, be improved and enhanced. The A660 across 
Woodhouse Moor is dual carriageway. It is submitted that, even if a 

trolleybus were justified, which we strongly dispute, then it should 
remain on the carriageway and not encroach onto existing green 

space.   
 

The proposed scheme will greatly damage the quality of life for 
people living in Hunslet. The promoters have chosen to route the 

trolleybus through Whitfield Way. This is presently a pedestrian 
zone and is bordered on both sides by houses with very small front 

yards/gardens. The people living in those houses will have their 

privacy very seriously diminished: every three minutes a trolleybus 
will pass close by their windows allowing passengers to see into 

their houses. The promoters have offered to erect walls or fences 
but these would have to be so high that the residents would 

inevitably feel “shut in” and claustrophobic. 
 

Local residents also opposed the part of the proposed route along 
the periphery of St Joseph’s school. They took the view that the 

trolleybus should remain on the main road. This was rejected by the 
promoters. 

 
Alternative routes through Hunslet exist but have been rejected by 

the promoters because running times for the trolleybus would be 
increased, thereby diminishing the cost/benefit ratio of the scheme 

as a whole. 

 
These factors, together with the paucity of trolleybus stops on the 

southern section strongly suggest that the scheme is not intended 
to confer any benefit on the people of south Leeds. 

 
 

The justification for the particular proposals in the draft TWA order. 
 

Most of the suburbs in the proposed northern route are not in need 
of regeneration. Hyde Park & Woodhouse is one exception – this 

ward is in need of regeneration. Parts of Headingley ward also 
require regeneration but the trolleybus will not come near those 

areas which are in the south part of the ward to the eastern side of 
Cardigan road. This is a considerable distance from the planned 

route and the area is already served by numerous buses and Burley 

Park railway station. 
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In relation to Hyde Park & Woodhouse we submit that this ward is 
so close to the city centre that speed of access to the centre is not 

an impediment to regeneration. 
 

 
The main alternative options considered by the Promoters and the 

reasons for choosing the proposals comprised in the scheme. 
 

It became clear in the course of evidence that the Promoters’ chief 
reason for proposing trolleybus technology was that a fixed line 

system was the only way for them to retain operational control (i.e. 
route, fares, and timetables.) We accept that democratic control of 

such matters is desirable but it should not be grounds for the choice 
of technology especially when the chosen technology has so many 

inherent drawbacks e.g. damage to the streetscape in numerous 

Conservation Areas.  
 

Better technologies exist now and more are emerging rapidly. Many 
cities in the UK (York, Milton Keynes) are adopting all-electric 

buses. On the other hand no other city in the UK is proposing 
trolleybuses.  

 
 

Consistency with NPPF, local and national planning and transport 
policy 

 
It is submitted that there is a very poor fit between the proposal 

and national and local transport and planning policy.  
 

For the sake of brevity we refer to Mr Foren’s statement as 

presented in oral evidence on 22 October 2014. This was not 
challenged in cross examination except on two points:- 

a) that the Leeds UDP Review provided for a public transport 
route along the proposed route; and 

b) amendments had been made to the Leeds Local Development 
Framework.  

 
We submit that the promoters should not be permitted to rely on 

the preserved policy referred to at (a) above. The preserved route is 
a relic of the failed tram project and is wholly inconsistent with 

more recent policy aimed at the preservation and enhancement of 
greenspace.   

 
We understand from a conversation with Mr Cameron QC that the 

Applicants concede that the LDF modifications do not make any 

changes that are relevant to the present Inquiry. 
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Likely impact of constructing and operating the scheme 

 
It is clear that construction of the trolleybus scheme would result in 

major disturbance and upheaval. We consider it possible that some 
small businesses will not survive the construction phase. We note 

that the Federation of Small Businesses has objected in writing and 
in oral evidence. 

 
The promoters admitted in evidence that operating the scheme 

would result in worse air quality. This is a very serious drawback in 
the proposal: it would be bad enough if the trolleybus was only 

neutral in terms of air quality. The fact that it will make quality 
worse should be regarded as a fatal flaw. 

 

The trolleybus will do very serious damage to the townscape, 
especially in sensitive areas. It is planned to run through a number 

of conservation areas along the northern route. The necessity for 
overhead line equipment will do immense damage to the townscape 

as will the necessary felling of many healthy mature trees. The 
promoters claim that replacement trees will be planted but it is clear 

that these will take many years to come to maturity. One of the 
promoters’ witnesses expressed the opinion that some people would 

find the wires an attractive feature. We have yet to meet anyone 
else who holds that opinion and the unsightliness of the overhead 

equipment has been a very common feature in the written 
objections. 

 
Likely impact on motorists, cyclists and pedestrians 

 

The scheme will not have a major effect on motorists. It is clear 
that the promoters have taken considerable pains to minimise 

detriment to car drivers. The only major removal of roadspace is 
the prohibition of traffic on Woodhouse Lane at the front of Leeds 

University. This will oblige northbound motorists to use Blenheim 
Terrace, which is at present a one-way street (southbound).  

 
In general, the promoters have preserved space for driving. The 

promoters’ document Information Paper B8 states, inter alia, “ngt 
will broadly maintain road capacity for general traffic”.  

 
The evidence of Dr Reather on behalf of Leeds Cycling Campaign 

(not challenged in cross-examination) was that the promoters 
refused to compromise vehicle capacity in favour of cycling 

improvements. 
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We reiterate the points adduced in evidence: the trolleybus scheme 

will not bring about a significant increase in cycling. Only a short 
stretch of the planned route has the necessary degree of 

segregation. Again, this evidence was not challenged by Counsel for 
the promoters. 

 
 

Other relevant matters 
 

Consultation and public opinion. 
 

A number of criticisms have been made relating to the quality of 
public consultation. The leaflets that were distributed at drop-in 

sessions made no attempt to present a balanced picture of the 
proposals. Despite this, repeated surveys have found a large 

majority of residents to be opposed to the scheme. The survey 

conducted by Greg Mulholland MP found that in Leeds NW 87% of 
respondents were opposed. This is especially significant as Mr 

Mulholland’s constituency contains many of the wards through 
which the trolleybus would run. 

 
We submit that this is a factor which the Secretaries of State ought 

properly to consider: the scheme is supposedly being promoted for 
the benefit of those who live and work in Leeds. But those citizens 

have repeatedly and overwhelmingly said that they reject the 
scheme.  

 
We ask the Inspector to recommend to the Secretaries of State that 

the application for this Order be refused. 
 

 

A660 Joint Council 
 

 
 

 
 

 


