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The Drummond and Churchwood Residents' Association objects to the proposed trolleybus 
scheme. The detailed evidence for our position can be found in our Updated Statement of Case 
( Doc OBJ-1727-1) and Supplementary/ Final Proof of Evidence ( Doc DCRA-115). In this Final 
Submission we would like to make the following points: 
1. The evidence brought before the inquiry shows the scheme to be deeply flawed. The flaws are 

so severe that the scheme cannot be redeemed by modification of detailed aspects of it. We 
contend that consultation has not been properly carried out; there would be adverse impact on 
the Leeds public transport system; the scheme would have a detrimental impact on other road 
users and pedestrians; there would be undesirable consequences on the landscape, heritage 
and green space environment of residents reducing their quality of life; it would make the 
affected areas less attractive and so less desirable for people and businesses to live and locate 
in, and for those wishing to visit the area; it would adversely impact on the operations and 
viability of the many small businesses located on the A660 route; the long construction period 
would affect local high streets and key parts of the city centre impacting negatively on the 
strength of the local economy; the overall costs of the scheme are uncertain and any operating 
deficit would fall on the residents and businesses of Leeds. 

2. There is evidence of widespread public opposition to the proposed scheme. Many positive 
alternative ideas and proposals have been made both in and outside this inquiry for ways of 
meeting the transport needs of Leeds and the NW corridor in particular. These have never 
been seriously considered by the promoters.The inspector should not expect those who have 
objected to the scheme under consideration at the inquiry to come up with well worked out 
alternatives. It is the role of the promoters to have considered these and to have demonstrated 
both to the public and to the inquiry that their proposal is superior to these alternative 
ideas.They have singularly failed to do this. 

3. The A660 road is unsuitable for the proposed design of the trolleybus scheme and cannot 
accommodate it without incurring huge costs. In addition a significant number of the new 
design components are only presented in "outline" though the promoters claim that the scheme 
is not an "outline proposal". An examination of the many "residual" issues yet to be decided 
shows that many aspects of the scheme are still unknown to the public. The promoters 
concede that they await confirmation of the TWAO before producing detailed design 
specifications on many key aspects including accurate landscape plans for some areas, details 
of lighting, the position of poles, gantries and wires, design of the trolleybus vehicles, design of 
NGT bus stops, means of OLE fixings on Listed Buildings, and so forth. Relevant information is 
frequently absent about smaller schemes described as important to their areas for mitigation 
purposes and used to determine final levels of significance. The publication of the Urban 
Design and Access Statement, Historic Environment Report and the Landscape Plans all post 
date the public events held on the corridor in the summer of 2013 and have not been subject to 
proper public scrutiny as required by legislation. In these circumstance it is simply impossible 
for the public to make a judgement on the overall impact of the scheme.

4. The Environment Statement is not fit for purpose. There has not been enough detailed or 
accurate evidence put before the inquiry by the promoters about the impact on environmental 
resources including heritage assets, the landscape/streetscape, and the green environment for 
a proper evaluation of significance and impact to be made. The shoddy nature of the work is 
exemplified by the misnaming of roads, the variable counting and inadequate descriptions of 
Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings, inaccurate and inconsistent information used in 
evaluations, the failure to apply an appropriate methodology when setting the baseline values 
used for evaluation, the proper measurement of cumulative impact, the lack of understanding 
of the importance of "setting", opaque descriptions and costing of mitigation schemes, the 
failure to carry out any predetermination work relating to the known archaeological sites in 
proximity to the route giving a financial hostage to fortune, and so forth. Most notable is the 
recognition by the promoters, after evidence giving and cross examination, that information on 
large chunks of the heritage assets of the city had not been included in the original Historic 



Environment Report. This resulted in the hasty production of an additional and still inaccurate 
370+ page document to compensate for this omission. All this is completely unacceptable for 
such a costly and impactful scheme.

5. There has been a complete failure to develop a "future- proof" scheme. Many of the arguments 
made for the proposal and some of the data used to justify it dates back as far as 2008 and the 
failed Supertram proposal. This is for a trolleybus scheme that could well not be in full 
operation until nearly 2020. The proposals do not take into account new developments in 
vehicle technology and design. The scheme does not properly serve the newly identified 
development areas of the city which are critical to its future economic success. The scheme is 
not environmentally sustainable in that it contributes to increased congestion, traffic emissions, 
air pollution and climate change. It does not promote the most sustainable modes of transport 
which are walking and cycling. It does not serve the city's major deprived areas and indeed, 
adversely impacts on the environment of relatively disadvantaged communities living in Hyde 
Park, Woodhouse and Belle Isle. It does not promote national and international connectivity by 
serving the airport or main bus station. The proposed scheme simply does not meet the vision 
and ambitions stated by our Council for the future of our city. Nor does it meet the vision and 
ambitions of our local  residents who are totally committed to contributing to the the future 
success of Leeds and we ask that you reject this TWAO.

Submitted by Helen Pickering on behalf of the Drummond and Churchwood Residents' 
Association.


