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1. INTRODUCTION  

 

1.1 In accordance with the Inspector’s guidance this Opening Statement is intended to be 

relatively concise. First West Yorkshire Limited (“FWY”) has set out its case to date in 

its objection, dated 30 October 2013 ("the Objection") (also appended to FWY’s 

statement of case as Appendix 1) its statement of case and in the written proofs of 

evidence and rebuttal before this public inquiry.  The points made therein are replied 

upon mutatis mutandis. 

 

2. THE ORDER, THE DEEMED PLANNING, APPLICATION, 

APPLICATIONS FOR LISTED BUILLDING & CONSERVATION AREA 

CONSENT AND CPO 

 

2.1 The Order seeks to enable the construction and operation of a trolley vehicle system in 

the City of Leeds. The proposed system comprises two routes from the city centre, one 

north through Headingley to a park and ride site at Bodington and then on to Holt Park, 

and one south to a park and ride site.  The routes run along part of what was originally 

intended to be routes of the failed Leeds Supertram proposal. 

 

2.2 For reasons outlined below, FWY objects to the Order, the application for deemed 

planning permission and the applications for listed building and conservation area 

consent.  Although FWY is not itself the subject of a CPO application FWY is of the 

view that the Applicant has plainly not demonstrated a compelling case in the public 

interest for acquisition.  Whether a sufficient case has been demonstrated for the 

acquisition of property and the need for the acquisition is plainly material to the merits of 

making the order and the application for deemed planning permission.     

 

FWY’S INTEREST  

 

2.3 FWY is a licensed bus operator operating registered local bus services under the 1985 

Transport Act throughout the City of Leeds and across the whole of West Yorkshire.  In 
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particular, it currently operates several services along, or parallel with, the proposed route 

of the Leeds Trolley Vehicle System (“LTVS” or “Proposed Scheme”) promoted by 

West Yorkshire Integrated Transport Authority and Leeds City Council ("the 

Applicants").  FWY is a major deliverer of public transport in the Leeds Region and to 

that end it has invested heavily.  

 

2.4 FWY’s operations in the City of Leeds carry approximately 97 million passenger journeys 

per annum, of which some 13 million would be directly affected by the Order. Over 97% 

of FWY’s services are operated on a commercial basis, and enjoy high levels of customer 

satisfaction, with 84% either satisfied or very satisfied according to independent research 

undertaken by Passenger Focus, appointed as the statutory representative of the interests 

of bus passengers under the Local Transport Act 2008.  

 

2.5 FWY fully supports the principle of improving the public transport system in Leeds and 

indeed throughout West Yorkshire.  Indeed, as we have made clear already in our 

evidence before this inquiry, FWY would wish to work with the Applicants to build upon 

and improve the existing transport system and deliver a rapid flexible modern transport 

system for Leeds and the wider Leeds City.  It is precisely for this reason that following 

very careful consideration, FWY strongly objects to the proposed scheme. 

 

 

3. OUTLINE OF OBJECTIONS 

 

3.1 FWY has not arrived at its position lightly.  It has taken expert advice both internally and 

externally.  The outcome of the work carried out by and on behalf of FWY has 

demonstrated to FWY that the LTVS would not deliver the benefits which are claimed 

for in its Planning Statement.   The LTVS would not offer value for money for the tax 

payer and end user.   

 

3.2 The Applicant’s case under assesses or does not properly assess substantial impacts of 

the scheme, such as in respect of visual amenity generally, and upon Leeds’s heritage 

assets, in particular (see e.g. the Proof of Evidence and rebuttal of Ms Lightbody). The 

modelling in support of the case is based upon a number of flawed fundamental 
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assumptions (see e.g. the Proof of Evidence and Appendices of Mr Cheek, TAS and 

rebuttal, see also the Proof of Evidence of Mr Turner and rebuttal). 

 

3.3 Indeed, rather than creating a net public transport benefit, the proposal would have an 

adverse effect on existing public transport (such as upon existing bus services) –

something which has not been properly assessed or addressed in its business case.  There 

has been a disappointing lack of engagement by the Promoters with FWY (and indeed as 

is plain from evidence submitted by other stakeholders this is not unique to FWY) in 

understanding the likely impact of the proposals upon the bus network and in seeking to 

explore alternative better proposals (see e.g. Proof of Evidence of Mr Alexander and 

rebuttal).    

 

3.4 The granting of the Order and the subsequent operation of the proposed LTVS scheme 

would have several effects on FWY’s operations and customers. These effects  are 

summarised (see e.g. Mr Turner’s proof of evidence) as: 

 

3.4.1 the abstraction of existing passenger demand on routes operated along the 

corridor, requiring a reduction in frequency and/or hours of operation in order 

to maintain commercial viability. 

  

3.4.2 the risk of increased journey time on the routes that continue to be operated 

along the corridors affected: this would both make the routes more expensive to 

operate and less attractive to customers, further threatening the commercial 

viability of the services. 

 

3.4.3 the reduction in frequency of services would affect a number of outlying areas in 

the city not served by the LTVS, which would mean those areas either being 

disconnected from the public transport network or experiencing a reduction in 

the breadth and frequency of service they receive. 

 

3.5 The effects would act to the detriment of its existing customers in such a way as to offset 

substantially any advantages which might accrue to potential users of the LTVS system, 

and risk a modal switch away from public transport to private transport sufficient to 
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offset or reduce any modal switch to public transport achieved by the implementation of 

LTVS. 

 

3.6 The services provided under the Order boundary would substantially overlap with the 

FWY network.  A plan showing the extent of the overlap is attached at Appendix 3 of 

the Statement of Case.  As stated below, we understand it is the Promoters’ express 

intention to drive away bus competition in these areas of overlap.  

 

3.7 On the other hand, the introduction of an integrated approach to public transport 

provision on the corridors concerned (as is in fact envisaged in the national and the local 

development policies, see e.g. the Proof of Evidence and Rebuttal of Mr Brooks), 

allowing existing services to take advantage of proposed infrastructure improvements, 

would enhance the service received by a much wider cross-section of the city’s 

population.  

 

3.8 This could be achieved without such a large and technically questionable project and at 

much lower cost to the public purse. Consequently, FWY takes the view that an 

alternative scheme (“the FWY Alternative”) should be pursued which would deliver at 

least the same benefits as those claimed by the Applicants, but more efficiently and more 

cost effectively. 

 

3.9 The operation of the LTVS would stifle future transport improvements in Leeds and also 

competition within the public transport sector, which according to the Applicant’s own 

evidence is part of its avowed intention.  The Applicant’s own evidence is that the vast 

majority of intended passengers are not come from modal shift from the car, but are to 

be procured from the existing bus service.  The Promoters assert that with the 

construction of the infrastructure secured by the backing of this Order, it will be able to 

drive away competition – Mr Henkel for the Promoters asserts, for example, that bus 

operators will not be able to reduce fares and increase frequency.  We have set out 

already legal submissions (see appendices to Mr Alexander’s Rebuttal) why the operation 

of the LTVS as proposed would in fact be anti-competitive and in breach of competition 

laws and we will return to this issue in our written closing submission to the inspector 

and the Secretary of State.     
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3.10 The failure fully to assess the impacts of the proposal is both in terms of its works of 

construction and operation, but also in respect of the disruption caused to various bodies 

(including but not only FWY’s bus services, utilities, and other bodies, such as Leeds 

College of Art) during its not insignificant period of construction. As a consequence of 

the foregoing, the project has not been fully or properly environmentally assessed in 

accordance with the EIA Directive and Regulations. 

 

3.11 The Promoters make now the counter intuitive claim that that the permanent nature of 

the scheme created by the need to create infrastructure for the LTVS (such as overhead 

power supplies) is in fact an advantage – sending out a sign of “permanence about public 

transport provision”.  This is not so, quite apart from the visual scarring caused by the 

development, the system is inflexible (e.g. it cannot easily respond to increased demand 

or create new routes) and it also locks Leeds into a long term commitment to a bespoke 

and dated form of technology. Furthermore, the argument is a particularly bad one where 

the main corridor has been served by the same bus route service for more than 50 years.         

 

3.12 In short, the scheme has not been “future proofed” and the models provided in support 

of the assertions made in its favour, have not been analysed correctly and are based upon 

a number of flawed assumptions. 

 

3.13 FWY has set out in some detail why the proposal will not result in the wider social 

benefits asserted by the Promoters, but even if it did these modest benefits would be 

heavily outweighed by the dis-benefits. 

  

3.14 It is to be recalled, of course, that a trolley bus is not a tram.  It is a bus which is powered 

by fixed overhead electric cables.  There are no trolley bus systems operating in the UK.  

Indeed, there are very few trolley bus systems operating in the world at all – and those 

with right handdrive are even fewer (see TAS paper).  That is likely to shrink even 

further, most recently, expert advice from PWC (FWY-102, April, 4, 2014) to Greater 

Wellington Regional Council has recommended against the continuation of the existing 

trolley bus fleet (see Executive Summary pp.5-10)1.  The disadvantages are set out clearly 

at pp.23-24.         

                                                           
1 There is brief mention of the Leeds proposal at p.16 of the PWC Report. 
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4. SECRETARY OF STATE’S PREVIOUS CONSIDERATION OF TROLLEY BUS  

 

4.1 None of this, nor the objections from FWY or others upon the failings of a trolleybus 

proposal is inherently new.  There are very good reasons why there are no trolley bus 

systems operating in the UK today – and few worldwide.  This current proposal is not 

the first to seek to reintroduce a trolley bus system into the UK. In 1999, a proposal was 

made for the Merseyside Rapid Transit Order. 

 

4.2 That proposal was rejected both by the inspector and the Secretary of State.  The 

inspector’s carefully considered report runs to over 100 pages.  The present inspector will 

see that many of the issues which your colleague and the Secretary of State had to 

grapple with are all too familiar to the present case. Some but not all of their conclusions 

on these matters are listed below (FWY-100 and FWY-101, Secretary of State’s Decision 

Letter paragraph references are given in round parentheses, square parentheses for the 

inspector’s report): 

 

a. No comparative analysis study carried out between selected mode and high quality 

buses with priority measures. The conclusion that improving existing bus services 

was a potential alternative to meeting the current objectives of improving public 

transport services , modal transfer and the City’s image; (6) [417 and 418]; 

 

b. Trolleybuses required overhead wires which, however tastefully designed, could not 

be represented as an attractive feature of the townscape and which constrained 

flexibility of operation.  (5) [419-425]; and see further the particular concern that “the 

overhead wires would not enhance the listed buildings” in the Waterford area (15) 

[456-470];  

 

c. Of relevance to the transport planning case are (6) [ 431-435] - on corridor choice, 

economic effects and modal shift;  [444-445] on park and ride and the need for fast 

direct links to the city centre; [446] is also of relevance given the possible use of the 

Harrogate-Leeds railway line with a park and ride facility in the Horsforth area; 
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d. On traffic control/reduction (17) [474, 475 and 476].  

 

e. The Appellants here acknowledge the amount of private car parking provision 

available in Leeds and the city centre. (17) [476] the inability of the authorities to 

control the supply and price of city centre parking and the ability to achieve modal 

shift. 

 

f. The adverse effects of the proposed scheme on existing bus operators (19)  [477 and 

478] are of particular relevance. This reinforces the point made by the DfT in the 

slides discussed in Appendix 4 to Mr Cheek’s Proof about the damage done to local 

bus operators [not answered by the Promoters in their rebuttal]. 

 

g. See also the conclusion on the impacts of diversions on park and ride in seeking a 

quicker and easier alternative to using the car to the City centre (9 & 10) [436-442; 

444-448] and see also (11).   

 

h. We note too the adverse impact identified in terms of pedestrianisation (12) [449-

457-] in addition to which the safety concerns raised by both the Secretary of State 

and his inspector such that “the most compelling justification, and demonstration 

that there is no reasonable alternative” – the SoS was not so convinced that there was 

no better alternative.(13-140 [458-464]. 

 

5. CONCLUSION  

5.1 Why then is this proposal before the inquiry, given all that we already know about trolley 

buses? I suspect the answer is clear but fundamentally unsound. Others have had a new 

tram system (Manchester, Sheffield).  But Leeds Supertram was rejected by the Secretary 

of State.   

 

5.2  Come forward the ‘Poor man’s tram’ – the Leeds Trolleybus.  But that would be to make 

a fundamental mistake both in the short but, also the longer term.  Just as the poor 

usually end up spending more for things which aren’t as good, so too, Leeds would pay a 

high price for a sub optimum transport provision. This scheme is unsound and outdated. 

It would also lumber Leeds with a toxic trolley bus legacy which is inflexible, ugly, and 



9 
 

expensive and which is not the best method for delivering an efficient and flexible high 

quality rapid public transport system.  Leeds deserves better than this. 

 

5..3 We respectfully ask you to recommend refusal of these applications. 

   

 

 

GREGORY JONES QC 

 


