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TRANSPORT AND WORKS ACT 

 

LEEDS TROLLEY VEHICLE ORDER 

 

PUBLIC INQUIRY - APRIL 2014 

 

EVIDENCE CONTRA 

PROMOTER'S REBUTTAL OF PROOF: 
 

WEETWOOD RESIDENTS' ASOCIATION 

 
Rebuttal argument 1. 

1.1  re 2.1/2.1.1.   The referenced material [APP-2-2§§3.12-3.15] neither addresses nor contradicts 

our assertion, which, we assume, stands. 

1.2  re 2.2/2.2.1.   The referenced materials [APP-3-2§§7.6.x and 7.7.x] outline mitigations which 

have been made, but do not contradict our assertion that "The NGT plans generally 

disadvantage local, turning, traffic." 

1.3  re 2.3/2.3.1.   The referenced materials [APP-3-2§§7.3, 10.12.4 and 10.12.5] show how our 

concerns have been addressed.  The Manual for Streets and Leeds City Council policy place 

pedestrians at the top of the hierarchy for consideration of their placeand safety on streets, and 

the NGT proposals meet this requirement at particular points.  However, local concerns 

remain. 

1.4  re 2.4/2.4.1.   The referenced materials [APP-3-2§§7.2, 10.2.3 and 10.2.5] show how our 

concerns have been addressed.  Existing guidance does not take into account articulated  

trolley vehicles, which suggests that more cautious approach with more generous margins 

should be pursued.  Thus our concerns remain. 

1.5  re 2.5/2.5.1-2.  The referenced materials [APP-3-2§§5.3.x, 5.4.1 and 10.3.x] illustrate clearly 

our point, as if making a virtue of the separation of stops. 

1.6  re 2.6/2.6.1.   The referenced material [APP-3-2§§7.7.x] details how the admitted loss and 

displacement of parking has been dealt with and [APP-3-2§§7.7.8] minimised.  However, this 

last paragraph illustrates how local concerns and disbenefits can be lost (or hidden) in global 

statistics. 

Rebuttal argument 2. 

2.1  re 2.7/2.7.x.  Headingley by-pass.   We largely accept Mr Smith's analysis of the scenario he 
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has examined.  However, our proposition in our longer documents was that "all traffic having 

no business in Headingley centre should be directed along the by-pass".  This would allow 

vehicles accessing/emerging from North Lane, Chapel Street, St. Michael's Lane, Bainbrigge 

Road and the Buckinghams and Spring Banks on the West side and Wood Lane, Shire Oak 

Street and Road, Bainbrigge Road and Oakfield on the East , and turning either North or South 

to continue to do so.  The result would be a reduction by ca. 2/3rds of the non-public transport 

vehicles passing through central Headingley and relieve considerably the evening obstruction 

at the North Lane junction. 

2.2  re 2.8/2.8.1.  Glen Road ...junction.   We agree wholeheartedly with Mr Robertson's 

statement, but feel that the best solution has not yet been arrived at.  We would wish to pursue 

dialogue on this matter, irrespective of the outcome of this Inquiry. 

2.3  re 2.9/2.9.x.  Weetwood Lane end.   The referenced material [APP-3-2§§6.5.x] has as its basic 

premise the placement of an NGT stop (ref. Smith, APP-3-2§§7.6.7,  "Weetwood Lane - would 

be stopped up to motor vehicles at its junction withOtley Road to accomodate the NGT stop 

...").  We remain of the opinion that this is unnecessary and disfiguring, and have already 

demolished in cross-questioning the argument that the junction is unsafe.  We remain very 

concerned by the proposed placement of stops for the #28 service. 

2.4  re 2.10/2.10.1. See response at 2.2, above. 

 

Rebuttal argument 3. 

3.1  re 2.11/2.11.x.   Neither the referenced material [APP-5-2§3.18] nor its source [C-2-3] has 

presented the raw data on which this rebuttal is based, and the map appended is not at a helpful 

scale.  Models tend to take on a life of  their own.  The evidence given does not 

completely contradict our assertion that "the  possibilities for attracting clientele to pubic 

transport on A660 from beyond the resdiential boundaries from which A660 currently draws, 

or even from the periphery of the sector, are extremely limited". 

 

Rebuttal argument 4. 

4.1  re 2.12/2.12.1.   This response mis-quotes our concern.  While Mr Robertson shows how 

signalised junctions might operate, he does not show how transverse traffic will not be 

inconvenienced: our statement was to the effect that since transverse traffic has no possibility 

of benefitting directly from the (claimed) benefits of the scheme, it should expect not to be 

disadvantaged.  The same concern applies to non-signalised junctions where right turns are to 

be banned.  The response, therefore, does not address our views. 
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Rebuttal argument 5. 

5.1  re 2.13/2.13.1.   The cited paragraphs from Mr Chadwik's Proof  [APP-7-2§§6.15-16] do not 

address our statement, which cannot be gainsaid. 

 

Rebuttal argument 6. 

6.1  re 2.14/2.14.1.   Our contention is fully supported by the submssion by First West Yorkshire, of 

which we were in ignorance when we submitted our Statement of Case and Proof.  Our 

common sense evaluation is not contradicted by the scenario asessments quoted by Mr 

Chadwick [APP-7-2§§6.18-20]. 

 

Rebuttal argument 7. 

7.1  re 2.15/2.15.1.   The cited paragraph [APP-7-2§§6.5] does not seem to be relevant to the 

arguments we make in our Proof Appendix B-1.4, Benefits to City. 

 

Rebuttal argument 8. 

8.1  re 2.16/2.16.1.   We are pleased that Mr Haskins concurs with our asessment of conditions on 

A660, specifically "On the A660 in particular, there is no practical scope to increase road 

capacity to either mitigate some of the congestion or to provide for traffic growth".  [APP-2-

2§3.12 Bullet 3].  We agree also that public transport should be an "attractive alternative to 

travel by car". [§3.15]: we disagree profoundly that NGT satisfactorily provides that 

alternative, as we will show in cross examination. 

 

Rebuttal argument 9. 

9.1  re 2.17/2.17.1.   We are not persuaded by Mr Haskins' commentary on the problems of 

inflexibility and obsolescence associated with trolleybuses.  [APP-2-2§§11.13 to11.19].  His 

comparison with rail is disingenuous, since rail is genuine ly rapid, moving large numbers of 

passengers at high speed over long distances with few stops.   

 

Rebuttal argument 10. 

10.1  re 2.18/2.18.1.   Regarding Mr Walker's evidence, we would comment only that, while the 

adverse effect on each section may be only moderate, the cumulation of these effects on a 

sequence of sections is not an average of those effects, nor even a linear addition but rather a 

multiplicative, even exponential one, so that the nett effect is one of complete destruction of 

character, in this case an unique one. 

 

Rebuttal argument 11. 
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11.1  re 2.19/2.19.1.   The referenced paragraph 6.27 is an exact repeat of the preceding paragraph 

dealing with impacts on the built environment, and is therefore unsatisfactory.  It does not 

address the reasons for our concern. 

 

Rebuttal argument 12. 

12.1  re 2.20/2.20.1.   Mr Henkel's Proof does not contradict our assertion.  Neither does he 

examine, in §§6.4 to 6.17, the potential effects on the less frequent #28 and #97 services which 

do not exactly duplicate the NGT route, and the response is therefore unsatisfactory. 

 

Rebuttal argument 13. 

13.1  re 2.21/2.21.1.   Neither Mr Chadwick's nor Mr Hanson's Proof contradicts our assertion, and 

neither of "them fully reflect(s) the [lack of] integration between NGT, bus and...". 

 

Rebuttal argument 14. 

14.1  re 2.22/2.22.1.   Again a casuistic answer.  If some people elect at present to walk or cycle into 

town when there is a perfectly reasonable bus service it is most unlikely that they will use 

NGT.  The Promoters seem to have discovered rather late in the game that journeys by public 

transport involve a greater or lesser walk at either end of the PT journey.  While improvement 

in cycling and walking facilities are proposed on some parts of the route, there are particular 

sections of the Northern route where walkers (and here we mean those who walk the whole 

of their journey, not just to the bus stop) are considerably disadvantaged compared to the 

present. 

 

Rebuttal argument 15. 

15.1  re 2.23/2.23.1.   While there has been a campaign of mis-information and hyperbole on the 

part of NGT in an attempt to persuade the public of the merits of a trolleybus scheme, and 

while there have been some good responses and changes in respect of details of the route, 

there has never been a consultation, within the dictionary definition of the word, with the 

citizenry on the fundamental concept of a trolleybus service. 

 

Rebuttal argument 16. 

16.1  re 2.24/2.24.1.   We presume the reference should be to "Point 2.6, above", not 2.5?  Section 

7.7 of Mr Smith's evidence (APP-3-2) basically states that everything will be shoved aside to 

make way for the trolleys.  Mr Smith may be content "that the reduction in parking has been 

kept to a minimum", but we are not, for the reason that where that acknowledged reduction 
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has taken place is concentrated, focussed and detrimental to small businesses. 

 

Rebuttal argument 17. 

17.1  re 2.25/2.25.1.   Clearly, Mr Robertson should look again at the signal phasing at the St Anne's 

Road junction.  Mr Smith's description ignores the probable increase in rat-running within the 

Beckett's Park estate and the increased difficulty of accessing the recently created minor route 

to North Lane and westwards via Headingley Mount, which will no doubt throw more traffic 

onto the A660-North Lane signals. 

 

Rebuttal argument 18. 

18.1  re 2.26/2.26.1.   We have no specific response to the Rebuttal, except to say that our concerns 

remain and, in the event that the Order is granted, we will be tracking the development of design 

detail. 

 


