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re: Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order 

Public Inquiry 

 

STATEMENT OF CASE (revised, final) 

on behalf of  

WEETWOOD RESIDENTS' ASSOCIATION 

SUMMARY. 

 

 Part of the A660 is one boundary to the area represented by Weetwood Residents' 

Association: necessarily residents are obliged to use the road for the great majority of journeys that 

they make, by whatever mode.  We have, therefore, a vested interest in improvement of journeys in 

that corridor and in proposals for improvement of traffic flow and public transport on it. 

 It is the considered view of Weetwood Residents' Association that the proposals under 

consideration - for a trolleybus system (NGT) - should be rejected.  We are also firmly convinced 

that any alternative or modified scheme which involves duplicated and separated public transport 

provision on the A660 with one element running on a segregated, sole-use track with signalised 

precedence must also be rejected. 

 Our reasons for this view are: 

 

1. It is unnecessary.  Significant improvements can be achieved by other - largely procedural - 

means. 

2. It is unnecessarily expensive.  Acceptable improvements can be achieved for far less 

capital outlay and without exposing Leeds residents to the risks of commercial failure. 

3. It is unnecessarily destructive of amenity and environment.  Significant impediment to 

local traffic movement and to business activity will occur.  The treasured character of the 

locality will be desecrated. 

4. It will not improve the overall public transport offering on the route.  It may well be 

worse and significant modal shift from car to public transport will not occur. 

5. It will not meet the aspirations of the City. 

6. It will not meet the objectives which the Proposers have set for themselves. 

 

We intend to justify these points in full in the accompanying papers and at the Public Inquiry. 
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re: Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order 

Public Inquiry 

 

STATEMENT OF CASE (revised) 

on behalf of  

WEETWOOD RESIDENTS' ASSOCIATION 

 

INTRODUCTION. 
 

Weetwood Residents' Association is a community association accredited with Leeds City Council.  

We collaborated fully in the preparation of the eponymous Neighbourhood Design Statement of 

2005 (adopted by the Council as Supplementary Planning Guidance) and its 2014 revision (Core 

Documents D-3-5 and D-3 6). 

 

The area we represent is well described in those documents and comprises more than 600 

households.  We have addressed the subject of NGT at the last two of our Annual General Meetings 

and, during the preparation of this response, have involved about 30% of households by e-mail 

distribution of drafts.  The uniformly positive response to our work gives us confidence that we 

express in what follows the views of the great majority of Weetwood residents. 

 

Brief biographical details of the authors of this Statement appear at page 13 and 14. 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

We have already objected to the granting of a Transport Works Act Order based on the 

application of October 2013 made by Wymetro and Leeds City Council and submitted a 

preliminary Statement of Case.  That application was supplemented with material dated 30th 

January 2014, and we now submit a Final Revised Statement of Case incorporating 

comment on the supplemental materials. 

 

In presenting this revised Statement of Case we draw attention to a dichotomy in the material.  On 
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the one hand, we are opposed to the granting of the Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order: we reject 

the so-called NGT proposals; the trolley bus; and all its associated works.  On the other hand we 

accept that the Inspector, as a result of investigations and considerations during the Inquiry, might 

recommend that the Order be granted, and even if he does not, the Secretaries of State might be 

minded to make the Order.  Against such a circumstance, we argue that some specific elements of 

the Proposals, usually pertaining to local effects, be modified by the attachment of specific 

conditions to the Order, and we make proposals to that end. 

 

We have many reasons for objecting to the implantation of a fixed-line, trolleybus, system on the 

unique and highly valued (Appendix A) A660 (the so-called Northern) section of the NGT route.  

In sum, we believe that the objectives set out by the Proposers in the Preamble to each Section of 

the original Programme Entry Business Case (2012), and iterated in the TWAO Statement of Case 

(and Document A-01-2) - cannot be fulfilled by the scheme set out or, indeed, by any scheme based 

on a trolleybus.  A detailed critique of the scheme against objectives set by regional and local bodies 

and by NGT itself is given as Appendix B. 

 

Further, we argue that the revisions to the technical and economic cases for the Order overplay - 

sometimes unbelievably - advantages to the small number of prospective users of the trolleybus.  

Per contra, the disadvantages and disbenefits to everyone else - local residents and businesses and 

all other users of the A660 corridor, whether along or across it - and for amenity and the 

environment, are underplayed.  Thus, we believe the Benefit Cost Ratio for this project, already 

below the norm for approved Department for Transport projects, is grossly over-estimated and that, 

therefore, the scheme represents a serious misuse of public funds. 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

To justify the above statements we draw attention briefly to some of the arguments which 

will be made in detail by others (e.g. in the revised Statement of Case of February 28th 2014 

by the North West Leeds Transport Forum), and with which we are in complete agreement: 

these are the general arguments against the granting of the TWA (LTVS) Order at all. 

 

1. The A660 has limited space and is operating at or near capacity at peak times. The 
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introduction of a new mode sharing this limited space brings problems and requires 

compromises which are detrimental to other users of the space and which, even then, will 

not improve the overall public transport offer for most users. 

2. Conflict occurs between the desire lines of trolleybuses and all other traffic at 5-7 locations.  

These conflicts are to be resolved by signalised systems giving absolute priority to trolleys 

and inhibiting progress for the rest.  The increases in journey times and fuel consumption for 

the 80% of users of the route thereby suffering these disbenefits more than cancel the 

savings for the projected 20% trolleybus users.  They will also lead to increased congestion 

and reducted air quality (central Headingley already suffers more traffic pollution than 

anywhere else in Leeds, and has one of the worst records in the country). 

3. The proposed system, even at maximum frequency (determined by the priority which can be 

provided by signals) and at full, "crush" loading, cannot accommodate current peak time 

passenger flow, let alone additions from the Park and Ride at Bodington or possible 

residential developments further out on A660. Therefore, supplementation, even duplication, 

of services by buses is unavoidable, both now and in the future.  Frequency of each service 

might be about half that of the current bus services.   

4. The proposed system would take revenue from the bus services which currently run along 

the A660 before branching out into housing areas (the numbers 28 and 97 being the prime 

examples). This reduction in revenue will reduce the commercially-justified frequency of 

these services and will represent a real loss of service to people living along these extension 

routes. 

5. Separation of the stops for the two modes means longer waiting at stops.  This, together with  

the longer time required to walk the less numerous stops for any given service, and the 

greater likelihood of having to stand if one chooses the trolley service, results in a poorer 

overall public transport service than that presently available.  Were the stops to be unified 

the problem would largely disappear. 

6. The proposed trolley service will, according to a forecast contained in the Business Case 

submitted in March 2012, attract 6.6% of its patronage from  "active" modes of transport. 

Analysis of the figures indicates that, even allowing for the forecast shift from car to trolley 

bus, the net effect will be to reduce the use of active modes (despite the claim to the contrary 

in the Appraisal Summary Table). 

7. Introduction of the proposed trolley system will, according to analysis contained in the 
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business case, result in an increase in road congestion, green-house gas emissions and fuel 

consumption. 

8. Trolleybuses are an obsolescent mode of public transport, and inflexible to changing route 

demands. The economic case for creating a small fleet of RH drive trolleys is nil. 

9. Installation and maintenance are expensive relative to technical alternatives and, overall, the 

trolley service will be more expensive than services using other technologies – including 

conventionally powered bus vehicles. It is also unlikely that fare income from the proposed 

trolley service could provide for network extension in the absence of unlikely further central 

government investment. 

10. The trolleybus power supply requires extensive degradation of visual and environmental 

amenity in the seven Conservation Areas touched by the Northern route. 

11. Other traction modes which are equally fossil fuel efficient are currently available.  Any of 

these should have been selected in preference to trolleybuses because of route flexibility , 

limited amenity impact, comfort for users, operational flexibility, safety  and economics. 

12. The consultation carried out by Metro has been deficient, not only was there no opportunity 

to question the concept of a new mode with its own stops or the use of trolleybus 

technology, but the literature and statements put out by Metro and senior councillors gave a 

distorted picture of the likely performance and impact of the proposed scheme.  

13. The impacts on local businesses appear to have been side-lined or ignored and there is a real 

risk that the reduction in off-peak parking and increase in congestion will cause many of the 

businesses to founder. 

14. The transport model analyses conducted by Metro and its consultants in support of the 

proposed system are deficient in many respects.  

15. The Manual for Streets (Core Document E-4-15) published for, and released by, the 

Department for Transport and the Communities Department in 2007, Manual 1 gives a clear 

priority in design to non-motorised users and communities, a directive which is ignored in 

the current designs 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Our opposition to the trolleybus scheme is clear but we are not opposed to improvement of 

travelling conditions on A660 or an increased role in that for public (and active) transport modes.   
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We are also anxious that the recognition by central government that Leeds needs major investment 

in transport infrastructure should not be spurned. 

 

The solutions set out in the TWAO to some of the problems of the A660 could very well be carried 

over into an alternative scheme using other traction technology nand which do not demand major 

road re-alignments.  Of traction options, dual-fuel buses with multiple boarding points could be 

introduced into service almost immediately, while specific recharging points for battery buses are 

placed prior to the gradual introduction of all-electric vehicles.  Meanwhile, the development of 

hydrogen fuel cells as the on-board generator of electric power gathers pace.  If Leeds adopts 

trolleybuses, it will shut itself off from all these developments for the next generation.  The wider 

issues for transport provision in Leeds have been usefully addressed by others (DH Townsley and 

AJ Goldfinch (2013): Towards a realisable Cohesive and Economic Transport System for 

Leeds; and DS Archbold, Statement of Case,  included in WRA's original Statement as 

Appendices 2 and 3)). 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Some significant elements of the current proposals are unacceptable, in this or any 

alternative scheme: should the Order be made, conditions must be attached to address these 

issues.  We identify the detail of the by-pass to Headingley, the restricted access to St Anne's 

Road, the treatment of Lawnswood Roundabout and the closure of Weetwood Lane’s 

junction to A660. 

 

Headingley by-pass.   

 

With regard to the proposal, an excellent and highly relevant precedent has been set in the treatment 

of Blenheim Terrace and Walk and Woodhouse Lane where an effective by-pass for the main 

entrance to the University of Leeds has been created and the area in front of the iconic Parkinson 

Steps converted into a pedestrian, cycle and public transport dominated area.  The principle is that 

only those vehicles having business in the University or with the businesses opposite are allowed in: 

all through traffic goes up or down Blenheim Walk.  This seems an excellent principle leading to an 

excellent resolution. 
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We ask, why has this principle not been applied in the instance of the Headingley by-pass? 

 

The scheme through Headingley, as presently set out, runs the trolleybus behind the Arndale Centre 

and other large buildings where there are no potential passengers and alighting passengers are out of 

the centre: buses will continue to service the A660 frontages of the buildings, where, because of the 

demographics of Headingley and the presence of the shops, there are always many potential 

passengers.  We suggest that the same principle as adopted at Woodhouse Lane/Blenheim Walk 

should be applied in Headingley, namely that all public transport (?including taxis) should run 

where it is accessible to passengers, creating a largely pedestrian zone at the heart of Headingley.   

 

Under the TWAO proposals traffic through Headingley is not reduced but, because of the 

signalisation of the N&S junctions with the by-pass trolley track, will be very significantly slowed, 

increasing journey times, fuel consumption and air pollution.  It is very noticeable that the air 

pollution monitor (outside HSBC bank) which shows Headingley's to be the worst traffic pollution 

in Leeds is not included in the set to be used for monitoring environmental impact of the trolley, 

presumably because it is not on the actual trolley track and because it would show a very significant 

increase in pollution as the service starts (Application Document A-08c -    §2.12, Air Quality, and 

Table 2.2). 

 

St Anne’s Road 

 

We accept that almost whatever is done at the A660-St Anne's Road-Shaw Lane-Alma Road 

junction will be a mess: doing nothing would be less of a mess, but might not facilitate 

improvements elsewhere.  However, one proposal we cannot accept is the closure to some traffic of 

St Anne's Road.  This for three reasons: a) It closes off one of only 2 routes serving the extensive 

Beckett's Park/St Chad's residential area and one of the entrances to the Beckett's Park campus of 

Leeds Metropolitan (Beckett's) University, and is a principal route of access to the Beckett's Park 

itself; b) It makes access to the shops and businesses on St Anne's Parade much more difficult and 

hazardous; and c) It will effectively cut off a recently and specially created by-pass to Headingley 

centre for westbound traffic via Headingley Mount. 

 

Lawnswood Roundabout 
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The TWAO envisages installation of traffic lights at Lawnswood Roundabout. We might accept that 

this could increase the capacity of this important junction. However, the incorporation of a 

dedicated central lane for NGT vehicles reduces the capacity, leads to significant loss of trees and 

creates a safety hazard outside the Lawnswood School (where children will be faced with two 

services (trolley and bus) going in the same direction but on opposite sides of the carriageway – 

likely to lead to dashing across to the other stop if that vehicle is seen coming first). The extension 

of the NGT route across the Ring Road is designed to serve the Bodington Park and Ride Site but, 

as is argued elsewhere, the success of the park and ride site would be greater if it were serviced by 

express buses rather than by trolleybuses.  

The impact upon east-west traffic at the roundabout seems not to have been considered and we 

believe that it should be . 

 

Weetwood Lane end.   

 

There is absolutely no justfication for this proposal for the closure of the junction of Weetwood 

Lane and the A660.  As a junction it works well for both inbound and outbound traffic, both at peak 

flow and at other times.  We have argued for a number of years that turns onto and from A660 north 

of the junction should be banned, formalising the practice developed by most vehicles entering from 

Moor Road of using St Chad's Road as the prefered route to the north.  Coupled with clearing the 

street clutter on the corner in front of the public house to improve visibility, this would make a safe 

and convenient junction.  It is currently almost that: police records show 5 events at the junction 

since 2007, one involving criminally negligent driving (which is not the fault of the junction) and 

four involving cyclists and turning vehicles.  A similar but more frequent problem at the junction of 

A660 and Bainbrigge Road had been resolved with road markings. 

 

Closure of the junction and conversion into a pedestrian area is required to provide space for a large 

trolley stop.  In practice, it will become an overspill area for the 3 public houses adjacent, which is 

not desired by residents.  Conflicts will arise on the closed, cul-de-sac  section where parking is to 

be allowed as it is too narrow for turning.  Parked vehicles will obstruct deliveries and refuse 

collection, access to private parking and to the residential property and businesses on the section. 
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The TWAO documents state that there will be a loss of 12 unrestricted parking spaces in Far 

Headingley. However, it is clear from a study of the TRO's that the actual loss of permanent spaces 

will be closer to 20 than 12 and that over 30 off-peak spaces will be lost from Otley Road. The loss 

of these spaces will be a considerable threat to the viability of the local shops, restaurants and 

Cinema (Cottage Road Cinema, which held its Centenary in 2012 is one of the oldest continually 

operating cinemas in the country and is important as a local asset as well as being a heritage item). 

Were these businesses to close, either as a consequence of the reduced parking, the increased 

congestion or the years of construction-related disruption, the community would be significantly 

worse off. 

 

The detailed plans for Weetwood Lane end suggest a lack of attention to detail – for example, it is 

proposed to relocate the number 28 bus stops further north on Weetwood Lane (incidentally taking 

out about 6 parking spaces) whereas, if buses are to be diverted via St Chad's Road, it would clearly 

be better to have southbound number 28 buses stop with all the other buses on Otley Road (thus 

removing the current annoyance of not knowing which stop to use) while the northbound stop 

would be better placed on St Chad's Road. 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Other matters that are of both local and general application and give us cause for concern 

include:- 

 

Loss of Trees. 

The proposed felling of mature trees along the A660 is of great concern to the residents of 

Weetwood. The loss of trees in front of the St Chad’s Parish Centre and at Lawnswood roundabout 

is particularly serious but the lopping of trees all the way along the proposed route is also of grave 

concern. The loss of these trees will significantly detract from the quality and amenity of our 

neighbourhood. 

 

Junction signalisation. 

 

Signalisation of the A660-Glen Road-Churchwood Avenue is welcomed but we are concerned that, 
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as at other existing or proposed signalised junctions, the need to maintain capacity on the main road 

may lead to very low priority being given to the side road traffic – and hence long delays for this 

local traffic.  

 

If the (un-necessary) closure of Weetwood Lane end is implemented it becomes necessary to 

signalise the St Chad's Road-A660 junction. If, as anticipated, the needs of the main road are 

prioritised, this will create delay for the traffic entering Otley Road from St Chad’s Road and may 

further exacerbate the problem of the traffic link via Moor Road. The also requires the displacement 

of the bus stops currently outside Woodies pub (hence resulting in loss of potential parking space at 

the re-located bus stop) and by the War Memorial.  However, the current full width demand-

controlled pedestrian crossing functions perfectly well, both for pedestrians and to break up traffic 

flow to allow use of the Weetwood Lane junction. 

 

Placement of bus stops  

 

The placement of bus stops has generally evolved to be of convenience and service to passengers: 

displacement is likely to involve inconvenience and extra walking times. 

 

This is particularly relevant to the area of which we have detailed knowledge, running from West 

Park roundabout to the Shaw Lane junction (and including the Weetwood Lane stops for the No. 28 

service).  This stretch of road has extended sections of frontage with no dwellings while the 

opposite side is the edge of deep residential areas served by limited feeder roads.  These latter are 

the sources for the passengers to be served by public transport: if they are not well served, they will 

not use it. 

 

It is our contention that, wherever possible, all services to a given destination should pick up at the 

same points and that the introduction of a new, separate, stops for NGT services is a retrograde step.  

This might have the peripheral advantage of reducing street clutter.   

 

We note specifically (referring to DF7, and where appropriate, to the closure of Weetwood Lane 

end): 

1. We are very unhappy at the loss of the stops outbound and inbound at Ancaster Road, which 
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serve a significant residential hinterland; 

2. The outbound West Park stop should not be displaced, but combined with the NGT stop, as 

above; 

3. The proposal to move the outbound Churchwood Avenue stop is a disgrace: this stop serves 

large residential hinterlands on each side of A660.  Bus and NGT stops must here be 

combined on the site of the existing bus stop; 

4. The provision of an uncontrolled pedestrian crossing with central refuge near the end of the 

ginnel accessing the St Chad's residential area is good; 

5. The omission of NGT stops serving, particularly, the large Beckett's Park residential area is 

puzzling.  At the access points for the residential areas, Burton Crescent and St Chad's 

Drive, the type and siting of the pedestrian crossing are wrong.  There will be sufficient 

interruption of traffic flow deriving from the Shaw Lane junction controls for a single, 

uncontrolled crossing along the short diagonal of the junction to be effective.  In 

conjunction, the current positions of the bus stops should be retained. 

6. The placement of the northbound No. 28 bus stop outside the public house on Weetwood 

Lane has always been a mild problem, as buses stopping can inconveniently cause other 

turning traffic to back up across the inbound lanes. If, as  we argue, Weetwood Lane is not 

closed off we would wish to see the stop moved towards St Chad's Road. 

7. We are very unhappy at the proposal in DF7 to move the No. 28 bus stops to such close 

proximity to the primary school, its main entrance and controlled crossing, and where it 

threatens at least one very large mature tree.  We would prefer the inbound stop to be 

combined with the proposed stop relocated from outside "Woodies" (i.e. there is no stop on 

this end of the Lane).   

 

Narrowing of pavements 

 

Pavement widths along this stretch, mainly North of Weetwood Lane, are a particular concern, 

much being little more than 2m, which it appears will now be the standard to allow maximum 

expansion of the carriageway.  This northern stretch is heavily used at times by schoolchildren, and 

regularly at other times.  At 2m, the pavements will be (are!) uncomfortably narrow with the 

proximity of fast moving traffic and the wind and spray it produces.  The effective width of the 

pavements is narrowed by the frequent poles necessary for street lights and to carry the overhead 
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power lines.  Trolley and even bus stops will occupy the full width of the pavements and at the 

residential frontages there is weekly the further impediment to progress and hazard from refuse 

bins.  Where stops press against hedges these are inaccessible and become untended and very 

unsightly. 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

There is one element of the proposals which we broadly welcome, irrespective of the 

implementation of the trolley bus scheme, but which requires further careful consideration. 

 

Park and Ride at Bodington Fields. 

 

The provision of a P&R at Bodington, while entailing a considerable loss of green space (mitigated 

by "green" open block paving) might have the beneficial effect of reducing car movements on A660 

to and from the City from this point by up to 10% during peak flow periods.   

 

Replacement of University of Leeds' playing fields is planned to be on the other side of Otley Road: 

unfortunately, the land chosen had previously been earmarked  for a much needed extension to 

Lawnswood Cemetery which can now not take place as there is very limited alternative land nearby 

(although underneath car parks seems topical). 

 

At standard loading, 800 cars would provide ca. 1000 passengers who would fill entirely 8 of the 10 

trolleys scheduled to depart from the actual P&R site during the 2h peak flow times, confirming that 

there may still be a capacity problem for the trolley service (as noted above) which dictates 

supplementation with buses. 

 

To maximise its chances of success, the park and ride should be served, not by a stopping 

trolleybus, but by express buses (giving riders a fast and dedicated service at peak times and relying 

on the existing X84 at off-peak times).  
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APPENDICES. 

 

A. "The Context".  

B. "Detailed critique of the NGT Proposals".  

 

 

 

BIOGRAPHICAL DETAILS. 

Martyn E   THOMAS. MBE.  C Eng.  F I Mech E.    

A Weetwood resident since 1988. 

Currently Chair of the Weetwood Residents’ Association and Co-Chair of the North West Leeds Transport 

Forum. Was Managing Director from 1986 through to 2002 of Sulzer (UK) Pumps Ltd and Regional 

Director for the same period for Sulzer Pump Division for all of Europe, Middle East and Africa. 

Honoured by HM Queen Elizabeth for services to the engineering industry in 1996. 

 

 

John Peter DICKINSON.  MA. PHD 

A Weetwood resident for over 30 years. 

Read Natural Sciences at Cambridge University, receiving a doctorate for research in organic chemistry.  

Sometime Fellow of the Royal Society for Chemistry and Chartered Chemist.  Career in medical research in 

both academic and pharmaceutical industry settings.  Sometime Chair of the (national) Association of 

Researchers in Medicine and Science and consultant on research policies for UNESCO, writing a manual for 

would-be researchers.  Weetwood resident for 40 years.  Founder Chair of the Weetwood Residents' 

Association and formerly working member of the Inner NW Leeds Area Committee's Transport Group. 

 

David TUCK.  

A Weetwood resident for over 10 years. 

Has an Honours Degree in Town Planning and is a member of the Royal Town Planning Institute and the 

Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors. Has over 30 years experience in the field of local economic 

development in both public and private sectors. Is Managing Partner of a leading national economic 

development consultancy, advising Government, local authorities and LEP’s on economic growth strategies 

and the impact of urban development projects on local economies.    
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Janet MATTHEWS.   

A Weetwood resident for over 35 years. 

Qualified in 1985 as a Chartered Public Finance Accountant. 

Has managed external audits for more than 20 years with the Audit Commission and KPMG. This work 

included financial audits and non-financial audits such as Governance and Value for Money reviews across 

local government and health bodies.   


