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Introduction  
 

This Proof of Evidence is a summary of the Drummond and Churchwood Residents' 

Association’s (DCRA) Statement of Case and will form the basis of our objection to 

the proposed scheme which we will be putting forward to the Inspector at the Inquiry.  

 

We wish to object to the scheme on the following grounds:  

 

1.0. Lack of Public Consultation and Public Opposition to the Scheme.  
1.1. Public consultation events were used for dissemination of information only, not 

consultation. 

 

1.2. No alternative schemes have been presented to us as part of the consultation.  

 

1.3. City wide public opposition is evidenced in the Yorkshire Evening Post poll in 

February 2014.  

 

1.4. The North West Leeds Transport Forum questionnaire found widespread 

resident opposition to the scheme including in our DCRA area.  

 

1.5. Our local small businesses reported that they were not consulted by NGT. Many 

participated in the Federation of Small Businesses’ questionnaire survey and 

attended two local FSB meetings in Far Headingley. The FSB has detailed evidence 

on the extent of and reasons for local small business opposition to the scheme.  

 

1.6. The volume and complexity of the documentation combined with continuing 

changes over time has made it very difficult for people and their representative 

organisations to inform themselves properly about the proposal and be able to 

present their case to best advantage.  

 

1.7. Many of the claims made for the scheme in the published material are 
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misleading e.g. impact on public transport, congestion, production of greenhouse 

gases, accurate numbers of trees to be lopped and felled.  

 

1.8. Residents and businesses have had little or no resource with which to consult 

local people and their representative organisations, but have made strenuous efforts 

to do so. This lack of resource is in marked contrast to the tax payer financed 

consultancies and often misleading information and publicity produced by NGT in 

support of the proposal. 

 

2.0. Worse Public Transport System and Adverse Impact on Other Road Users 
and Pedestrians 
2.1. The proposal will create two separate and competing public transport systems. It 

will not integrate bus services. It will fragment and make more complex A660 public 

transport provision.  

 

2.2. Journey times by the majority of people who use ordinary buses, cars and other 

means of transport on the A660 will be slower because of the new road and junction 

design and the trolleybus precedence system.  

 

2.3. Bus services from any individual stop will be fewer, waiting times will be longer, 

walking distance between stops greater.  

 

2.4. The degree of trolleybus connectivity to the rail station will not be greater than 

with the current bus service. Neither will the trolleybus directly link to the main Leeds 

bus and coach station as do some of our current A660 bus services.  

 

2.5. The scheme hardly constitutes "rapid transit". It is unlikely that any extension to 

create a larger network will happen in the near future as it would be prohibitively 

expensive and the trolleybus technology even more obsolete. Other kinds of public 

transport investment are likely be given greater priority. eg rail improvements and 

airport connectivity.  

 

2.6. Competition between providers could lead to the less profitable bus services 

having to be reduced or axed to outer area of NW Leeds.  
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2.7. The A660 currently functions more as a local road than a major arterial 

commuting route. The newly designed junction systems, the blocking of right turn 

access into some roads, and the loss of shadow lanes and traffic holding pockets will 

all lead to rat running and increased delays and congestion.These changes will 

particularly affect local traffic which needs to join and cross the A660 frequently to 

carry out its daily business.  

 

2.8. The Bodington park and ride is unlikely to work as no express trolleybus service 

can be provided to and from the city centre. Increased congestion at Lawnswood 

roundabout will deter people from accessing it.  

 

2.9. The widened road, narrower pavements, increased street furniture and 

articulated buses will all bring additional road hazards to pedestrians and cyclists 

who are major users of the road.   

 

2.10  There is a high concentration of nurseries and schools on the A660. The 

scheme will heighten road safety issues for children and young people who are 

encouraged by local schools to use active modes of travel for health reasons. 

Parents with children doing "school runs" on the A660 contribute significantly to busy 

rush-hours in the morning and mid-afternoon and are unlikely to shift transport mode 

from their private car to the trolleybus.   

 

2.11. Large numbers of students have moved to live in the inner areas of the city and 

are now within easy walking distance to their universities/colleges. This means there 

will be little modal shift to the trolleybus by this large section of the local population. 

Students have in the past been major consumers of public transport on the A660 

route.  

 

2.12. A higher proportion of older people live in the outer areas of NW Leeds. They 

have expressed an overwhelming preference for the existing public bus system with 

more stops, less walking and waiting times, and more seating on the buses.They 

fear a reduction of services to the outer areas where they live.  
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2.13. Disabled people have stated their concerns to us about complex non-

integrated bus schemes and time-tabling, wider roads, a cluttered pedestrian 

environment, and the long articulated character and quietness of the trolleybuses.  

 

2.14. The widened road will create community severance leading to social 

fragmentation and the potential of economic and social exclusion particularly for the 

young and old.  

  

2.15. There will be adverse economic impact on local businesses. Reduced parking 

for clients, loss of environmental amenity which includes trees, green space and 

local heritage assets, plus narrower pavement areas will all reduce footfall. They 

expect the physical disruption as a result of the long construction period to reduce 

their financial viability which is already fragile due to economic recession.  

 

3.0. Damage to the Landscape and the Heritage Environment of NW Leeds  
3.1. There will be a dramatic change to the landscape character of the route. The 

scheme will affect over 3000 properties, 62 listed buildings, 7 conservation areas, 

boundary walls, numerous non-listed buildings, trees and green areas.  

 

3. 2. The proposal contravenes many existing planning and transport policies 

including West Yorkshire Local Transport Plan 2012, NPPF 2012, Planning (Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas ) Act 1990, Manual for Streets 2007 and 2010, 

English Heritage Streets for All 2004.  

 

3.3. Of the 7 affected Conservation Areas, 3 have not yet been appraised by the 

Council. This means the impact of the scheme on them cannot be properly 

assessed. These are the Leeds City Centre, Headingley and University Conservation 

Areas which are all of great significance.  

 

3.4. The cumulative impact of the scheme on the heritage assets of all the 

Conservation Areas located on or by the route has not been considered in the NGT 

Heritage Environment ES. Also the heritage assets of individual Conservation Areas 

have not been properly assessed for "significance" as required by the NPPF.   
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3.5. The NGT impact assessment on Far Headingley Conservation Area not been 

properly carried out. Despite this, adverse impact is conceded including " negative 

residual effects".  

 

3.6. A unique, historic and green environment will be visually transformed. 453 

individual trees and an additional 22 tree groups (with individual trees not yet 

counted) are to be destroyed, others will be lopped back. The estimated total capital 

value asset loss of this is £14m. These figures include the destruction of 21 mature 

trees in our area next to St Chad's Church which are estimated to be worth over 

£1/2m.This will transform the look and feel of our Far Headingley Conservation Area.   

 

3.7. No standard NPPF procedures have been carried out to understand the 

significance of below ground archaeological heritage along the route. The 

"Grampian" condition used to cover mitigation is neither enforceable or reasonable.  

 

3.8. The loss of much of the unique and attractive ambient environment of NW Leeds 

will have an adverse economic impact on the area. It will diminish the local business 

environment. Fewer  people will want to live or set up businesses in the area. There 

may well be a reduction in property value, especially during the three years of 

construction upheaval. 

 

4.0. A Weak Business Case and Poor Value for Money  
4.1. £250m for nine miles of road is poor value for money.  

 

4.2. The predicted degree of modal shift to the trolleybus is unlikely to occur and 

passenger numbers are optimistic.  

 

4.3. The most significant modal shift is from one public bus system to another which 

makes the scheme a waste of public money.  

 

4.4. Financial risk is associated with the unknown consequences of changed 

competitor behaviour by the incumbent bus service. Firstbus is already changing the 

levels of bus fares, plan faster boarding procedures, the introduction of Oyster card 

type systems, and modern electric buses.  
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4.5. The Leeds City Council borrowing requirements (which we believe to be over 

£20m) is to be paid for out of future income from the trolleybus service. This amount 

is highly uncertain and makes the scheme a high risk investment for a cash strapped 

Council.  

 

4.6. Adverse economic impact on Leeds businesses has been identified by the 

Department for Transport. These figures exclude the detrimental impact on small 

businesses along the route.  

 

4.7. The figures for employment creation at over 4000 look optimistic compared with 

other similar transport schemes. They do not include the predicted loss of 

employment by small businesses along the route especially during the construction 

period.  

 

4.8. There is an estimated £14m capital asset value loss as a result to the 

destruction of trees which is not included in the BCR. Maintenance costs for 

replanting have not been included.  

 

4.9. The potential mitigation costs which may occur due to archaeological discovery 

are unknown and the Grampian condition applied is unenforceable and 

unreasonable. 

 

4.10. This financial investment in a new transport system which passes for much of 

the time through the residential areas of NW Leeds will not significantly support 

economic regeneration in Leeds or meet the needs of the most deprived areas of the 

city. Major development sites being planned by the Council are largely round the city 

centre and in north east and south Leeds.  

 

4.11. The planned trolleybus will be a unique mode of transportation designed for 

use in Leeds. It  is based on inflexible and outdated technology. It will be relatively 

expensive, have unnecessarily high maintenance costs and little resale value as a 

dated, left handed system.  
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4.12. There are many cheaper and less intrusive public transport changes which 

could be implemented more rapidly and which would improve traffic conditions on 

the A660. Also other alternative public transport investments could be made which 

would better meet Leeds' vision and ambitions as a modern and economically 

dynamic city.  

 

For these reasons the Drummond and Churchwood Residents' Association requests 

that you reject this application. 

 

 

Signed:   Helen Pickering  
on behalf of Drummond and Churchwood Residents' Association  
Also written on behalf of and endorsed by the people named here who have 

individually objected: Kathryn Wiggen, Margaret Thompson, Richard Thompson, 

Alison Larkin, Richard Byrn, David Johnson, Hilary Taylor, Val Johnson, Anna 

Sutcliffe, Catherine von Knorring, Alex McGilp, Alison McGilp, Pat Belford, Colin 

Belford, Dilys Hill and herself. 
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