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PUBLIC INQUIRY - OCTOBER 2014 

 
WEETWOOD RESIDENTS' ASSOCIATION 

 

SCRIPT OF EVIDENCE: 

 

 
Mr Thomas,the Chair of Weetwood Residents' Asociation has asked me to speak on 

behalf of the Association. 

 

I am John Peter Dickinson.  I hold degrees to doctoral level from the University of Cambridge in 

Natural Sciences, specialising in Chemistry. During my working life I was a Fellow of the Royal 

Society of Chemistry and Chartered Chemist.  I am some years retired from a varied career in 

scientific research in the service of medicine, working in both academic and pharmaceutical industry 

settings.  Sometime Chair of the (national) Association of Researchers in Medicine and Science and 

a consultant on research policies for UNESCO, writing a manual for would-be researchers. 

 

My home has been in Weetwood for almost 40y. I was the founding Chair of the Weetwood Residents' 

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

Group. As an Association Committee member, I participated in the preparation of the FHWWP-NDS 

(CDD D-3-5/6) and after standing down continued work to the completion of its revision this year.  I 

have worked with the NWLT Forum since its inception and was responsible for involving the 

Association and its eventual affiliation. 

 

The Association has made a formal objection to the granting of the LTVS - TWAO (Objector No. 

1354), and has submitted documents to the Inquiry, both before and after its opening. The documents 

I shall draw upon include the Proof of Evidence of 20140328 and the Final Revised Statement of 

Case of 20140312 with two Appendices; a third Appendix, submitted during the Inquiry; and 

Documents WRA 101 to 107, also submitted during the Inquiry.  I have provided what I hope is an 

exhaustive list of Promoters' and other documents to which I hope to draw the Inquiry's attention. 

I turn now to the text of the Association's PoE. 

  +  +  +  +  +  + 
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This Proof and our Statement of Case attracted some rebuttals from the Promoters (document REB-

1 OBJ1354) the Promoters made 25 responses to us: we have commented on these responses in our 

Contra-rebuttal document (WRA 101).  I think it would be tedious to examine each one, but I have 

looked at the Promoters' responses and graded them roughly.  One quarter (7) do not address, either 

directly or indirectly, the points or concerns we have registered.  These are, of course, included in the 

total of 17 (or 2/3) of responses which we deem inaccurate, or unacceptable or not to provide evidence 

contradicting our submissions.  The remaining (8) could provide grounds for further dialogue, but do 

not provide convincing disproof of our submissions.  Therefore, we concede nothing and conclude 

that our objections, comments and analysis are, both in general and particular, accepted by the 

Promoters and should stand. 

 

Topics which we have passed critical comment on in our Statement - but which I believe others have 

addressed adequately already during this Inquiry - fall generally under the rubrics "modern, green, 

integrated, rapid, transit and system" running on a "major radial artery", and "heritage", 

"environment" and "modelling", so I will refrain, except in passing reference. 

 

The Proof and Statement submissions date from March this year and things have moved on, not least 

our understanding of the processes of a Public Inquiry.  I would like, if I may, to revisit some of the 

topics pointed up in our Proof, not least to situate the further information we have provided. 

 

 

The first topic I want to examine derives from our Proof, para 3.3 and the proposed changes of access 

to Weetwood Lane to and from the A660 Otley Road and the NGT route.  May I draw attention to 

document WRA-105, (which draws on APP 10-3, pp 18-19: and DF-7 drawings 13-15 in CD A-

11, P4).  Rather than looking at the drawings, it might be useful at this point to have WRA 103-2/3/4  

on the screen.  We are, of course, aware that there are similar concerns all along the route (SoC Appx 

A, pp7-8/10 under "Transverse routes"): indeed, we are not aware of any significant length of the 

route which is free from such concerns.  We have noted in SoC Appx B at B.1.5, p9/27, that the 

Promoters themselves might be faintly aware of this.   

We have in our SoC, at p7/13 (apologies that it was not fully para numbered) made 3 specific 

objections to the proposed banning of R turns into St Anne's Road, which will probably result in 

vehicles making P-turns via Burton Crescent and Shaw Lane.  And D&ChRA have drawn attention 

to the problems caused for themselves by such turning restrictions or by the removal of turning 

"pockets". 
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The local impact on access and egress for Weetwood residents is set out in WRA 105, which shows 

the severe curtailment of choice, with consequent congestion for queueing traffic both on the access 

roads and as a probable adverse impact on flow on the main road itself.  This consideration applies to 

an equal or lesser extent to most sections of the NGT route: it will lead to looping of traffic, either by 

P-turns or at roundabouts, in order to achieve the correct orientation to access the side roads, and in 

addition to the St Anne's Road P-turn already mentioned, we also have concern that looping through 

the Drummonds to cross directly from Churchwood Avenue into Glen Road would greatly increase 

traffic on those roads.  This kind of manoeuvre is presumably a contributing factor to the increase in 

"other traffic" mileage predicted by the Promoters. 

WRA-105 documents that half of all the currently possible traffic movements into and out of the 

Weetwood area will be prohibited and, crucially, that the number of R turn accesses for outbound 

vehicles will be reduced from 4 to 1, and that one will be subject to signal control.  We understand 

that, although the Glen Road junction was included in the signal modelling, it was not included in the 

LTM and Hollin Road was included in neither.  Thus, it is very difficult to interpret quantitatively Mr 

Robertson's data at pp13 and 15 of APP-6-3-3 to get a view of the changes to traffic flows in the 

Weetwood area, but some conclusions can be drawn.  Firstly, that the number of vehicles requiring 

access to Weetwood Lane northbound from the A660 is considerably under-estimated, with the likely 

real-time consequence that at most times there will be residual standing traffic at the St Chad's Road 

junction blocking back into the general traffic lane, and also possibly blocking R turning traffic 

exiting St Chad's Road.  Also, all the N-bound traffic for the Moor Road side of Far Headingley, for 

the main Weetwood area itself, for the Foxhills and for Adel - all of which use Weetwood Lane - will 

be forced onto a road currently little used but which requires standing delivery access for the pub, 

fish restaurant and possibly retirement home, and which will carry a considerable flow of contra 

traffic.  Overall, even according to Mr Robertson's estimates [APP-6-3-3, p15/76], the flow of traffic 

on St Chad's Road and into Weetwood Lane, which here run alongside retirement homes, will be at 

least quadrupled. 

Parents who currently drop children at the Hollin Road entrance to Weetwood Primary School, which 

is the principal entrance for nursery age children, and then exit Hollin Road onto the A660 will be 

faced with the choice of doing a U-turn outside the School or setting down on the much busier Lane 

itself, or using the permissive parking in the chip shop car park and negotiating the traffic on the Lane 

on foot.  And this will be in the context of a much increased flow of traffic on Hollin Road because 

of the prohibition of inbound left turns into St Chad's Road, that being the currently preferred turn for 

traffic accessing Moor Road from the A660. 

There is also the more subtle effect that outbound traffic currently accessing via Glen Road the Pick-

up-Set-down facility recently constructed off Glen Road for Richmond House School will have to 
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divert to the slightly longer and then more heavily used route up Weetwood Lane past Weetwood 

Primary School entrance, and that at precisely the times access to WPS is heaviest, making this more 

dangerous and inconvenient.  As we heard from Mrs Shuttleworth, this threatens the accessibility of 

RHS, its business and, by extension, its choice of its current site and playing fields. 

Clearly, reducing the number of accesses to the area will cause the flow on the remainder to increase: 

intuitively, to double, at least.  This alone is likely to lead to blocking back and delays, as at p10/13 

of SoC, in both directions, causing frustration and congestion and probably a search for rat runs. 

 

We have drawn attention to other problems raised by the proposed Weetwood Lane end closure at 

p8/13 in SoC, and to the treatment of the Glen Road/ Churchwood Avenue crossing at pp 9-10.  It 

should be noted that when the latter was written we were not aware of the ban on outbound R turns 

to Glen Road: had we been so, we would have been considerably more trenchant. 

 

There are two problems which are connected to and in good measure derive from the changed traffic 

flow patterns.  The conversion of St Chad's Road to be the sole N-bound access and half the total 

egress routes for traffic originating from Moor Road and Weetwood Lane; the suggested repositioning 

of #28 bus stops near to the primary school; the formalisation of parking arrangements in front of the 

Far Headingley shops; and the banning of parking on Otley Road below the Cottage Road junction 

mean there will be a net reduction and displacement of casual parking spaces (by which I mean short-

term, generally to access local facilities, as opposed to long-term, often for commuting).  This 

reduction will have a negative impact on amenity and the local shops and small businesses.  We draw 

attention to these points in our SoC at #13, p5/13, and under "Weetwood Lane end" at pp8-9/13.  In 

the paper WRA-106 we assess that there are currently 67 parking spaces in the Weetwood-Far 

Headingley area (not counting the residential and business parking on Park Terrace, on Moor Road 

and in Oddy Place-Mansfield Terrace, on Hollin Lane and further north on Weetwood Lane itself).  A 

count done last week by Mr Thomas revises the figure up to 74, while it can be seen from the Google 

Earth images WRA-103-3&4 at approximately midday some 46 vehicles were parked, with plenty of 

room for turnover and more.  Some of these spaces are used for commuting, others as overspill 

parking for Leeds Beckett University.  These spaces are well used, but there is usually sufficiently 

rapid turnover that space is available, even for Blue Badge vehicles.  Under NGT plans this total 

would be reduced to possibly as few as 25, with no Blue Badge reservations.  Specifically, the changes 

on the main road will affect the accessibility of the main restaurants and the historic cinema in the 

evenings, the shops down to Cottage Road and the hairdresser by Victoria Terrace during the day.  

The losses on St Chad's Road and the lower part of Weetwood Lane will affect severely the 

hairdresser, small businesses, specialist off-licence and niche cafés down as far as the main road.   
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In a sense I have covered the second point, which is the reduced footfall into the shops and businesses 

which provide so much amenity for the area and which will result from the loss of casual parking 

spaces.  Let us not forget that the purpose of shopping is to get things - or to take them in for cleaning 

or repair: if it is not convenient - that is, where we can stop and do the business in 5min without 

having to lug loads of heavy stuff half a mile - we will go somewhere where it is convenient, to the 

garage forecourt or the supermarket - and the local amenity is thereby diminished and the community 

dies a little more. 

 

Are there benefits to the Weetwood community which might outweigh these clear disbenefits I have 

pointed out?  The Promoters justify the closure of Weetwood Lane End in two ways.  Firstly in terms 

of safety.  But Mr Smith's evidence on this point is misleading (APP-3-2, para 6.5.1), as I raised in 

questioning and we have set out in WRA 107.  Mr Broadbent has also pointed this out in evidence: 

there is no major safety problem - and scarcely a minor problem - at this junction as it presently 

functions: it is considerably less dangerous and difficult than the Glen Road/Churchwood Avenue 

crossing to the north.  There are minor problems to do with sight lines past the clutter on the N corner, 

and the banning of turns to and from the N on A660 would make the junction function even more 

smoothly. 

From the point of view of the majority of residents, users of Weetwood Lane and the nearby shops 

and businesses there are no such benefits. As Mr Sleeman raised in evidence, this view was made 

quite clear to the Council a year or so ago when a proposal to close the Lane end was raised by 

Highways - supposedly independently of NGT - and the proposal withdrawn after a storm of protest.   

From the point of view of NGT it is, of course, highly desirable to close the Lane end to provide a 

platform for an enormous trolleybus stop.  The idea of closing the Lane end was floated by the Far 

Headingley Village Society many years ago, but insofar as the society has a coherent voice still, it 

does not regard the placing of a trolley stop on the so-called Weetwood Plaza as quite the enhancement 

of the public realm it was seeking. 

 

 

I turn now to the matter of safety for active mode travellers.  The Grand Depart has given a great and, 

I hope, lasting boost to recreational cycling, but this is somewhat different: we must reckon that we 

are here talking about what might be termed commuter cycling.  We also have to reckon that, although 

the A660 carries only about 5% of all vehicles accessing the City centre (WRA-102 ), it carries more 

than 7% of people (ratio of people to vehicles at Woodhouse Lane Cordon 3.64 compared to city-

wide 1.87).  This is explained partly by the very high proportion of people currently either walking 

or cycling into the centre, higher numerically and far higher proportionally than on any other radial 
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route (a point acknowledged by Mr Smith in oral evidence) and partly by the high usage of public 

transport.  My comments are general to the whole route, since cyclists originate from areas all along 

the route, including Weetwood.  The hierarchical priority in planning guidance and Council policy is 

for active mode above PT above private vehicles.  If, therefore one were re-designing a route into the 

city, provision for walkers and cyclists would be the first consideration, and would result in the sort 

of segregated provision made in some continental countries - and, as we point out in our SoC Appx-

A, until one gets to Woodhouse Moor there are no real alternatives to using the line of the main road, 

except for those originating beyond central Headingley who can use, on the by-pass, the kind of 

segregated route which should be standard.  The NGT proposals will create some segregated cycling 

lanes and allow cyclists to use the PT lanes.  But, as Mr Cheek pointed out, one - if not the - prime 

determinant of quality of ride is the state of the road surface, and this applies more strongly to cycles 

than to any other vehicle.  This is the responsibility of Leeds Highways Department, and current 

experience leads us not to expect too much. 

We draw attention on pp11-12/13 of our SoC to the proposals that pavement widths are to be reduced 

over almost the whole route to 2m, which, according to the "Manual for Streets-2" (CD E-4-15) at 

para 6.3.22, is the minimum unobstructed width to be applied in residential area side streets with 

little traffic: elsewhere, it is recommended, widths should be greater.  In any case, with the increased 

impedimenta of OHL supports, signs and duplicated bus stops, walking next to a lane with frequent, 

fast moving heavy vehicles is likely to be unpleasant, not to say dangerous when pavements are 

crowded. - and this, of course, is a concern for the RH, Weetwood Primary and Lawnswood children 

who walk sections of A660 daily.  I draw attention to WRA 103-5 (actually 103-6 in the projectable 

version): I measured the pavement width here at 2.25m: how a trolley stop is to be squeezed onto a 

2m pavement here defeats me.  The concern applies more particularly further down Headingley Lane 

where there are very high numbers of pedestrians: the Manual at para 5.2.3 recommends "sufficient 

width to cater for peak demand without causing crowding and the risk that people be pushed into the 

carriageway". 

 

Moving on, I have mentioned duplicated bus stops: these are a real concern for one specific, local, 

and three other, related, reasons.  The isolated local point is the proposal for placement of the stops 

for the #28 service on lower Weetwood Lane very close to the school and its associated crossing.  

Given the curvature of the carriageway at this point and the very much increased flow of traffic 

(particularly on Hollin Road past the other main entrance to the school) due to banned access to our 

area that I have drawn attention to already, this placement does not seem very sensible or safe.  The 

outbound stop should be on the wide and straight St Chad's Road and the inbound should be combined 

with the others outside the shops on the main road, so as to meet the aspiration that all services using 
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a common route use the same stop. 

The first of the three related reasons, which I have just illustrated, is the increased street-scene clutter.   

The second is that the traveller has to make a choice of service - bus or trolley.  To some extent that 

choice is pre-empted by the destination required, but most users of the route currently alight before 

the end of the common route at St John's Centre stop and so which service comes first is actually 

immaterial.  Except that having chosen, it will generally not be possible to gain the alternative stop if 

the other service comes first (and there is nothing more galling than seeing a perfectly usable service 

sweep past unheedingly).  If the traveller cannot easily change their choice (and we discount hovering 

in between trying to spot which service will come first) the effective frequency of service will be 

halved, from one every 3min at present to one every 6min for trolleys and whatever possibly curtailed 

services First decide to provide.  At present there is no hassle, it is turn up and go, a point made by 

Mr Hanson [APP-5-2 at para 3.32]: with NGT, the frequency of each service is on the borderline of 

having to plan more carefully one's arrival at the stop (I note Prof Bonsall's statement that the 

modeller's breakpoint is 15min: I think that is too long).  At present we have no concern which service 

arrives first, be it ##1, 6, 28, or 97 - or who provides it: with NGT it is something else to be bothered 

about, in addition to great concern for the future of the ##28 and 97 services. 

The third related reason is that in the NGT plans, NGT stops have displaced existing bus stops, so 

that another factor is put into the choice equation - which is the nearer? and is the time I save going 

to the nearer one outweighed by possible extra waiting time for the service?  We have specifically 

drawn attention to this at Point 5, p4/13, and on pp10-11/13 in our SoC.   

Provision and placement of all stops is the responsibility of one of the NGT promoters, and the fact 

that the displacements generally disadvantage would-be bus users is a disturbing aspect of the 

proposals: is this anti-competitive, a point I will address in a moment?  The specific local concern  is 

about convenience and choice.  That is the displacement by the proposed NGT stop of the outbound 

Churchwood Avenue bus stop to a position between Thornbury Avenue and Ancaster Road (WRA 

103-1), with the loss of the existing stop just beyond Ancaster Road.  Those existing stops serve very 

well the enclaves on either side of the main road because of proximity to the access roads, and also 

serve the Leeds Beckett campus via Churchwood Avenue.  The displaced stop is intended to be 

maximally inconvenient.  This is one local example supporting our contention that (in the undesired 

event that NGT happens) combination of stops is essential.  I do not believe the claim that buses 

cannot access NGT stops. 

 

The placement of stops, along with their quality is something I have long felt might be anti-

competitive, a point I made to the Cllrs Lewis at the Open Meeting in the Civic Hall in mid-2013.  

This feeling is re-inforced on reading Mr Lasok's Opinion. I draw attention to paras 53 and 
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specifically 54 of that Opinion. 

Given in Mr Lasok's terms, the situation is this.  Supplier A is the combined Promoters who, through 

the subsidiary Metro have a duty and responsibility for both supply and placement of stops.  B and C 

are suppliers of public transport services (on the A660) who are in direct competition with each other 

for custom.  One - B, say - is an independent commercial service operator dependent for some of the 

quality of its offering on the quality and placement of the stops it is allocated.  The other - C - or NGT 

- is, directly more than indirectly an agent of Metro, but similarly relying for some of the quality of 

its service on its allocation of stops. 

Similarly, Supplier A, through the subsidiary Leeds City Council has a duty and sole responsibility 

for the provision and maintenance of both the carriageway and signals to be used by B and C.  C is 

again an agent of A. 

We therefore have the situation where the partners in promoting the NGT scheme are monopoly 

suppliers of facilities or services to competing operators, one of whom is their agent.  This is, prima 

facie, a situation in which offering different qualities of facilities or services which advantage or 

disadvantage either of the two competitors could be construed as anti-competitive behaviour on the 

part of the Promoters. 

Mr Lasok considers this in respect of access to road space and more specifically to signal priority 

(paras 56&58d).  He finds, if I read the Opinion correctly, that the technical limitation on providing 

the highest signal priority (in this instance to 10 vehicles/h in each direction) over-rides considerations 

of anti-competitive behaviour. 

However, Mr Lasok did not consider the matters of stop quality and placement: I suspect he was not 

asked.  Quality and placement of stops are clearly thought important by the Promoters. Firstly, 

comparative quality of stops (which Prof Bonsall has in any case shown to be over-estimated for 

NGT) is used as a modifier in the LTM to predict patronage capture from the bus service.  This use 

relies on the assumption that it is intended to supply stops of inferior quality to the commercial 

operator.  If the intention were to supply stops of equal quality to each operator then the stop quality 

factor would have been zero.  Use of a zero factor would, of course, have reduced the estimate of 

patronage capture. 

Secondly, and similarly, overwhelmingly bus stops will be displaced from their current - presumably 

favoured - positions and replaced by trolley stops, thus disadvantaging the bus user so that the 

competitive position of the bus operator is compromised.  This situation could be resolved by 

combining stops, generally on their present positions.  The Promoters may well argue that for 

operational reasons the stops must be separated and the trolley stops placed upstream from the bus 

stops, so as not to hold up the trolleys.  I can see no physical reason why newer buses cannot access 

trolley stops.  The operational limit of 20 vehicles/h at any stop is predicated on current boarding 
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times.  With multiple entrances and smart ticketing on both types of vehicle these times will reduce 

and greater throughput on stops achieved. 

We thus have the situation where certainly in one respect, and probably in two respects, the Promoters 

are favouring and giving a competitive edge to their own agent - for whom they are financially 

responsible - against a commercial competitor.  If this is not anti-competitive behaviour, I cannot 

conceive what might be.  On the other hand, if Opinion is that the stop placement is not anti-

competitive but that the stops must be of identical quality then the LTM is flawed, patronage and 

revenue over-estimated, and the Business Case compromised. 

 

To return to the local effects, the considerations set out mean that the net public transport offering - 

both generally and specifically for Weetwood residents - will be poorer and this deterioration is 

unlikely to be recovered by any on-board advantages of the trolleybus which might occur. 

 

 

What might those on-board advantages be?  We have examined these in Appx B of our SoC.  The 

claims made for the on-board advantages seem to be five, viz. better views, a higher quality of ride, 

better punctuality, reduced journey times and better reliability.   

I assume that the better views are from the slightly larger windows that the single-deck trolley bus 

might have, if you can see them past all the standing passengers: it surely cannot refer to what one 

might see through those windows when, as we have heard through several days of evidence, the 

route has been so drastically re-modelled in order to allow the trolleys to operate, but of course we 

shall have an uninterrupted view of the rear of the White Rose Building. 

I cannot convince myself that NGT is going to give a better journey than the buses which are to come 

by 2021 - or even than existing buses.  Beyond having a bus come along exactly when wanted, the 

passenger is most exercised about getting a seat and that the seat should be comfortable and that 

luggage and hand baggage be conveniently disposable - this last being a Key Feature of NGT, 

according to the "Framework" document (CD C-4-2, p22).  Mr Bell has drawn attention to the 

relationship between quality and space, and we have drawn attention to this problem of seat 

availability and space (in our SoC on pp 4 and 12/13, and in Appx B-1.1 (pp2, 3) and B-2.1 

(p11/27)).  In WRA-104 we have set out some relevant considerations about space allocation and 

conclude that - no matter how you do the calculations - to offer on-board conditions on trolleybuses 

which are no more comfortable than current buses at full load, capacity would be limited to about 

120 with 50 seated and no luggage space: to provide larger seats and good luggage space would 

reduce capacity significantly.  This capacity restriction on the trolleys, of course, impacts on the 

Promoters' Business Case.  Mr Haskins (APP-2-2 para 3.11), quoting the "Framework" document 
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(CD C-4-2, p22), characterises the A660 as being appropriate for NGT because it is one of "the 

busiest and most crowded bus routes with a high proportion of standing passengers": it seems 

perverse that vehicles with a low proportion of capacity devoted to seating should be introduced on 

any such route to displace vehicles with much higher seating proportion.  Capacity adequate for the 

Business Case would not allow NGT to offer the "superior quality" of which Mr Haskins and Mr 

Chadwick were so keen to persuade us.  All other things being equal, passengers will choose to use 

buses simply because of the seat availability. 

For a very frequent service, as now on the common section of A660, punctuality of arrival according 

to timetable is somewhat immaterial: for relatively infrequent services, such as the ##28 and 97, it is 

material.  For a six-minutely service it is borderline, as I indicated when discussing the effects of 

separated stops.   

The reduction of journey time claimed is against the existing bus service and the majority of which 

accrues only to those who transit Headingley.  The advantage in on-board journey time is likely to be 

largely negated in door-to-door journey times by the increased average walk times and wait times (for 

either service), a point which Prof Bonsall has been at pains to establish quantitatively.   

With regard to reliability, I assume the Promoters are not thinking in terms of getting to destination 

without breaking down!  Rather, reliability is to do with the reproducibility of journey times, their 

independence from time of day and season and general traffic conditions.  In this respect the proposed 

Headingley by-pass and its proposed use will allow the trolley - but not the ordinary bus service or 

general traffic - to side step the main problem on A660.  For the 90% of travellers not on the trolleybus 

the situation is likely to be worse than at present because the reduction in vehicle flow on the main 

road will be negligible and there will be the added hazard of the priority signals in favour of the trolley 

at each end of the by-pass.  There are other possibilities which Mr Archbold, Mr Bell, the Leeds 

Cycling Campaign and others besides ourselves have put forward and should be carefully explored 

regarding utilisation of a by-pass, should one be constructed, but I am not convinced that one is 

necessary to improve the situation to an acceptable and sustainable state. 

 

But, not addressing the problem of getting buses through Headingley is a negligent omission from a 

scheme supposedly aiming "to improve the efficiency of the City's public transport and road 

networks"  (CD A-01-2, Concise Statement of Aims, para 3.2.3).  Mr Robertson acknowledges in 

the final bullet of APP-6-2, para 5.83, that the North Lane junction ".... is not changed with the NGT 

scheme." and comments "This means that the area will continue to be a capacity restraint, with traffic 

flows through North Lane unchanged." 

 

Now,the Promoters claim this scheme will be a "step change"in public transport.  I agree it will be a 
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step change - but not to either service provision or customer experience on PT.   

As we and the Forum have argued in our Statements, PT is likely to be overall marginally worse,  

(WRA SoC #4, p4/13 regarding curtailed or lost bus services; #5, p4/13 regarding standing; #8, p5 

and #11, p5/13 regarding inflexibility of destination; and Appx B-2.2, pp12-13/27) and most 

particularly regarding the separation of stops creating the need to choose between service providers 

each offering a less frequent service than currently.  There will be a marginal deterioration in the 

experience for other users of the A660 due to increased congestion, with idling and increased private 

vehicle mileages (and fuel consumption) giving raised atmospheric pollution, though by 2021 this 

last will be off-set by improving engine technology and a possible shift to electric propulsion (WRA 

SoC #7, p4/13, and Appx B-1.1, pp3-5, and B-1.5, p9/27).  It will clearly not be off-set by the 

addition of 20 non-emitting vehicles to the traffic mix, since - as Mr Hill has pointed out - emission 

costs of remote generation of power have to be counted and that is not as effecient as one would have 

hoped. 

NGT claim the step change will also come about in the quality of experience on the trolley service.  I 

cannot see this.  To repeat the point, our paper WRA 104 points out in its conclusion, trolleys cannot 

provide significantly greater space and comfort of seating than the buses without sacrificing capacity 

to an extent which would make the service commercially non-viable, and even so the average quality 

of experience for bus users would be better than that for trolley users at capacity loading because the 

buses have a much lower proportion of standees.  And the ride is dependent on the road surface. 

The step change will be in the appearance of the A660, in Weetwood and Headingley as elsewhere.  

The change will have the form of irreparable visual damage to the suburban realm and structural 

damage to amenity and heritage, with replacement of mature trees overhead with power cabling and 

its supports.  Even where trees are not to be felled, they might have to be severely lopped, as on the 

A660 frontage of Richmond House School (WRA 103-6/5).  It is the conversion of a pleasant 

suburban feeder and distributor into a sterile urban throughway which will make the sector so much 

less desirable a place than now in which to live and work: and not merely during the disruption of the 

road works, but subsequently also.  This will have the effect of lowering property prices, as we 

mention in Appx B-3.2, p24/27 et seq.  Other Objectors have drawn attention to the opinion of 

Moore's, a local estate agent, on this point, a relevant opinion which contradicts the view from 

Australia, presented in CD C-1-7.  Falling property values here will impact on Leeds' economy 

generally. 

 

 

The next matter is the Promoters' Business Case which has been well examined by other Objectors.  

For three reasons, I do not regard it as sound.   
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Firstly, the whole case is critically dependent on the estimates of patronage.  As others have shown 

and we point out in SoC Appx B-2.5, these estimates can best be described as "iffy", very dependent 

on client capture from buses, which in turn is dependent both on perceptions of quality and door-to-

door journey time advantage; and on the competitive response of the bus operators.  That doubt was 

evident to the DfT when responding to the BFFB case (Appx 35 to the BFFB - CD C-3, "Modelling 

and Sensitivity Tests - Central Case, p5/13 (2009 revision)) in the following terms "In particular, 

the data on the forecast numbers of passengers do not appear credible....." (CD C-6-13, to Mr 

Haskins).  The figure for annual boardings suggested then of 11.7mpa has not changed through the 

PEBC (CD C-2, Table 8.2) to the BCR (CD C-1, Table 12.14).  When it is estimated that these 

figures represent 55% of the total public transport demand (which must therefore be ca. 21mbpa) the 

discrepancy against the TAS report (FWY SoC, Appx 2, pp 6 and 48)  estimate of 5.8mbpa is even 

more striking. 

Secondly, it wouldn't stand up as a commercial proposition.  The majority of the capital employed 

does not result in valuable and disposable assets.  The return on total capital employed - which is in 

any case very uncertain - is unacceptably low and would not attract commercial investment.  The 

costs of lease contract termination would be punitive. 

Thirdly, the Business Case is predicated on the tolerance of Leeds' - perhaps also of West Yorkshire's 

- Council tax payers in supporting the ongoing cost of prudential borrowing to cover capital 

expenditure and supporting possible non-commercial operation, in aeternum.  We touch on these 

considerations in SoC Appx B-2.1 (pp11-12/27) and B-2-5 (pp16, 18/27).  If the wider benefits to 

Leeds and its communities were seen to be worth it, that might be acceptable.  But, as we argue 

through almost the whole of SoC Appx B, there are no certain wider benefits to be had. 

 

 

Finally, the Promoters seem to have a curiously defective understanding of the meaning of 

"consultation".  I am not aware that proper examination of the need for a rapid transit scheme 

(i.e.SuperTram) on A660 ever took place - to my recollection it never came to the NW Area 

Committee Transport Group. There were some road-shows, but by then the choice had been made for 

a tram system.  Everyone (nearly) heaved a sigh of relief when funding was pulled.  And then its 

ghost came back, was dis-membered and then resurrected as NGT Line One.  At no stage have need, 

appropriateness or choice of mode or of route been open for general discussion.  The "consultations" 

that have taken place have essentially been design refinement exercises.  This was very evident during 

Mr Cameron's questioning of Miss Reather for the Leeds Cycling Campaign.  Miss Reather was 

clearly focussed on outcome rather than process, so she did not react to Mr Cameron's unseemly 

insistence that the process was "consultation". 
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The Promoters have focussed very much on trying to sell the rather threadbare advantages they claim 

for trolleys over buses: the thinness of the advantages is evidenced by the fulsome use of the hanging 

comparative, so beloved of the cosmetics industry.  Even the selling was not well done, and we have 

heard from objectors from all the way from Stourton (Mr Fitzsimons) to Holt Park (Mr Holmes for 

Highfield Surgery) of the poor way public relations exercises were carried out, the failure to engage 

with people and businesses on the ground and the failed arrival of promotional leaflets which were 

supposed to point out where one could find further information, which in any case was totally biased 

(and I might point out that the promotional material is far more biased than, for instance, Mr Sleeman's 

analysis).  A PR exercise is not consultation.  And the Promoters have signally failed to make the case 

for the broader benefits, also claimed, which might have sold the project to a sceptical public: but I 

suspect they are as unconvinced as we are. It is to be noted from Mr Farrington's evidence that a 

majority of supporters of the Scheme are corporate entities which have conducted major business 

with Leeds City Council in the recent past or have ongoing relations, and many are property agents 

or developers: even so support, as from the Civic Trust and the Chambers of Commerce, is for 

"improvement" in transport, even public transport, in the City rather than specifically for a trolleybus. 

 

 

 

 

 


