                                                         Chapter Three
                  THE HISTORY OF THE WHITBY – LOFTUS LINE c. 1890-1934

Introduction  
    The previous chapter argued that it was the excessive cost of the line, due to its difficult topography, as well as the vicissitudes in the economy as a whole and the iron industry in particular, which made the line being a major loss maker from its inception. The financial agreement between the NER and the Whitby Company, while allowing the line to be completed, put the Whitby Company in a very weak position and forced it to sell out to the former in 1889 at a very considerable loss.  Nevertheless the fortunes of the line slowly began to improve as shown by the very detailed traffic receipts surviving for the years 1897-1907
 and for 1910-37.
 The 1897-1907 receipts concern all the seven stations on the line and contain the following information: the year, the number of passengers booked, the passenger receipts, receipts from the transport of parcels, horses, carriages, dogs and other (un-named) miscellaneous items, the total coaching receipts (i.e. those from both passengers and parcels, horses, carriages and dogs), the numbers of livestock (both in and out), tons of coal, coke, line and limestone (in and out), tons of goods forwarded, tons of goods received, the expenses of the station, and the total receipts for the year.  The traffic receipts for the years 1910-34, also for all stations, are even more detailed. Compared with the ten elements detailed in 1897-1907, there are fifteen. These are: the number of passengers booked, the number of tickets collected local to the station, the number of tickets collected beyond the station, the number of parcels forwarded, the number of parcels received, the total number of parcels, passenger receipts, receipts for parcels, horses, carriages, dogs and other un-named miscellaneous items, total coaching receipts, livestock (number of heads in and out), coal, coke, lime, limestone and ironstone received (in tons), goods forwarded (in tons), goods received (in tons), the station’s expenses (salaries and wages) and the total receipts at the station.  The 1935-7 receipts are equally as comprehensive as those for 1910-34, but show slight differences. The fourteen elements are: the number of passengers originating (total tickets issued and total journeys), the number of journeys made annually on season tickets, the number of tickets collected (both to and beyond the station), the number of parcels received and forwarded and the total number, other merchandise received and forwarded in tons, gross receipts for ordinary passengers, season ticket holders and parcel and miscellaneous traffic, miscellaneous other receipts, and station debit. These traffic returns tell a remarkable story and provide evidence for the argument that the line was not always unsuccessful; indeed, for a very few years it was quite the opposite, and then suddenly, dramatically, and catastrophically after the First World War passenger numbers fell to such a low level as to in most cases halve the total station receipts (this is particularly noticeable at Sandsend). The evidence also shows that certain elements of income did maintain a reasonable level (although certain anomalies, especially at Loftus, are apparent).
    The earlier period (1897-1907) shows a slow but steady growth in income, and this, allied with an even stronger growth up to the mid 1920s, allows some questions already asked in earlier chapters, to be answered. The traffic returns, along with United bus timetables for the area, provide the main sources of evidence.
 How much did the line contribute to rural mobility? It will be argued later in this chapter that the contribution was considerable. Can Irving’s conclusion that ‘the line was a financial disaster of some magnitude’ be extended to the period 1890-1934? It will be seen that the evidence of the traffic returns is enough to show that this assessment would be too harsh. Indeed, some of Irving’s more general conclusions concerning the N. E R. may be called in question. eHe He maintained that ‘after 1901 the passenger traffic ceased to display the vitality characteristic of the 1880s and 1890s’. This is patently not the case on the Loftus-Whitby line and, indeed, for a few years (if only a very few) Irving’s assessment that the line was ‘marginal and unprofitable’ is incorrect. Indeed, Irving admits that ‘the branches (including the Whitby-Loftus line) were not moving handfuls of people. They moved large numbers, thus reminding us of the social function provided by railways for isolated communities….while they (branch lines) may not have mad a great deal of money, at least some of the lines were quite busy and provided a genuine service for their local communities’.
 Should the line have been built at all? Again, the traffic returns for the period show that the, line provided a very valuable service for both freight and passenger traffic in this period, thus justifying its existence, at least until the early 1920s. Thereafter the case is not as strong, particularly in terms of passenger traffic after c.1925. A question that has not been considered so far is the line in the context of bus services. Although there are no traffic returns for the United buses, the dramatic fall in certain classes of passenger-related traffic indicate that the buses were probably the prime cause of the disaster (and it is not too dramatic to use such language) which befell the line after c. 1925. The United bus timetables, especially those in the middle and late 1920s show the quick development of the network in the area. There is also evidence to show how the L.N.E.R. reacted to the growing road competition, by creating cheap-day return tickets which were often lower than bus fares. That the line continued to have an important social value is also apparent from the traffic returns, especially before the incursions of the United Bus Company. As to who used the line: this is more difficult to assess, although an attempt will be made to answer this question in the course of the chapter.  So how did the line manage to survive the catastrophic fall in passenger numbers? Was the line’s existence for a further thirty years based mainly on its social function rather than any other element, or simply managerial conservatism? 
    To what extent did the fortunes of this line provide evidence for the argument that the financial problems of the railways in the twentieth century had their origins in the late nineteenth century? Leunig’s 2006 article, one of the most recent in a strand of econometric analysis now over four decades old, argued that although British railways benefited the economy and society in general, they benefited the passengers particularly. It reinforces the argument that the nineteenth century railways’ social function was as important as their profitability.
 It was the time saved by railway travel that was crucial: trains were much faster than coaches or walking; the cost of travel fell significantly, and its speed and comfort rose dramatically. As regards society in general, Leunig wrote that, ‘The form of cost-benefit analysis used by historians to study railways is known as ‘social savings’. Put simply, the social saving from railways is the minimum additional amount that society would have to pay to do what the railways did without them, that is, the cost of moving freight and passengers without trains’.
 Economically, Leunig thought that ‘the number of hours saved (that is, hours that could be spent at work) rose dramatically over the railway era, from 54 million hours in 1843, to 527 million hours in 1866, and finally to 5 billion hours by 1912, roughly equal to the hours worked by 1.8. million workers’.
 Thus the railways (and here we must remember to include the Whitby-Loftus line) were part of a major transformation of British economy and society, so much so that, according to Leunig, ‘The social savings from railways in time and money amounted to some 2% of GDP as early as 1850, to 5% of GDP by 1865, 10% by the turn of the century, and fully 14% by 1912’.
 As for benefiting the passengers (both the middle and working classes, for third-class accommodation was used by many middle class passengers, certainly by the late nineteenth century), Leunig made the telling comment that ‘people who could never have expected to travel in all their lives were able to do so for the first time. And those who did travel were able to do so more often’.
 This was especially the case from the 1870s onwards, as railways sought to attract more customers with better third-class services (and, although Leunig does not say so, by implication the building of new lines). The railways may have offered poor returns to investors, concludes Leunig, but they delivered tremendous welfare gains to travellers and to society.
 The Loftus-Whitby line, then, can just as easily be appreciated in a positive manner, in Leunig’s terms, as in Irving’s much more pessimistic view.
    A final observation may be made from a study of both the available train and bus timetables from the period: there seems to be no attempt whatsoever at any rail/bus integration, even once the LNER had secured a financial interest in local bus operators.
The position of the stations; their proximity to the towns and villages
    The position of the station vis-à-vis its town or village was an important one, especially after the introduction of regular bus services and the concomitant threat to the fortunes and relevance of the railway. Whitby (Town) station, although strictly not a part of the WR&MUR, was nevertheless the starting point for services before the opening of the Whitby (West Cliff) to Scarborough line in 1885 and, indeed, was so used for some services up until closure in May 1958. The Town station was – and is – ideally placed. It lies in the centre of the town, close to the tourist attractions, the main shopping area, and, until the expansion of the town which arguably began in the 1920s, to most housing. The bus station is adjacent to the railway station (it opened on 6th April, 1939) and, if there is any evidence at all of bus/train integration, this is the only example that can be cited. During the period of the Whitby-Loftus line’s existence there were considerable sidings to the east of the station. 

    Whitby (West Cliff)’s position was favourable, but only for tourism. Maps of the area indicate that the locality was not built up to any degree before c.1925. It was a short walk, less than five minutes, from the station to the built-up holiday area of the west cliff and thence down to the old town. In its later years the station served a new and well-developed area, as indicated in the post-war O.S. map below, but by then the omnibus had become dominant.
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Illustration 1: O. S. map (7th. ser., 1955) showing Whitby (Town) and Whitby (West Cliff) stations
    Of all the stations to suffer from the incursions of the omnibus, Sandsend showed the greatest decline. This will be discussed in detail later in the chapter, but the development of a new and fast road between Whitby and Sandsend in 1925, and the parallel development of local bus services explain the catastrophic fall in passenger usage. Sandsend, almost entirely part of the estate of the Marquis of Normanby, stretches along the coast road for over half a mile to include the district of Eastrow. The station was built

above and to the west of the village, certainly close to the housing, but involving a steep climb of fifty yards or so up Lythe Bank to the station entrance. For the purposes of tourism, the station was in an ideal position, being very close indeed to the beach.
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Illustration 2: O. S. map (7th. ser., 1955) showing Sandsend station
    Kettleness station was the remotest on the line. It was some distance from a main road (all the other stations except Grinkle were not) and there were no nearby villages. Consequently the receipts were relatively low although, as will be noted, they did not fall away as drastically as was the case with the other stations on the line.
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Illustration 3: O. S. Map (7th. ser., 1955) showing Kettleness station
    Hinderwell station, however, served a large village – almost a small town – and was not inconveniently placed. It also provided the station for the nearby picturesque coastal village of Runswick Bay which was, and still is, popular with tourists. A station for Runswick, seven hundred yards or so to the east of Hinderwell station was proposed, and detailed plans were drawn up for its possible construction, but nothing came of this, possibly because it was too close to Hinderwell station.
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Illustration 4: O. S. map (7th. ser., 1955) showing Hinderwell station
    Probably of all the stations on the line, the promoters of the WR&MUR had the highest hopes for Staithes. The 1880 prospectus, discussed in an earlier chapter, emphasises the likely benefits to the fish traffic of the area. The station, however, was at the top of a steep hill which led down to the older part of the village and the harbour. The newer part of the village, a twentieth century addition, was close to the main Loftus to Whitby road.
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Illustration 5: O. S. map (7th. ser., 1955) showing Staithes station
    Grinkle station, originally called Easington, was not conveniently placed for the area which it served. Indeed, of all the stations on the line, Grinkle was the most inconveniently placed. Easington village was on the main Loftus to Whitby road and consequently as soon as regular bus services were introduced, rail passenger numbers fell away sharply.
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Illustration 6: O. S. map (7th. ser., 1955) showing Grinkle station
    Loftus station was about two-fifths of a mile from the centre of town and because the road from the town passed through a valley it was not particularly well-placed. It possessed large enough sidings for the considerable amount of goods that passed in and out of the station. As will shortly be noted, the annual receipts from the station experienced considerable fluctuations. Also it is likely that the majority of freight traffic made its way to Tees-side, and not along the Whitby line, although there are no figures to support such an assertion. However, as with all stations on the line, Loftus experienced a dramatic decline in passenger numbers booking at the station from the mid 1920s onwards.
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Illustration 7: O. S. map (7th. ser., 1955) showing Loftus station
    The Whitby-Loftus line suffered badly from the introduction of regular motor omnibus services. Details of these will be given later in this chapter. The proximity of the main road in the villages through which the line passed and the frequency of the bus services posed a threat to the line from which it never recovered. 
The Traffic Returns from the Whitby-Loftus line 1897-1907

    While by no means spectacular, the total receipts for the line during this period show, with minor fluctuations, a slow but steady increase.
 These figures, however, are perhaps a little distorted by the inclusion of Loftus, where the goods forwarded and goods received figures show sharp fluctuations in the years 1903-7. However, even with Loftus excluded from the figures for total receipts from stations on the line, there is still evidence of an unspectacular and steady increase.
 A detailed breakdown of annual traffic receipts, station by station, is given in a graph.
 Apart from Loftus, the greater part of each station’s annual income almost always came from passenger traffic.
 For example, in 1897, passenger income at Grinkle accounted for almost 60% of the total receipts; in 1899 at Staithes the percentage was over 48%; at Hinderwell in 1901 passenger receipts accounted for over 64% of the total receipts; the figures for Kettleness were even more important, passenger receipts accounting for nearly 87% of the total receipts. At Sandsend, in 1903, almost 63% of the total receipts were provided by the passenger receipts. Finally, at Whitby (West Cliff) in 1905, the total percentage of 85% of the total receipts was accounted for by passenger receipts. The overwhelming importance of passenger traffic to the line is made very clear by these percentages. During the eleven years in question, passenger bookings remained steady, showing growth in the years 1904-7. 
    Irving’s harsh assessment of the Whitby-Loftus line as a ‘financial disaster of some magnitude’ does, I believe, need to be ameliorated. Irving sampled 596 stations from the N.E.R. 1897-1907 traffic returns and, having done so, stated that 30% took less than £1000 from all sources of traffic, consuming in the process between one-third and three-fifths of revenue in station operating expenses. Nevertheless he maintained that only 20 stations failed to cover their direct operating costs. He does not say which stations these were but, considering the figures for the Whitby-Loftus line, it would seem quite possible that none of these 20 stations were on that line. Irving then makes the assumption that his sample of branch lines as a whole was consuming 74% of their income on operating costs. By 1897 the WR&MUR had been completely assimilated by the North Eastern, yet Irving continues to see the line in isolation, giving the gross return from the line as 1.8% from the estimated traffic revenue in 1897 (£11,927) as seen against the final cost of the construction of the line (£655,077).
  Seeing the line thus, that is, in isolation from the rest of the North Eastern network gives, I suggest, a false impression of the line and seems to contradict his earlier, far more optimistic analysis that only 20 stations of his very large sample could be described as failures.
 On the other hand, however, the impression of considerable failure which Irving ascribes to the line is emphasised by comparative figures for eight other rural North Eastern branch lines in 1897. Its cost was two and a half times that of, for example, the 23 mile long Wear Valley line, while its gross return for 1897 was three-fifths that of  the two mile long Easingwold-Alne line.

    What did these operating costs consist of? These came from three main departments of the North Eastern Railway: the Locomotive and Traffic department (of which Traffic was the most important); the Permanent Way department; and the Carriage and Wagon section of the Locomotive department.
 The rise of coal prices after 1890 accounted for another large operating costs, especially in 1900 when coal costs rose by £140,000 alone in one year, with the price of most materials advancing by 20-50%.
 In the Traffic department, wages and salaries accounted for around 90% of expenditure, while on the railway as a whole they accounted for 26.7% of total expenditure in 1885-89; 27.7% in 1890-94; and 28.56% in 1895-99.
 When considering, in further detail, the costs of the line in the years 1910, 1920 and 1933, these figures need to be acknowledged.

    The first question posed above, how much did the line contribute to rural mobility, may be answered easily: it probably contributed greatly. However, this conclusion perhaps needs to be qualified by the definition of ‘rural mobility’. On the face of it, it means the mobility of those ordinarily resident in the country district through which the railway passes. But there is a problem here, especially with the Whitby-Loftus line; the difficulty is that we cannot assume that bookings from the stations were predominantly made by residents; they could have been by holidaymakers.  Leunig made a telling point when he remarked that third class passengers would not, in the absence of railways have travelled by coach, but would instead have walked.
 Another important point which he stressed was that those who did travel would not have been representative of a cross-section of the working class, for in 1865 workers could only travel 3.3 miles on an hour’s earnings; that in 1912 they could travel 10.4 miles on an hour’s wages may go some way to explaining the startling rise in passenger numbers on the Whitby-Loftus line from c.1910 onwards.
 Leunig’s conclusion and it may certainly be adduced to any discussion concerning the Whitby-Loftus line was that ‘people who could never have expected to travel in all their lives were able to do so for the first time. And those who did travel were able to do so more often’.
 Increased rural mobility, especially for the working class (who we may assume to have used third class to the exclusion of any other), was perhaps the greatest social benefit given by the Whitby-Loftus line. The price of tickets, then, would have had to have been lessened in order to enable the working class to travel by train. Irving gives two main actions taken by the North Eastern Railway which introduced lower pricing: firstly, weekend tickets were issued as day returns (Saturdays only) from 1895, this being extended in 1897 and, secondly, a new range of cheap day, weekly, fortnightly and holiday tickets were brought into existence. Thus in the first decade of the twentieth century there was an expansion across the north-eastern region of travel at cheap rates and a growth of the use of return tickets(which were almost always cheaper than twice the single fare); indeed, 60.4% of journeys were made thus in 1900, and 67% of journeys in 1911.
 This, however, could prove to have more to do with enhanced urban than rural mobility. 
    Two further questions arise from a study of the traffic returns for these years. Firstly, were the timetables adequate for the amount of travelling being done on the line and could an increase in the number, speed and price of trains have improved the early financial fortunes of the line? Secondly, how far did the increase in wages affect the annual total receipts from each station on the line? Firstly, the timetabling: Before the final, complete takeover of the line by the North Eastern Company in 1889, the directors of the WR&MUR had complained about the inadequacy of the timetabling, their argument being that the paucity, speed, and price of trains were the main cause of the less than anticipated takings. In early 1886 the WR&MUR demanded on the NER an improvement in services because ‘the convenience of the travelling public is not as it should be’.
 The NER countered this argument by saying that in the last six months of 1885 passengers booked from all stations between Loftus and Sandsend had decreased.
 It is possible, then, that operating issues could have had an effect upon the line’s finances. 
For later years, two timetables (from April 1910 and July 1922) are used here. The 1910 timetable will be used to illustrate the findings from the set of traffic returns from 1897 to 1910. The 1910 shows a slight improvement in frequency over the 1887 timetable.
 It should be noted that the service ran from Saltburn to Scarborough; it was not until 1933 that the northern end of the service was moved to Middlesbrough, with results which will be discussed later in this chapter. A copy of the 1910 timetable is given below.
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Table 3. Public timetable for the Saltburn-Scarborough service (which included the Whitby-Loftus line) for April 1910 (Bradshaw’s April 1910 Railway Guide (Newton Abbot, 1968), p. 718).
The example of Hinderwell

   Hinderwell station was a typical rural branch-line station on the coast of north-east Yorkshire. Its fortunes reflect those of the line as a whole during the period 1897-1937. In 1910 (these figures are from the 1910-34 traffic returns from the line, to be discussed fully shortly) the number of passengers booking from Hinderwell station was 21,024.
 Working on the principle that the timetable was operated for 317 days in the year (that is, not Sundays), this would mean that an average of 66-7 passengers booked at Hinderwell on any given day. There were, in the April of 1910, 12 trains a day (6 each way) which stopped at Hinderwell. Of these, four terminated at Whitby (Town), two went all the way to Scarborough while, in the other direction, all six went to Saltburn. On average, then, about six passengers would take each train from Hinderwell. The service, then, at this time, seems perfectly adequate for the wants of the people of Hinderwell. Do these figures mean the line and the station was ‘marginal and unprofitable’? Clearly these passenger bookings are small and could very well be adduced to Irving’s argument. Nevertheless, as will be seen the line was about to enter its (admittedly very short-lived) period of maximum profitability. However, it would be wrong to consider the passenger bookings in isolation, for these do not represent the total use made of a station. Although there are no figures for 1910, in all the years for which there are figures (1913-34) the numbers of tickets collected local to the station far exceeded those who booked there. There was considerable parcel traffic: 6094 being either forwarded or received that year. The other main sources of income for the station were mineral traffic (1971 tons of coal, coke, lime, limestone, and ironstone being received) and other goods received (2126 tons). This receiving of heavy freight far exceeded its forwarding (only 312 tons). Thus Hinderwell was a busy working station whose total receipts that year came to £1548, of which the passenger receipts came to £1064, clearly the most lucrative element in the station’s generated income. The working of a country station like Hinderwell, though, was very labour intensive, as a photograph taken of the staff at the nearby (and much smaller) Grinkle station in 1905 indicates. Here, at Grinkle in 1905, the total receipts for the year were £569, while the station expenses (wages and salaries) were £176. The station expenses for Hinderwell in 1905 were £197.
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Illustration 8: Grinkle station staff in 1905 (Hoole, K., The Whitby, Redcar and Middlesbrough Union Railway (Nelson, 1981), n.p.
What the traffic receipts do not make clear, unfortunately, is whether or not the station expenses (salaries and wages) have been deducted from the figures for total receipts. In 1910 the Hinderwell station expenses came to £227. During the period 1897-1907 the expenses for each year had been as follows:
	1897
	253

	1898
	263

	1899
	250

	1900
	250

	1901
	257

	1902
	202

	1903
	207

	1904
	207

	1905
	197

	1906
	202

	1907
	204


Table 4. Hinderwell station expenses 1897-1907.
If the station expenses have to be deducted from the total receipts, this would leave the net receipts as being £1321. The North Eastern Railway, by the turn of the century, was becoming extremely concerned about the problem of the expense of wages and salaries.  There is a clear decline in wages costs before 1901, but after that they began to advance again. Managerial reforms and poor trade between 1901 and 1906 were, Irving suggests, the main reasons for lowering the costs of wages and salaries, but then the percentage of gross revenue taken up by wages increased from 26.8% in 1907 to 28.3% in 1912, thus taking away a large part of the gross revenue up almost 3% in the years 1906-13.
 However, the proportion of wages to gross revenue was still substantially lower in 1912 than that recorded in 1900-1.
 
      Leunig’s, conclusion, then, that ‘as the period progressed railways offered poor returns to investors, but they delivered tremendous welfare gains to travellers and to society’,
 may be applied to the Whitby-Loftus line. However, there seems now to be a quite severe dichotomy between Leunig’s social welfare view and Irving’s economic standpoint. Up to the beginning of the twentieth century, certainly, Irving’s view of the line as ‘a more spectacular example of a loss-making branch would be hard to find’ does not seem unreasonable in strict financial terms. Indeed, in the context of the North Eastern Railway as a whole ‘we should be fairly close to the mark if we assumed that in 1897 our sample of branches (which included the Whitby-Loftus line) as a whole were consuming 74% of their income in operating costs when the parent’s (NER) was 58%’.
 However, the line probably made a contribution to overheads, and this would have been enough for contemporary managers. As S. Joy argued with regard to a later period, ‘as long as the revenue for all these stopping services covered their total movement costs, it was thought that they were making a profitable contribution to the railways, because freight and express passenger services were covering all the other costs’.
 Joy was probably right in saying that this was the stance taken by most railway managers up to the 1950s. What he did not say was that this was an adequate way of costing such services. The Whitby-Loftus line probably covered its operating (that is, total movement costs) from the mid 1890s up to the mid 1920s, but Joy would not have recognised the line as profitable under any criteria he would have used. He would have argued, for example, that stopping services incurred overhead costs that far exceeded the surplus over and above their movement costs. Irving’s average and his assumption that the line made a surplus to contribute to overhead costs may be tested by the following analysis of the traffic returns for the line between 1910 and 1934.  
N. E. R. and L. N. E. R traffic returns for the Whitby-Loftus line, 1910-37.
    We are fortunate to have such detailed figures for the line. The figures for 1910-34 are handwritten in a huge, hard-backed ledger deposited in The National Archives and cover the entire north-eastern region.
 These returns tell a dramatic story. As illustrated by the graphs shown below, passenger traffic increased dramatically until the high point in 1920, and fell away catastrophically until by c.1926 it was apparent that a very serious decline was occurring; in fact, this decline continued (with minor fluctuations) up until the end of the available evidence in 1934.
  When looking at the line’s annual receipts as a whole, Loftus has been omitted for there are major anomalies in the figures for goods received and sent in some years. Even so, the passenger figures for Loftus are included in this analysis as are the fortunes of all the other stations on the line, for they do not demonstrate the same anomalies as those for freight.
     The evidence from the United bus timetables for (some of) the years after 1926 provide the clearest possible explanation for the decline of the Whitby-Loftus railway line. This catastrophic decline in passenger numbers from the mid 1920s onwards was probably nothing special. ‘It would seem’, wrote Aldcroft of the fortunes of Britain’s railways as a whole, ‘that passenger traffic reached a peak in 1920, fell sharply and then remained fairly stable though with periodic fluctuations’.
 
    When the question ‘how far did the line contribute to rural mobility?’ is considered for the years 1910-25 then the answer is, considerably. Passenger receipts for those years also suggest that the line, far from being a financial disaster, was doing well. Better, in fact, than it ever had done, and better than it ever would again. However, this was in terms of attracting custom. Financially, though, when the greatly increased operating costs are considered, then this picture is not so rosy. The traffic returns all indicate a steady growth in receipts (with occasional minor fluctuations) to 1918 and then a surge in the years 1919-20. This surge was enormous. It is possible that immediately after the war, there was little else, apart from travel, for the British public to spend on leisure. The summer months of 1919 were warm and sunny, yet those of 1920 were relatively cool and wet, indicating that climate was not necessarily an important factor in the surge.
 This passenger traffic on the line, for a few years at least, contradicts Irving’s assessment that ‘passenger traffic ceased to display the vitality of the 1880s and 1890s’.
 The surge of 1919-20 makes the following rapid decline in numbers even more dramatic. What may now be analysed is the line seen in the context of bus services.
The example of Sandsend

    Sandsend station presents a spectacular, but by no means exceptional, example of the changes in passenger numbers, goods forwarded, and total annual receipts which occurred during the 1910-34 period. There are two major factors which caused this change. Firstly, the building in 1925 of a new, straight, and fast road between Eastrow (see map on page 56 above) and Whitby, thus eliminating the old, winding, steep, tortuous and very slow toll road which had existed beforehand (see p. 73 below), and the concomitant introduction of a regular bus service between Whitby and Sandsend, as well as the introduction of further bus services, calling at Sandsend, from Middlesbrough, Redcar, and Saltburn. The bus service to Whitby ran through the village, providing a convenience which the railway station (placed someway up a hill above the western part of the village) could not match. A graph of passenger bookings over the 25 years tells a very clear story:
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Table 5. Graph of the number of passengers booked at Sandsend 1910-34.
Before the outbreak of the First World War, passenger bookings were consistently above 42,000 per annum. During the war years bookings fell away to a certain extent, but never fell below 30,000. Then came the two boom years: in 1919 the figure for passenger bookings at the little station was 50,172, whereas in 1920 this figure (along with all other stations on the line) reached its apogee of 54,043. After a fall to 38,883 in 1921 the figures again rise above 42,000 for the next two years before their dramatic fall, which sees an almost complete transfer of passengers from rail to road by 1934 (the low point being 1932, when only 2264 bookings were made). The numbers of passengers arriving at Sandsend fell dramatically, too, indicating that perhaps a large percentage came from Whitby and, after the opening of the new, toll-free road in 1925, preferred the convenience of the bus. Photographs showing the old road indicate that travel from Whitby to Sandsend by rail was far quicker and probably cheaper. In 1922, for example, 44,819 tickets were collected from passengers arriving at the station (compared with 43,455 booking from Sandsend). Only ten years later the comparable figures were 3504 arriving and 2264 booking. Taking the same year, 1922, for further examples, parcel traffic was fairly light, with 815 forwarded and 1874 received. As regards heavier traffic, 1722 tons were received and 465 tons forwarded. Parcel traffic held up a decade later but the figures for heavier goods were lower, only 33 tons being forwarded and 184 tons received.
 
      Apart from Kettleness (remote, and some way from the main Loftus-Whitby road; the station being more convenient) the dramatic fall in passenger bookings on the line was universal. The July 1922 timetable (which, being at the beginning of the summer season would have catered for a fair percentage of the annual number of 219,898 people that used the line that year if we include Loftus and West Cliff) is not ungenerous in its provisions: 
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Table 6: Public timetable for the Saltburn–Scarborough service (including the Whitby-Loftus line) for July 1922 (Bradshaw’s July 1922 Railway Guide (Newton Abbot, 1985), p. 759).
Sixteen trains a day called at Sandsend that summer, five making their way to Scarborough, three to Whitby (Town) in one direction, while six trains made their way to Saltburn in the other direction. There was also a ‘local’ service of a morning and mid-day train from Whitby (Town) to Hinderwell and back. After Loftus and Whitby (West Cliff) whose bookings no doubt included destinations away from the Whitby-Loftus line, Sandsend was the best-used station in 1922. This was almost certainly because of its position relative to Whitby in that it was situated at the end of the three-mile stretch of beach. A walk to Sandsend along the beach (or vice-versa) and a train back home would provide a pleasant outing or, with children, a return to Sandsend could offer a far less crowded beach than that at the Whitby end. Nevertheless one would have to time one’s journey carefully, something that was not necessary with the bus service which seems to have begun with the opening of the new road to Whitby. In 1929 (the first Whitby-Sandsend timetable available) there were 28 buses (running more or less every half hour) during the day and evening:
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Table 7: United Omnibus Company Service 13 (Whitby-Sandsend), 1929 (The Omnibus Society library, 100-2 Sandwell Street, Walsall (no catalogue reference)).
The Sunday bus service, which less comprehensive than the weekday service, was nevertheless far superior to that of the railway, which ran no trains at all through Sandsend on Sundays (in 1922).

      The United timetables also indicate that not only was Service 13 available for visitors and residents of Sandsend, Service 35, which in April 1926 (the earliest timetable available) ran from Middlesbrough as far as Hinderwell, offering six through buses on weekdays, with four through buses on Sundays (in 1926 the passenger bookings at Hinderwell station reached a new low of 8210; the high point had been in 1920, when 44,044 bookings were made. By 1931 the figure had fallen to 2818). By October 1927 (the next timetable available), the 35 service had been extended to Whitby. There was an hourly service from Middlesbrough to Whitby beginning at 7.50 a.m. and then from 1.50 p.m. a half-hourly service until 6.50 p.m. The last through bus left Middlesbrough at 8.50 p.m. The return service offered regular through buses from Whitby to Middlesbrough, beginning at 9.20 a.m. This ran hourly until 2.20 p.m. when the service was half-hourly until 7.20 p.m., with the last service leaving Whitby at 8.20 p.m. Certain late buses ran as far as Skelton. As far as Sandsend was concerned, this meant that in October (beyond the holiday season) the 35 service provided 19 buses in each direction (with a Saturdays only late ‘bus to Loftus). This service called at every village along the line, with the exception of Kettleness. As the steepest falls in passenger bookings occurred from 1925 onwards, it seems undeniable that the frequency and convenience of the new bus services were the cause of that fall. In 1928 the 35 service was extended to Scarborough. However, it should be noted that the bus took almost four hours to make the journey (3 hours and 55 minutes) in 1928, the train, in 1933 (when the northern terminus changed from Saltburn to Middlesbrough), took between two hours and twenty-five minutes, and two hours and forty minutes (according to whether the train stopped at all stations).
 It would seem likely, then, that shorter journeys were transferred from rail to road, while the longer journeys, for example from Middlesbrough to Whitby and from Middlesbrough to Scarborough, were undertaken by rail. Then, in 1928, a further service was added: that from Redcar to Whitby (Service 34). Again, this passed through all the villages on the line. For the timetable for the dates 1 July to 18 Sept (that is, the height of the holiday season), 26 buses passed through Sandsend on their way to Whitby, while 23 (one to Loftus only) passed through the village of their way to Redcar. Astonishingly, in 1929, during the height of the holiday season (8 July-17 September) 114 buses passed through Sandsend from Whitby. These comprised the Whitby-Sandsend local (service 13: 48 buses), Whitby-Redcar (service 34: 24 buses), Scarborough-Middlesbrough (service 35: 31 buses) and Whitby-Saltburn (service 25: 11 buses). The railway simply could not compete with such a service, which explains exactly why the passenger numbers fell so catastrophically. The only village through which the main road did not run and which buses did not serve, Kettleness, suffered less than any other station on the line, as may be seen from the following graph:
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Table 8. Graph showing numbers of passengers booked at Kettleness station 1910-34.
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