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 Introduction 1.
 

Qualifications and Experience 

 My name is Thomas Stuart Walker and I am a Partner with the practice 1.1.

of Gillespies LLP. I hold a Bachelor of Arts Honours Degree and 

Postgraduate Diploma in Landscape Architecture (Leeds Polytechnic) 

and a Masters in Urban Design and Regeneration (Manchester 

University). I have been a professional Chartered Member of the 

Landscape Institute since 1992. I am an Academician of the Academy of 

Urbanism. 

 I have over 20 years’ experience of working in the field of landscape 1.2.

architecture and urban design in both public and private sectors. Of 

pertinence to this evidence I have extensive experience of working on 

the design and assessment of public transport infrastructure projects. 

Before joining Gillespies in 1999, I worked with Chester City Council 

Planning Department as Acting Landscape Unit Manager. My duties 

there included administration of Protected Trees and acting for the 

Department on the development of the Chester Deeside Transport 

System (CDTS). This guided busway scheme was given Transport and 

Works Act approval following Public Inquiry, but subsequently put on 

hold by the promoting authority.  

 Whilst at Gillespies, I have led work on other public Transport 1.3.

Infrastructure schemes including Manchester’s Metrolink Light Rail 

Transit (LRT), Nottingham’s NET (LRT) and the Leigh Salford Busway 

scheme. For Leigh Salford Busway, I acted as expert witness for 

landscape matters at the September 2002 Transport and Works Act 

inquiry. The Leigh Salford Busway was given powers and is now under 

construction. I also worked on Luton Dunstable Busway and gave 

evidence at the 2005 inquiry. This project received its powers and was 

opened in October 2013. 

 I have been intimately involved with NGT since 2007, through leadership 1.4.

of the Gillespies landscape and urban design team working on NGT. I 
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have led the landscape and design strategy development and overseen 

the Landscape Townscape and Visual Assessment (LTVA) for the 

Environmental Assessment. As sub consultants to Mott MacDonald, 

Gillespies have been an integral part of the NGT Project team and have 

influenced the engineering and alignment design. Gillespies have 

authored the: 

 the LTVA (A-08-e-1),  

 NGT Design Statement Volume 1 (Principles and Components) 

(A-08k), 

 NGT Design Statement Volume 2 (the 1:1000 scale Landscape 

Proposals/mitigation Plans) (A-08k),  

 NGT Design Statement Volume 3 (Character Area Regeneration 

Synergy) (B-12), 

 updated photomontages included in the January 2014 updated 

TWA Environmental Statement and Supporting Documentation 

Environmental Statement Volume III Figures (B-7).  

Scope of Evidence 

 My role in this inquiry is to present evidence on townscape/landscape 1.5.

character, visual amenity, urban design and trees. Although other 

witnesses cover planning, open space/exchange land, heritage and 

ecology issues, I also cover these areas in relation to their influence of 

landscape thus: 

 

 planning guidance and policy in relation to design, 

 ecology, heritage and open space as influences on 

townscape/landscape assessment and design. 

 In preparing this evidence I have reviewed all the relevant data and 1.6.

revisited the sites along the routes. I am satisfied that the NGT scheme 

has now reached a sound balance between townscape, landscape, 
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visual amenity and operational objectives. As such I set out in my proof 

how the scheme broadly complies with national and local, planning and 

design policy and guidance. I note how the few significant residual 

adverse townscape, landscape and visual effects that remain must be 

seen in light of the benefits of the scheme in environmental and transport 

terms. 

 

Declaration of Truth 

 I confirm that insofar as the facts stated in this Proof of Evidence are 1.7.

within my own knowledge, I have made clear which they are and I 

believe them to be true. Where some areas of design and environmental 

assessment are not my specialist subjects, I believe that the relevant 

facts and opinions are stated to be true and to be based on the 

professional opinions of experts in their fields. In my professional 

opinion, I believe that this Proof of Evidence represents an unbiased and 

true assessment of the design and environmental implications of the 

NGT Scheme which have been designed and assessed in accordance 

with current legislation and environmental best practice. 

 The Landscape Institute (LI) requires all members to abide by its code of 1.8.

conduct. I confirm I have prepared my evidence in accordance with the 

code of conduct of my professional institution and I confirm that the 

opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions. 
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 Outline of Evidence 2.
 

 My evidence comprises:  2.1.

 this Main Proof document App-10-2,  

 a Summary Proof document App-10-1, and  

 an Appendix document App-10-3.  

 This Main Proof document has been structured to cover: 2.2.

 the evolution of the scheme design over the last five years in 

Chapter 3, 

 the relevant policy framework and key tests that apply to the 

landscape and urban design of NGT in Chapter 4,  

 a review of the NGT effects on landscape and townscape 

character and visual amenity in Chapter 5, 

 a commentary and tree issues in Chapter 6,  

 a summary of NGT’s compliance with the design policy 

framework in Chapter 7, 

 a commentary on other issues arising from Objections in 

Chapter  9,  

 clarification of which Statement of Matters I deal with in Chapter 

10, 

 a summary conclusion in Chapter 11. 

 I refer to new plans and figures in the Appendix to my proof of evidence. 2.3.

These comprise some updated Landscape 1:1000 plans at Appendix 1 

[APP-10-3-1] which have been amended following minor redesign in 

response to comments and objections. A copy of a consultation pack 

used for discussions with residents affected by proposals at West Park 

at Appendix 2 [APP-10-3-2]. A booklet showing more detail of the Old 
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Red Lion Pub sub-station that was used in the Listed Building Consent 

at Appendix 3 [APP-10-3-3] and a consultation booklet for the Leeds 

Collage of Art at Appendix 4 [APP-10-3-4]. However my evidence mostly 

references plans and figures set out in the TWAO application 

documentation and specifically the NGT Design Statements Volume 1 

and 2 (A-08k) the Figures associated with the ES (A-08f) and the 

Technical and Landscape drawings (A-05).  

 I refer to the updated photomontages that have been generated to show 2.4.

views at Year 1 and Year 15 after opening which have been included in 

the January 2014 updated TWA Environmental Statement and 

Supporting Documentation Environmental Statement Volume III Figures 

( B-7). I have also inserted some example photomontages within the text 

of this volume, where they will be particularly useful to illustrate a point.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

   APP-10-2 
 

 
               Page 7 of 85  

 

 Scheme Evolution 3.
 

Relationship to Leeds Supertram 

 Leeds Supertram was a tram scheme that was developed for Leeds in 3.1.

the early 1990s. NGT broadly follows the alignment of the Leeds 

Supertram tram scheme and therefore the principle of a public transport 

scheme along the route of NGT has already been established.  

 I and Gillespies have been involved with the design of NGT since August 3.2.

2007, although there was a gap in our involvement when the scheme 

was paused following the Coalition Government’s spending review, and 

we stopped work between October 2010 and July 2012. During the 

design process there have been a large number of amendments and 

refinements to the scheme. These have been in response to operational 

requirements, the environmental assessment process (including a tree 

survey) and extensive consultations with the Leeds City Council Plans 

Panel, planning design officers at the Council, residents, businesses, 

and key interest groups such as cycle groups, the Leeds Civic Trust and 

the Access Forum which represents people with a disability.  

 

Scheme Evolution Changes 

 There have been a number of changes to the alignment and layout 3.3.

which have improved the scheme. These are a result of design iteration 

in tandem with the EA process, public consultation, consultations with 

Leeds City Council, other stakeholders and technical discussions with 

Leeds City Council officers. I summarise the main ones next by 

reference to specific geographical areas starting in the north and working 

southwards.  

 Holt Park (area shown on TD Drw.001 and Landscape Drw. 101 of A-3.4.

05). Here, between July 2012 and June 2013 the scheme changed from 

NGT running around the main car park to following a shorter route 

adjacent to the High Field Surgery. This reduced impact on a wider area 
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and enabled a plaza to be proposed to improve the setting of the stop 

and its relationship with the Holt Park District Centre. Resultant access 

issues to the Nursery have been solved. These changes were also in 

response to wider regeneration taking place and principles set out in the 

Informal Planning Statement for the area (P12.  D-6-16) 

 Bodington Park and Ride Car Park (area shown on TD Drw.008 and 3.5.

009 and Landscape Drw. 108 and 109 of A-05). Originally the scheme 

proposed relocating the University sports pitches which were to be 

impacted by the construction of the park and ride to a remote facility at 

King Lane. Between July 2012 and June 2013, in consultation with the 

University and Sport England, more detailed investigation of existing 

sports provision and need was carried out. This work showed that 

existing pitches could be upgraded and new pitches provided on existing 

facilities at Bodington, Lawnswood and Weetwood playing fields, (shown 

on TD Drw.009b of A-05). Therefore much closer to the pitches being 

lost, the existing University facilities and community that also use them. 

A comprehensive landscape scheme has also been proposed to screen 

the parking from wider views.  

 Lawnswood roundabout (area shown on TD Drw.010 and 011 and 3.6.

Landscape Drw. 110 and 110 of A-05). Here, between May and August 

2013, options have been developed and reviewed to check the central 

running design approach was the best from a tree impact, design and 

run time/service reliability perspective. The options that used a nearside 

running alignment still required extensive tree removal due to the need 

to maintain traffic capacity at this busy junction. This would have meant 

removing trees on either side of the carriageways leading up to the 

roundabout (as well as removing trees from the central reserve) which 

would have been less desirable than removing trees in the central 

reserves which were surveyed to be in poorer condition. Retaining trees 

on either side of the carriageway and new tree planting retains the 

overall verdant character to the local area which is demonstrated in the 

Year 1 and Year 15 photomontages Figures 24, 25 and 25a shown in 

the January 2014 updated TWA Environmental Statement and 
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Supporting Documentation Environmental Statement Volume III Figures 

(B-7). The Lawnswood before and at Year15 photomontage are shown 

below: 

 West Park stop (area shown on TD Drw. 012 and Landscape Drw. 112 3.7.

of TWAO A-05). Between July 2012 and June 2013 the junction at this 

point has been simplified to retain a landscaped roundabout which 

characterises the local area. Previously the scheme required land take of 

the pedestrian space in front of the shops and the removal of two 

prominent Sycamore trees.  One of the trees in front of the parade of 

shops can now be retained and a second tree is at risk but can probably 

be retained during construction with appropriate working methods.  

 Headingley off highway section (behind the Arndale shown on TD 3.8.

Drw.016, 017 and 018 and Landscape Drw. 116, 117, and 118 of A-05). 

Here NGT follows the Supertram alignment but the design has been 

adjusted, over the last few years, in line and level and a new informal 

open space meadow is now proposed at the southern end of the 

alignment which also provides ecology mitigation mitigation.  During DS1 

(January 2008 – July 2008) An option was to divert general traffic around 

the back of the Arndale Centre by constructing a highway following the 

route reserved for NGT. This would allow commuter traffic to by-pass 

Headingley Centre whilst allowing NGT to be on the Otley Road 

frontage, and more easily integrate with the shopping area and other 

public transport. This solution was not developed during DS1 as the 

promoters felt that it would be politically unacceptable, and the 

environmental intrusion arising from a highway through a relatively 
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undisturbed area might be difficult to justify. I understand that this idea 

was also suggested early in the Supertram scheme and discounted.     

 Headingley Lane (adjacent to the former Leeds Girls High School 3.9.

shown on TD Drw.019, 020 and 021 and Landscape Drw. 119, 120, and 

121 of A-05). Since 2009, consultation with cycle groups and safety 

issues dictated the need to widen the road and pavement footprint to 

safely accommodate pedestrians and cyclists. Between March and 

September 2013 options were developed to evaluate if widening to the 

north, or south or both was best. The final view was that it was best to 

widen the road corridor to the south as this would have least impact on 

the conservation area and trees. Whilst widening to the south requires 

demolitions, tree removal and relocation of a long wall, most of these 

elements were adjacent to the former Girls High School redevelopment 

site and were judged capable of replacement. Widening to the north 

would have impacted more trees, listed retaining walls and the settings 

of the large listed villas that positively characterise this part of 

Headingley.  

 Woodhouse Moor (shown on TD Drw. 022 and 023 and Landscape 3.10.

Drw. 122, and 123 of A-05). Where NGT interfaces with Monument Moor 

the design debate since 2010 has centred around whether to use the 

existing highway or run on the Moor. A review between January and May 

2013, of the ‘on highway’ designs, revealed traffic flow difficulties that 

would have necessitated widening of the carriageway to the north east 

and therefore impact on the grass verge. Running on the Moor kept the 

verge more intact which would allow tree planting to mirror the west side 

of the road. To mitigate the impact of NGT running on the Moor 

extensive tree and hedge planting is proposed, the existing temporary 

car park is moved, and the existing steps, paths and setting to the 

monument improved. The Monument Moor before and year 15 

photomontage are set out below. 
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 Leeds University (shown on TD Drw.024, 025, 25b and 026 and 3.11.

Landscape Drw. 124, 125, and 126 of A-05). The main change in this 

area has been to the proposed traffic circulation. Essentially the scheme 

design has been developed to move general traffic away from 

Woodhouse Lane to Blenhiem Walk, which is now proposed to have 

two-way traffic. The benefit of this approach is that running north from 

Portland Way, Woodhouse Lane becomes a public transport, general 

traffic access only and pedestrian/cycle spine that links the city centre to 

the University. This would improve conditions for pedestrians and 

cyclists via more generous pavements and public realm. The St Marks 

Road and Portland Way junctions have also been refined between 2012 

and 2013 to improve pedestrian crossing facilities.  

 City Centre (shown on TD Drw. 026, 027, 028, and 029 and Landscape 3.12.

Drw. 126, 127, 128 and 129 of A-05). Through the city centre the 

scheme design has been developed to rationalise the new circulation, 

layout and parking arrangements to keep the NGT scheme as simple as 

possible and maximise the public realm benefits. As shown on all the 

scheme landscape drawings, the treatment of pavements and roads has 

been clarified, with certain sections considered of ‘city quality’ (P28-31 of 

A-08k) and therefore of natural stone or high quality concrete.    

 Bridge End south of Leeds Bridge (shown on TD Drw. 030 and 3.13.

Landscape Drw. 130 of AO5). Here, between January and June 2013 

the alignment has changed so that NGT does not run along Hunslet 

Road in front of the Adelphi pub and Leeds Bridge house, but runs 
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behind to allow a shared surface plaza treatment of Hunslet road. This 

improves the setting of these important buildings and will create a 

pedestrian spine that will link the Tetley regeneration area to the city 

centre. A proposed sub-station has been moved adjacent to the Old Red 

Lion pub but with a bespoke design so that it appears as part of the 

cluster of Listed Buildings. More detailed design work has been 

undertaken since the TWAO application which is contained within 

Volume 3 at Appendix 3 [APP-10-3-3].   

 South Accommodation Road to Hunslet Centre via St Joseph’s 3.14.

School (shown on TD Drw. 034, 035 and 036 and Landscape Drw. 134, 

135 and 136 of A-05). South along Hunslet Road from South 

Accommodation Road, NGT uses a grass bank strip set aside for 

Supertram. Since construction of the Inner Relief Road flyover, capacity 

exists to reduce the width of Hunslet Road, which was designed into the 

scheme between March 2010 and June 2013. This combined with grass 

track for NGT has softened the treatment in this area. Further south, 

during 2008 to 2009 and then finally in 2013, various options have been 

tested for the alignment as alternatives to running along Whitfield Way, 

of which the centre portion is pedestrianised. However the alternatives 

that ran adjacent to Low Road had more impact on trees, open space 

and amenity for residents than running along Whitfield Way. The current 

proposal also has the advantage of refreshing a plaza through new 

public realm and a stop adjacent to the Hunslet Penny Hill centre.  

 Belle Isle (shown on TD Drw. 037, 038, 039, 040, 041 and 042 and 3.15.

Landscape Drw. 137, 138, 139, 140, 141 and 142 of A-05). The major 

change in this stretch has been the realignment of NGT away from 

running north along the railway sidings east of Balm Road Bridge, to 

running along Belle Isle Road, across Belle Isle Circus and down 

Winrose Grove to link to the park and ride facility. This change, which 

occurred between January and August 2013, whilst driven by potential 

conflicts with HS2, had the benefit of better connecting NGT to the Belle 

Isle community via existing road infrastructure.  
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Landscape Design changes 

 The landscape and urban design proposals for NGT have been refined 3.16.

during design development to the point where the design principles and 

standards have been confirmed in the Design Statement Vol. 1 (A-08k) 

and outline design shown on the 1:1000 scale landscape plans 

contained in the Design Statement Vol. 2 (A-08k) and Combined Plans 

Pack (A-05). 

 The Design Statement (A-08k) sets out the principles and standards for 3.17.

the various components of NGT. These principles and standards were 

developed for the current design stage but also for the more detailed 

design process that must take place in the future. This function of the 

document is important in setting the quality standard for the future. The 

statement defines standards for: 

 

 surface materials and replacement street furniture,  

 appropriate wall and fence designs,  

 high quality vehicle and overhead line equipment (OLE) design,  

 a simple contemporary design for NGT bus stops,  

 well screened and high quality park and ride car parks and the 

depot,  

 sub-station designs which are responsive to their context,  

 soft landscape including replacement tree planting ratios and 

new tree planting specification, and 

 management and maintenance arrangements to ensure 

successful establishment of soft landscape.  

 It is through this document that the Promoters have made a commitment 3.18.

to design standards and use of high quality materials and design such 

as: 
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 natural stone paving in defined ‘city quality’ areas, which are 

the most important areas of the city through which NGT 

passes,  

 soft grass carriageway treatment for segregated off highway 

sections, 

 a preference for building fixing of OLE where feasible and 

combining OLE support poles with lights to reduce clutter, and  

 the creation of new tree avenues and tree replacement in 

accordance to prescribed ratios.  

 

Changes in Response to Representations and Objections 

 Since submission of the TWAO application and receipt of 3.19.

representations and objections further minor changes have been made 

to the engineering design and consequently the landscape design to 

respond. The amended Landscape Plans are included at Appendix 1 

[APP-10-3-1]. I comment on the significant landscape/townscape 

changes in Chapter 8 when referring to the representations and 

objections.   
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 Relevant Policy and Guidance Framework 4.
 

Introduction 

 This chapter sets out my review of design policy and guidance that is 4.1.

relevant to NGT. These become the key criteria that I later measure NGT 

against in Chapter 8 of my proof.  

 

National Planning Policy and Guidance 

 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (E-4-21). The NPPF sets 4.2.

out the government’s approach to planning for sustainable development. 

At Page 2. The NPPF sets out 12 core principles of which the following 

extracts from three of the principles are most relevant to NGT:  

 ‘proactively drive and support sustainable economic 

development to deliver the homes, business and industrial units, 

infrastructure and thriving local places that the country needs’.  

 ‘always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard 

of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and 

buildings;’ 

 ‘take account of the different roles and character of different 

areas, promoting the vitality of our main urban areas, protecting 

the Green Belts around them, recognising the intrinsic character 

and beauty of the countryside….’ 

 In my view these provide a clear framework to support sustainable 4.3.

infrastructure development, and clearly set out the requirement for good 

design that is responsive to local character. These are reflected in 

Section 4 and 7 of the NPPF, which are the key tests to measure the 

design of NGT against:  

 Section 4, which promotes sustainable transport and solutions 

that reduce greenhouse gas emissions and congestion whilst 
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giving priority to cycle movements and where appropriate 

establishing ‘home zones’.  

 Section 7 (particularly paragraph 58) sets out the requirement for 

good design to ensure the proposals fit into their context and 

respond to local character and needs.  

 The NPPF has been supplemented by National Planning Practice 4.4.

Guidance NPPG (E-4-24) which aims to revise and update previous 

national planning guidance so that it supports the NPPF and makes it 

more accessible. DCLG is currently seeking comments on the guidance 

which stands at over 700 pages.  The requirement for planning 

authorities to consider design in decision making is specifically 

mentioned. The guidance also states that “Planning permission should 

not be refused for buildings and infrastructure that promote high levels of 

sustainability because of concern about incompatibility with an existing 

townscape, if mitigated by good design.” Ease of movement, successful 

public spaces and distinctive character are listed as outcomes of good 

design too.   

 Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB), (E-4-4) forms the 4.5.

Department for Transport’s key guidance on road design. Although 

slightly outdated (mostly produced in 1993) and largely relating to trunk 

roads within rural areas, the guidance is still relevant to the design of 

new highway systems and can be found on the DFT website.  

 Volume 1 Section 1, Part 1 sets out some principles to which designs 4.6.

should adhere which are also relevant to NGT:  

 

(a) Sustainability (sustainable development which meets the needs of 

the present without compromising the ability of future generations to 

meet their own needs e.g. prudent use of natural resources)  

(b) Environment (give regard for both the natural and built environment)  

(c) Aesthetics  

(d) Buildability (the extent to which the design facilitates ease and safety 
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of construction, allowing the most efficient and economic use of 

resources, subject to the overall requirements for the completed project)  

(e) Structure robustness (the ability of a structure not to be damaged 

disproportionately in the event of accident, misuse or deterioration)  

(f) Structure resilience (the ability of structure to resist deliberate damage 

which may arise from the actions of vandals, thieves and terrorists)  

(g) Durability  

(h) Maintenance and operational commitments in terms of whole life 

costs in design options and choices of materials  

(i) Provision of safe access for periodic inspection  

 Whilst these are relevant to NGT and reflect in part the NPPF, they are 4.7.

quite generic or apply to later more detailed design processes, so are 

not key tests in my view.  

 Volume 10, section 0, Part 1 (Highways Agency Environmental Strategic 4.8.

Plan) sets out that a key objective is to respect the landscape character 

and quality of an area when designing new roads or improving existing 

roads. It also seeks to enhance the integration of the road network into 

rural areas using a combination of sensitive road alignment, earthworks, 

the use of appropriate materials and planting to minimise the adverse 

effects of trunk road traffic on the countryside.  

 Although this guidance largely relates to trunk roads within rural areas 4.9.

the design of the NGT proposals should respond by thoroughly 

analysing and assessing the diversity of the areas through which it will 

run and respond appropriately to each specific environment.  

 Volume 10, Section 2, Part 1 (Road Improvement Within Limited Land 4.10.

Take) describes the need to integrate the landscape design with other 

environmental features or elements especially when alongside sensitive 

landscapes such as conservation areas, townscape and nature 

conservation areas. Where this is not possible the aim should be to 

create a buffer zone between the improvement scheme and its 

immediate surroundings.  
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 Section A8 places emphasis on the need to make it a priority to 4.11.

consider, before other measures, the retaining of existing screen 

planting to soften road modifications, but this consideration should not 

outweigh the potential establishment of a much longer term and 

beneficial screen.  

 Volume 11 Environmental Assessment, Section 3, Part 5 Landscape 4.12.

Effects, explains the key steps which should be carried out when 

assessing the impacts of a new transport corridor on the landscape. This 

guidance has also been incorporated into other guidance set out next.  

 Landscape Institute/Institute of Environmental Management and 4.13.

Assessment (LI/IEMA) Guidance for Landscape/Visual Impact 

Assessment (GLVIA) encourages high standards of landscape and 

visual impact assessment and the need to follow a process in assessing 

the impacts of proposals upon the surrounding landscape.  

 NGT has followed the 2nd Edition (2002) (G-4-2) as it was in force when 4.14.

LTVA was started. The new 3rd Edition (2013) (G-4-22) allows more 

description of effects rather than the less flexible matrix approach of the 

2nd edition. Section 5 of my proof examines this in more detail.  

 The Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) 4.15.

Manual for Streets 2 (2010) (MfS2) (G-4-16) provides key principles 

and detailed design guidance for the design and improvement of streets, 

and whilst published by CHIT has been endorsed by DfT. MfS2 forms a 

companion guide to the first manual (MfS1 (2007)) to provide more 

details for the design of all streets (rather than residential streets which 

MfS1 focused on.) In my view both documents advocate a fresh 

perspective to street design that moves away from vehicle focused 

design to an approach that recognises the importance of streets as 

public spaces. They apply to lower speed streets, rather than inter urban 

and trunk roads where the DMRB is more relevant. 

 Both manuals set out 15 (and the same) MfS principles, some of which 4.16.

are relevant to my proof, as much of NGT comprises the modification of 
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streets. I summarise the key principles against which NGT should be 

measured below: 

 ‘Recognising the importance of the community function of streets 

as spaces for social interaction. Street should integrate not 

segregate communities and neighbourhoods’,  

 ‘Promoting an inclusive environment that recognises the needs 

of people of all ages and abilities’, 

 ‘Reflecting and supporting pedestrian and cyclist desire 

lines…..’, 

 ‘Establishing a clear vision and setting objectives for 

schemes,…’, 

 ‘A locally appropriate balance should be struck between the 

needs of different user groups. Traffic capacity will not always be 

the primary consideration in designing streets and networks, 

 ‘Creating networks of streets that provide permeability and 

connectivity…..’. 

 British Standards BS5837:2012 Trees in Relation to Design, 4.17.

Demolition and Construction -  Recommendations, (F-20) refers to 

the need for arboriculture surveys and tree constraints plans to be 

produced to ensure that there is enough knowledge of a development 

sites trees to allow for designs to cause minimal damage and removal of 

existing trees. This BS is widely recognised as the most relevant 

guidance on survey of trees on development sites. 

 BS3998:2010 Tree Work - Recommendations for Tree Works 4.18.

(Document F-18) and BS4428:1989 Code of Practice for General 

Landscape Operations, (F-1) both provide guidance on the general 

management and maintenance of new and existing trees and landscape. 

In general these British Standards refer to quality of workmanship and 

are relevant for later more detailed design processes.  
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 Capital Asset Value for Amenity Trees (CAVAT) (G-4-28) is an 4.19.

assessment tool which provides a basis for managing trees in the UK as 

public assets rather than liabilities. CAVAT sets out a process of 

ascribing a monetary value to the amenity value of trees. It is one of a 

number of such valuation systems which differ significantly in 

methodology, data requirements and outputs. Establishing a monetary 

value for trees instead of, or in addition to, a BS5837:2012 survey, is not 

recognised as an essential requirement for development schemes and is 

generally not required by Planning Authorities as part of planning 

applications. So in my view CAVAT is of limited relevance to NGT but I 

have mentioned it here as Objectors have referred to it.    

 

Local Leeds Policy 

 Leeds Unitary Development Plan 2006 (UDP) (D-2-9) provides the 4.20.

local framework for development, development control and conservation 

and is currently in force but gradually being replaced by the Local 

Development Framework. (which is currently under review).The specific 

saved policies which act as the keys tests for the NGT design proposals 

are:  

 SA1 (Strategic Aim 1): This policy states that the aim is ‘to secure the 4.21.

highest possible quality of the environment throughout the District, by 

protecting existing good environment, conserving and enhancing where 

there is scope for improvement, including initiating the renewal and 

restoration of areas of poor environment’.  

 Policy T6 Access for the less mobile.  4.22.

 Policies N1 & CC9: Protection of urban green space and existing public 4.23.

space.  

 Policies N1 & N6: Stress that development of land identified as protected 4.24.

greenspace or playing pitches cannot be used for any other means than 

outdoor recreation unless an alternative site or net gain in quality can be 

identified/provided within the area of shortfall.  
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 Policy N8: Relates to the creation and preservation of existing urban 4.25.

green corridors which link main urban areas to the countryside.  

 Policy N12: Priorities for urban design, requires proposals for 4.26.

development to respect a number of fundamental design principles 

including the respect for the character of the surroundings, movement to 

be encouraged on bicycle and foot and that development should be 

designed so as to reduce the risk of crime.  

 Policy N26: Development and landscape schemes. This policy 4.27.

introduces a requirement for landscape schemes to be submitted for 

new development.  

 Leeds Local Development Framework (LDF) – Core Strategy (2012) 4.28.

(Document D-1-1) is gradually replacing the saved policies within the 

UDP. The core strategy forms the principle document in the LDF and 

provides in depth policy on how all design proposals for developments in 

Leeds should shape the city for the future. Policies which specifically 

relate to NGT design proposals and are the key tests are: 

 Policy P10: Design. Outlines the need for proposals to be appropriate to 4.29.

its scale and function, with an emphasis on the need for high quality and 

innovative design which has evolved through community consultation 

whilst responding to local distinctiveness and setting.  

 Policy P12: Landscape. Seeks to conserve the character, quality and 4.30.

biodiversity of Leeds’ townscapes and landscapes including their 

historical and cultural significance.  

 Policy G2: Creation of tree cover. This policy states that development 4.31.

which would result in harm to or loss of ancient woodland and veteran 

trees will be resisted. Increased tree cover of native species will be 

encouraged.  

 Vision for Leeds 2011 to 2030 (2011) (D-6-9) sets out the aspirations 4.32.

of Leeds City Council for the future of Leeds. A top priority highlighted is 

the need for high quality, reliable public transport and a cleaner, greener 
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city. The Leeds City Priorities Plan 2011-2015 (2011) (D-6-7) sets out 

the headline indicators which can be used to measure progress of the 

city in achieving its aspirations. The key headline which can be directly 

linked to NGT (in order to be the best city for business) is to increase the 

percentage of residents who can get to work by public transport within 

half an hour at peak times.  

 

Local Neighbourhood Supplementary Documents/Guidance 

 A number of Local Documents have been produced during the course of 4.33.

NGTs’ development. The most relevant are set out next. However NGT 

has also responded to the planning context by publishing the NGT 

Design Statement Volume 3 Character Area Regeneration Synergy 

document (B-12) that shows how NGT can contribute and add value to 

development.  

 Leeds South Bank Planning Statement (adopted Oct 2011) (D-6-6) 4.34.

provides a vision for the under-developed south bank of Leeds. It states 

that the key objective is to transform the south bank into a distinctive, 

vibrant, well connected, business and residential community.  

 Aire Valley Leeds Area Action Plan Preferred Options 2007 (D-3-1). 4.35.

The south route of NGT skirts the western edge of the plan area but the 

Stourton Park and Ride is within the plan area, so this plan is still 

relevant.  The final Aire Valley Action Plan is currently under 

development for consultation late 2014. 

 Far Headingley, Weetwood and West Park Neighbourhood Design 4.36.

Statement (draft 2013) (D-3-6) (original adopted March 2005 (D-3-5)). 

The adopted 2005 guidance recognises that the A660 is heavily used 

and is a scheduled Super Tram route. The more updated draft lists in 

detail various elements which should be considered by NGT.  The 

document also highlights that potential loss of ageing trees with no plan 

for succession planting, is an issue for concern. The Headingley Village 

Management plan states that ‘The area in front of the Three Horseshoes 
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provides an opportunity to create a high quality public space’ and lists 

the area under ‘Suggestions for Improvement’.  

 Headingley and Hyde Park Neighbourhood Design Statement 4.37.

Adopted as Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) September 

2010 (D-3-3). This document recognises the A660 and the importance of 

improving public transport as key issues. It also recognises NGT and 

states ‘whatever proposals arise in the future, must recognise that, 

despite the traffic, Headingley Lane-Otley Road still presents an 

attractive streetscape. All proposals under the New Generation 

Transport scheme within the boundaries of the Conservation Area 

should be in keeping with the character of this Area and seek to enhance 

the setting of the Area.’  

 At 9.5.5 it says that NGT should provide an opportunity to improve the 4.38.

Otley Road/Shaw Lane junction. At 10.5.1 when setting out actions to 

improve the Wood Lane Area and in relation to NGT it states that ‘Any 

such proposal should be sensitively undertaken to create a ‘green 

corridor’ with accompanying pedestrian and cycleways, so minimising 

the impact on the mature landscape of the area.’ Similar points are made 

for the Headingley Hill Conservation Area.  

 When dealing with the improvements needed for Hyde Park Corner at 4.39.

12.5 the Statement sets out the need to remove the advertising 

hoardings, improve the view to St Augustine’s Church and generally 

improve the corner as a gateway to Leeds. It also says that NGT should 

respect and improve the Conservation Area. 

 At 17.7.1 under actions for improving Woodhouse Moor the statement 4.40.

sets out that it:  ‘needs an ongoing programme of general maintenance, 

including tree planting and replacement, especially along the north side 

of Woodhouse Lane to reinforce the boulevard effect, around Monument 

Moor, and to soften the impact of the skateboard park.’ At 17.7.5 ‘The 

implementation of the New Generation Transport (NGT) scheme, or 

other public transport proposals, should be handled sensitively to ensure 
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the retention/addition of trees to retain the tree lined character of 

Woodhouse Lane where it crosses the Moor.’ 

 Belle Isle and Middleton Neighbourhood Framework (Sept 2013) (D-4.41.

6-5). The framework vision sets out that ‘By 2030 Belle Isle and 

Middleton will have a wide range of housing opportunities for existing 

and new residents accompanied by neighbourhood improvements that 

create a high quality green, accessible environment for leisure and 

commuting. There will be well located community facilities and good 

transport links to attractions and jobs in other areas.’ The overall concept 

plan shows the route of NGT through Belle Isle and shows the site of the 

proposed NGT Park and Ride car park and depot as a Park and Ride 

and mixed use development site. Under the ‘Connections’ heading, 

again the framework recognises the importance of NGT. Belle Isle Circus 

is shown as protected greenspace with the ‘green loop’ crossing the 

space (a new or improved foot/cycle path link around the area.)  As well 

as the green loop the framework proposes tree lined streets to soften the 

environment and greenspace and play area improvements.   
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 Townscape/Landscape and Visual Assessment 5.
 

Approach to assessment 

 Gillespies have carried out a Landscape Townscape and Visual 5.1.

Assessment (LTVA) of NGT which has been summarised in a Chapter of 

the main Environmental Statement (A-08b), and set out in detail as a 

Technical  Appendix (A-08e-1). It has also been summarised in the Non-

Technical Summary (A-08a).  

 The LTVA used the methodology from the LI/IEMA GLVIA 2nd Edition 5.2.

(Document G-4-2). This has resulted in a detailed technical appendix of 

537 pages plus photo sheets showing existing conditions. LTVA plans 

and photomontages were produced and set out in the ES Volume III 

Figures document (A08F). The plans show character areas, photo 

locations as well as visual receptors and the zone of visual influence. 

The photomontages show key areas of change. These have been 

updated (and are included in the January 2014 updated TWA 

Environmental Statement and Supporting Documentation Environmental 

Statement Volume III Figures (B-7)  to reflect the most up-to-date design 

and the view at Year 1 of opening and then Year 15, once replacement 

planting has matured. 

 Mott MacDonald produced an Environmental Impact Assessment 5.3.

Scoping Report (April 2013) (included as Annex A in Document A-08b) 

which was submitted to the Department for Transport (DfT) for 

consideration, in line with the Transport and Works Act 1992 (Document 

E-29) and the Transport and Works (Applications and Objections 

Procedure) (England and Wales) Rules 2006 (E-29).  

 On 16 May 2013 DfT provided the promoters with a Scoping Opinion 5.4.

(included as Annex B in Document A-08b). In accordance with the 

Scoping Opinion received, the following specific point - raised by Natural 

England, has been considered within the Landscape/Townscape and 

Visual Amenity Technical Appendix (A-08e-1) and Urban Design and 

Access Statement (A08K) : 
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 The ES should include an assessment of arboricultural impacts with 

reference to an Aboricultural Assessment prepared in accordance 

with the requirements in British Standard BS 5837:2012, and include 

appropriate photomontages where the residual impacts from tree 

loss would be significant. 

 After the LTVA methodology was agreed and the assessment started at 5.5.

the beginning of 2013 a 3rd Edition of the GLVIA was published in April 

2013 (G-4-22). LI guidance on the matter specifies that methodologies 

should follow the guidance in force at the time and therefore the new 

guidance should not be retrospectively applied. However the difference 

between the two editions is that the 3rd Edition allows more flexibility in 

evaluation, to rely more on description and reasoned argument rather 

than just a matrix which simply takes the sensitivity of townscape with 

magnitude of change to arrive at an effect. In my view the latest 

guidance is more balanced and would have resulted in different results 

for some of the character areas.  

 The LTVA is broken into both landscape / townscape character effects 5.6.

and Visual effects across 29 character areas for the north route, and 15 

character areas for the south route. The character areas are numbered 

(with an N suffix for the north route and an S suffix for the south route) 

and named. The LTVA described effects for pre and post mitigation (or 

residual effects) for both construction and operation phases. The 

LTVA covers a number of potential construction impacts which can be 

partially reduced by process mitigation measures set out in the Code of 

Construction Practice (CoCop). However most of the impacts are a result 

of physical change, such as tree felling or demolitions or new busway. 

Therefore my proof focuses on residual operational effects after 

mitigation has been deployed and after 15 years, as I believe these are 

the most important to reflect on as NGT has the potential to permanently 

change townscape and visual amenity for a long time.  

 This chapter of my proof starts with landscape and townscape character 5.7.

and then covers visual effects. NGT brings about adverse impacts but 
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also beneficial change. A change is assessed as being significant if it 

has been judged to be major, major/moderate or moderate. Non-

significant change has been assessed as moderate/slight, slight, slight 

negligible or negligible. These results have been arrived at by taking the 

sensitivity of the character area or visual receptor and magnitude of 

change into account. This makes sure the assessment is as objective as 

possible.  

 

North Route Townscape/Landscape Assessment Results 

 Out of the 29 landscape / townscape character areas on the north route 5.8.

nine areas will be subject to significant adverse residual effects on the 

local character. 

 

 N04 Bodington Park and Ride; 

 N05 Otley Road (Bodington Park and Ride to Oxley Hall Road), 

 N10 Otley Road (St Chads), 

 N12 Shaw Lane junction to Alma Road, 

 N13 Headingley Off Highway (Alma Road to Shire Oak Road), 

 N14 Headingley Off Highway (Shire Oak Road to Headingley 

Lane), 

 N15 Headingley Lane (Richmond Road to Grosvenor Road), 

 N16 Hyde Park Corner, and, 

 N27 City Square. 

 This needs to be set in the context of the 10 areas that have residual 5.9.

slight, beneficial effects on local character, albeit of a non-significant 

level: 
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 N01 Holt Park  (Local neighbourhood Centre), 

 N02 Otley Old Rd.  (Holt Park to Hospital Lane), 

 N03 Otley Old Rd. (Hospital Lane to Otley Rd.), 

 N17 Woodhouse Lane (Hyde Park), 

 N18 Clarendon Rd Junction, 

 N20 Blenheim Terrace (St Mark’s road to Blackman Lane), 

 N21 Woodhouse Lane (Blackman Lane to Portland Way), 

 N23 Cookridge Street, 

 N25 Cookridge Street (Millennium Square to The Headrow), and 

 N28 Boar Lane. 

 That leaves 10 character areas which would experience moderate/slight 5.10.

adverse or slight adverse or negligible effects on character, albeit of a 

non-significant level: 

 

 N06 Otley Road, 

 N07 West Park Junction, 

 N08 Otley Road (Welburn Grove to Glen Road), 

 N09 Otley Road (Glen Road to Hollin Road),  

 N11 Otley Road (Weetwood Lane to Shaw Lane),  

 N19 Woodhouse Lane (Clarendon Road to St Marks Road), 

 N20A Blenhiem Walk  (St Marks Rd to Blackman Lane), 

 N22 Woodhouse Lane (Inner Ring Road to Portland Crescent), 

 N24 Millennium Square, 
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 N26 Park Row. 

 The above results show that 20 of the north route character areas will 5.11.

experience either non-significant beneficial effects on character or non-

significant adverse effects on character, and therefore only small change 

to character. In my view it is therefore important to recognise that despite 

NGT passing through a large number of Conservation Areas and 

adjacent to Listed Buildings (which automatically raise the level of 

townscape sensitivity) its impact is limited to only nine character areas. I 

examine these in turn next.  

 Character Area N04 covers Bodington Park and Ride. The extent of the 5.12.

area is shown on Plan M4931 204 in the ES Volume III TWAO (A-08f), 

and the proposed landscape treatment is shown on Plan M4931 109 of 

the combined Technical and Landscape Plans Pack (A-05). Revised 

photomontage numbers 22, 23 and 23a showing the year 1 and year 15 

view from Otley Road are included in the January 2014 updated TWA 

Environmental Statement Volume III Figures (B-7). The following is an 

extract from page 7 of existing view and Year 15 Photomontage: 
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 The proposed landscape strategy for the park and ride has been to plant 5.13.

an extensive woodland buffer along the east, west and south 

boundaries, retain trees on the north boundary, retain as many of the 

trees as possible that make up the avenue that lines Otley Road, and 

soften the car park with tree and low shrub planting. As set out in 

Chapter 3 the design has been optimised to reduce impact and the 

playing pitches relocated in convenient local locations.  

 The LTVA judges the residual impact to be moderate adverse after 15 5.14.

years due to the fact that the car park is effectively a new land use 

compared with the existing playing pitches. By its very nature a large car 

park is difficult to locate and integrate into an urban context and 

therefore some impact on character is inevitable, but I believe that the 

design has sought to mitigate this as far as possible and once planting 

has fully matured beyond 15 years it will be more self-contained and the 

car park will have become part of the accepted scene. In addition, in my 

view, the new landscape with its woodland, rough grass meadow, suds 

swales, trees and shrubs will also have greater bio-diversity than the 

current short mown grass playing pitches.  

 Character Area N05 covers Otley Road from Bodington Park and Ride 5.15.

to Oxley Hall Drive and therefore the Lawnswood Roundabout. The 

extent of the area is shown on Plan M4931 205 in the ES Volume III (A-

08f), and the proposed landscape treatment is shown on Plan M4931 

110 & 111 of the combined Technical and Landscape Plans (A05). 

Revised photomontage numbers 24, 25 and 25a showing the year 1 and 

year 15 view looking towards Lawnswood Roundabout are included in 

the January 2014 updated TWA Environmental Statement Volume III 

Figures (B-7).  The following is an extract from the existing view and 

page 10 of the Year 15 montage:      
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 The LTVA indicates that NGT will have a moderate adverse impact on 5.16.

character after 15 years. This is a result of widening of highways, the two 

new NGT busways and OLE installation. As set out in Chapter 3, the 

design has been improved over the years as far as possible and the 

mitigation strategy is to have grass track for the busway, create new 

grass verges, and replace trees. However as the evaluation only 

considers the scene after 15 years, moderate significant impacts remain.  

In the longer term beyond 15 years, I believe that when the replacement 

trees reach greater maturity, this would lessen the effect on character to 

a slight non-significant level.  

 Character Area N10 Otley Road St Chads, covers a short stretch of 5.17.

Otley Road and Weetwood Lane. The extent of the area is shown on 

Plan M4931 206 in the ES Volume III (A-08f), and the proposed 

landscape treatment is shown on Plan M4931 114 of the combined 

Technical and Landscape Plans (A05). New photomontages numbered 

42, 43 and 43a showing the year 1 and year 15 view north up Otley 

Road are included in the January 2014 updated TWAO ES Volume III 

Figures (B-7). The following is an extract from the existing view and 

page 12 of the Year 15 photomontage.  

 The LTVA indicates a moderate adverse impact on character after 5.18.

mitigation and 15 years. This is a consequence of the widening of Otley 

Road at this point, OLE, and removal of a number of mature trees. The 

landscape treatment has sought to mitigate this through the creation of 

new pedestrian focused public realm in front of the Three Horseshoes 

pub that will include an NGT stop and natural stone resurfacing of all 
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pavements. These measure will provide a new focus for this local centre. 

New extra-large replacement trees (specified as ‘replacement super 

trees’ in the Design Statement Volume 1 and 2 (A-08k) will be planted 

here but after 15 years will not have reached the stature of those lost. 

However, beyond 15 years, I believe that the new public realm combined 

with the fact that the replacement trees will have reached greater 

maturity, would lessen the effect on character to a slight or negligible 

level. (In addition the design has been changed in this area to remove 

the need for a bus layby by St Chads Church. This means that three 

trees do not now need to be removed. See amended landscape plan 

M4931 - 114 P05 in Appendix 1 [APP-10-3-1].)   

 Character Area N12, covers Shaw Lane junction to Alma Road. The 5.19.

extent of the area is shown on Plan M4931 207 in the ES Volume III (A-

08f), and the proposed landscape treatment is shown on Plan M4931 

116 of the combined Technical and Landscape Plans (A-05).  

 Impact in this character area has been judged to be moderate adverse 5.20.

after mitigation and 15 years. This is a consequence of the sensitivity of 

the townscape due to its conservation area status and widening of the 

junctions to allow NGT to use the highway unimpeded. This requires 

setting back of boundaries, partial demolition of No 40 Otley Road 

(currently vacant and already owned by Metro) and the removal of a 

number of mature trees. Design iteration over the years has reduced 

land take impacts, replacement boundary walls and hedges to match 

existing and super specimen replacement trees have been proposed. 

This is an extremely busy junction already and I believe that with the 

proposed mitigation that if GLVIA 3rd Edition been applied, then impacts 

after 15 years would have been reduced to slight adverse.  

 Both Character Area N13 and N14 cover the Headingley off highway 5.21.

NGT route and run from Alma Road to Headingley Lane. The extent of 

the area is shown on Plan M4931 208 in the ES Volume III (A-08f), and 

the proposed landscape treatment is shown on Plan M4931 116, 117 

and 118 of the combined Technical and Landscape Plans (A-05).   
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Revised photomontages numbered 26, 27 and 27a showing the year 1 

and year 15 view looking north from the Headingley Hill Stop are 

included in the January 2014 updated TWA ES Volume III Figures (B-7).   

 Along this section, NGT runs off highway through existing woodland and 5.22.

rough grassland and also provides a new shared pedestrian cycle path. 

This requires demolition of one house (which is already Metro owned) 

and removal of a significant number of individual and groups of trees. 

The landscape mitigation scheme proposes a soft grass track for the 

busway, replacement trees, hedges and natural stone boundary walls 

and a new informal meadow open space at the south end of the section 

adjacent to the proposed Headingley Hill NGT stop and Headingley 

Lane.  

 Despite this mitigation the LTVA judges impacts on character to be 5.23.

major/moderate adverse and moderate adverse respectively. This is 

understandable as the corridor will be significantly changed by NGT and 

there is not enough space in the area to fully replace all the trees lost. 

However the impact must be seen in tandem with the benefits for 

pedestrians and cyclists and the provision of the new open space. (In 

addition, in light of comments and objections, the design has been 

changed in the Headingley Hill stop area to remove a footpath. This 

reduces historic wall and tree removal. See amended landscape plan 

M4931 - 118 P05 in Appendix 1 [APP-10-3-1].) 

 The following image is an extract from page 15 of the updated TWAO 5.24.

ES Volume III Figures (B-7) showing the year 15 photomontage of the 

area behind St Columbus Church.  
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 Character Area N15 covers Headingley Lane from Richmond Road 5.25.

down the hill to Grosvenor Road. The extent of the area is shown on 

Plan M4931 209 in the ES Volume III (A-08f), and the proposed 

landscape treatment is shown on Plans M4931 119 & 120 of the 

combined Technical and Landscape Plans (A-05).   

 The LTVA has judged the character impact moderate adverse, due to 5.26.

the need to widen the highway corridor to accommodate both NGT and 

cyclists and improve substandard pavement widths. This requires setting 

an existing wall back approximately 2m, with consequent impacts on a 

number of trees and demolition and partial demolition of five buildings. 

As set out previously in Chapter 3, the design has been subject to 

refinement and widening to the south was judged to have least impact, 

on heritage features such as the curtilage of listed villas, stone retaining 

walls, and stone freestanding walls, woodland and mature individual 

trees which are present to the north. This is a busy road already and is 

only being widened by approximately 2m. The wall that needs to be set 

back is in poor condition in places and is not universally constructed of 

natural stone and can be rebuilt in natural stone to enhance the 

conservation area. 

 In summary I believe the LTVA’s assessment here is a product of the 5.27.

Conservation Area which automatically raises the townscape sensitivity 

to high, and when combined with low magnitude of change gives the 

moderate adverse impact. Had the GLVIA Third Edition been applied I 

believe the impact would have been slight adverse as the road widening 

is not that extensive, the trees being removed often have other trees 

beyond them so the overall verdant character will not be lost, the 

buildings being partially demolished are already within a development 

site and rebuilding of the wall will benefit the conservation area.  

 Character Area N16 covers Hyde Park Corner - an important landmark 5.28.

and nodal point in Leeds. The extent of the area is shown on Plan 

M4931 209 in the ES Volume III (A-08f), and the proposed landscape 

treatment is shown on Plans M4931 121 of the combined Technical and 
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Landscape Plans (A-05). New photomontages numbered 43, 44 and 45a 

showing the year 1 and year 15 view looking north west up Headingley 

Lane are included in the January 2014 updated TWAO Environmental 

Statement Volume III Figures (B-7).  

 Here the LTVA judges the character impact to be moderate adverse. 5.29.

NGT will actually improve the character of the Hyde Park corner junction 

itself (see photomontage), but requires extensive demolitions and tree 

removal as a result of the widening of Headingley Lane and realignment 

of Victoria Road. Whilst this creates new open spaces it changes the 

density and pattern of the townscape in this local area and hence the 

LTVA assessment result, which I do not believe would change if GLVIA 

3rd  Edition was followed. However the impact must be seen in tandem 

with the townscape benefits of certain aspects of the proposals and 

essential need for the widening of Headingley Lane and changes to 

Victoria Road. The following images are a an existing view and an 

extract from page 20 of the Environmental Statement Volume III Figures 

(B-7) showing the Year 15 Photomontage:  

 Character area N27 covers City Square in the centre of Leeds. The 5.30.

extent of the area is shown on Plan M4931 212 in the ES Volume III 

(Document A-08f), and the proposed landscape treatment is shown on 

Plans M4931 129 of the combined Technical and Landscape Plans (A-

05). A photomontage looking east towards the NGT stop has been 

produced and was included in the ES Volume III (A-08f).  
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 The LTVA judges the character impact to be moderate adverse. This is 5.31.

largely a product of the sensitivity of the townscape here rather than the 

degree of change, which I do not believe is that great. It is already a 

busy square in terms of pedestrian and vehicle flows. So I believe the 

GLVIA 2nd edition has forced a higher impact assessment than is correct. 

In addition I note that when the square was redesigned in the early 

2000s a space was specifically left for the Supertram stop and the NGT 

stop fits comfortably into the space. In summary if GLVIA 3rd Edition was 

followed then I believe the effects would be slight adverse and therefore 

not significant. The existing photo and photomontage extract below from 

page 32 of the Environmental Statement Volume III Figures (B-7) 

demonstrates this.  

 The LTVA also judged impacts for three character areas relating to the 5.32.

relocation and upgrade of sports pitches as a result of the proposed 

Bodington Park and Ride. None of the new facilities were judged to have 

significant adverse or beneficial effects on the three character areas.  
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South Route Townscape/landscape Assessment Results 

 Due to the low sensitivity of the surrounding townscape and proposed 5.33.

mitigation, out of the 15 landscape / townscape character areas on the 

south route no character areas are likely to be subject to significant 

residual adverse effects on character. One area S05 Chadwick St. 

(North) would exhibit moderate beneficial effects on character which is 

significant.  

 Six other areas have potentially non-significant residual beneficial effects 5.34.

on the local townscape character and eight areas have potentially 

moderate/slight, slight and negligible adverse effects, which are not 

significant.  

 In summary therefore, mitigation comprising public realm enhancements, 5.35.

improved pedestrian facilities, OLE strategies to minimise clutter and 

new tree planting have been successful in reducing potential effects on 

the south route and Stourton Park and Ride of NGT to non-significant 

levels. It should also be noted that despite the park and ride and depot 

being situated on open fields the comprehensive landscape proposals 

reduce impacts and would improve bio-diversity and the land is already 

allocated for a park and ride and local economy development in the 

Leeds UDP (Review 2006) (D-2-9). 

 

North Route Visual Assessment Results 

 The LTVA visual assessment looks at visual amenity rather than 5.36.

character and judges the sensitivity of receptors (the people who will see 

the change) against the magnitude in change of the view. Of the 29 

character areas on the north route only five areas will potentially have 

receptors which will be subject to significant adverse residual effects to 

the visual amenity. To an extent these are countered by six areas that 

potentially have receptors that will experience non-significant residual 

beneficial visual effects. However I examine the five areas with adverse 

effects on visual amenity next: 
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 The N05 Otley Road character area extends from Bodington Park and 5.37.

Ride to Oxley Hall Road and therefore covers Lawnswood roundabout 

area. The extent of the area is shown on Plan M4931 206 in the ES 

Volume III (A-08f), and the proposed landscape treatment is shown on 

Plan M4931 114 of the combined Technical and Landscape Plans (A-

05). Revised photomontage numbers 22, 23 and 23a showing the year 1 

and year 15 view from Otley Road are included in the January 2014 

updated TWA Environmental Statement Volume III Figures (B-7).  

 14 houses facing Otley Road and Lawnswood roundabout are likely to 5.38.

experience moderate adverse effects on visual amenity after mitigation 

and 15 years. Likewise pedestrians are also expected to experience 

moderate adverse impact on visual amenity. Visual amenity is impacted 

by new bus lanes, wider highway, new stops, and installation of OLE and 

tree removal. However I believe that in the longer term, beyond 15 

years, once replacement planting has reached full maturity and NGT has 

become part of the accepted view, so that the effects will have reduced 

to a non-significant level. Motorists are also shown to have moderate 

adverse impacts however this is an inconsistency in the assessment as 

they are considered to be low sensitivity so the significance of the effects 

on amenity would be moderate/slight and therefore non-significant.  

 The N10 Otley Road Character area covers the St Chads area. The 5.39.

extent of the area is shown on Plan M4931 206 in the ES Volume III (A-

08f), and the proposed landscape treatment is shown on Plan M4931 

114 of the combined Technical and Landscape Plans (A-05). The new 

photomontages Numbers 42, 43, and 43a, showing the year 1 and year 

15 view north up Otley Road are included in the January 2014 updated 

TWAO Environmental Statement Volume III Figures (B-7).  

 Eight semi-detached houses that front Otley road and pedestrians are 5.40.

likely to experience moderate adverse impact on visual amenity as a 

result of widening of Otley Road, tree removal and OLE installation. 

However I believe that in the longer term, beyond 15 years, once 

replacement planting has reached full maturity and NGT has become 
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part of the accepted view, that the effects will reduce to a non-significant 

level. The photomontages help to illustrate this. 

 The N12 character area covers Shaw Lane Junction. The extent of 5.41.

the area is shown on Plan M4931 207 in the ES Volume III (Document 

A-08f), and the proposed landscape treatment is shown on Plan M4931 

116 of the combined Technical and Landscape Plans (Document A-05).  

Here the change in the scene is confined to limited widening of roadway, 

OLE installation and removal of approximately seven trees. Most 

receptors are less sensitive office/retail/café users and motorists. The 

row of terraces (Nos 46-54 Otley Road) used as shops/café, two 

residential properties facing Otley Road and pedestrians are judged will 

experience moderate adverse effects on amenity. This junction is 

already extremely busy and seven replacement trees are proposed. 

Again, I believe that in the longer term, beyond 15 years, once 

replacement planting has reached full maturity and NGT has become 

part of the accepted view that the effects will reduce to a non-significant 

level.  

 The N13 Headingley Off Road character area covers the first section of 5.42.

NGT as it runs behind the Arndale between Alma Road and Shire Oak 

Road. The extent of the area is shown on Plan M4931 208 in the ES 

Volume III (A-08f), and the proposed landscape treatment is shown on 

Plan M4931 116 and 117 of the combined Technical and Landscape 

Plans Pack (A-05).   

 Here NGT essentially forms a new green road and footpath/cycleway 5.43.

and requires the removal of significant numbers of trees. However the 

number of sensitive residential receptors is limited to those in 

Headingley Hall, Shire Dene, No.8 Wood Lane, Lupton student flats and 

two houses in Alma Road. Replacement planting is proposed but it won’t 

completely screen the change in the view. Therefore the moderate 

adverse impact will persist. However the impact must be seen in tandem 

with the essential need for this section in terms of NGT run time and 
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reliability, the benefits for pedestrians and cyclists and the proposed new 

open space.    

 Character Area N16 covers Hyde Park Corner an important landmark 5.44.

and nodal point in Leeds.  The extent of the area is shown on Plan 

M4931 209 in the ES Volume III (A-08f), and the proposed landscape 

treatment is shown on Plans M4931 121 of the combined Technical and 

Landscape Plans (A-05). New photomontages numbered 43, 44 and 45a 

showing the year 1 and year 15 view looking north west up Headingley 

Lane are included in the January 2014 updated TWA Environmental 

Statement Volume III Figures (B-7). 

 Here visual conditions are improved at the Hyde Park corner junction. 5.45.

However the extent of demolitions and tree removal associated with the 

Victoria Road junction realignment, widening of Headingley Lane and 

OLE installation will change visual amenity. This is countered by the new 

public open space that is created and replacement tree planting. 

(Approximately 16 trees would be felled and 23 replacements planted.) 

The LTVA assesses that approximately four houses on Victoria Road 

with direct views being the only receptors that will be significantly 

affected by year 15.  

 

South Route Visual Assessment Results 

 Of the 15 character areas on the south route no character area receptors 5.46.

are likely to be subject to significant adverse residual visual effects. Of 

the 15 character areas six areas have potentially non-significant residual 

beneficial effects on the local visual amenity: 

 

Conclusion to the Review of Landscape/Townscape and Visual 

Assessment 

 Review of the townscape/landscape character assessment for the north 5.47.

route show that, due to mitigation, 20 of the 29 character areas will 

experience only small change to character in terms of non-significant 

beneficial effects or non-significant adverse effects. Despite NGT 
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passing through a large number of Conservation Areas and adjacent to 

Listed Buildings (which automatically raise the level of townscape 

sensitivity) its impact is limited to only nine character areas. Of these I 

believe that most would not have recorded significant adverse impact on 

character had the GLVIA 3rd  edition been followed and when a longer 

timeframe beyond 15 years is taken into account when replacement 

trees reach greater stature. Only at the Bodington Park and Ride site 

and the off highway section behind the Headingley Arndale do significant 

adverse character impacts persist. But these should be seen in the 

context of transport need and existing allocation for these sites for park 

and ride and Supertram in the UDP.  

 For the south route landscape/townscape, mitigation comprising public 5.48.

realm enhancements, improved pedestrian facilities, OLE strategies to 

minimise clutter and new tree planting have been successful in reducing 

potential effects to non-significant levels. It should also be noted that 

despite the park and ride and depot being situated on open fields the 

comprehensive landscape proposals reduce impacts and would improve 

bio-diversity. The land is already allocated for a park and ride and local 

economy development in the Leeds UDP (Review 2006) (D-2-9).  

 From review of the visual assessment of the north route it is clear that as 5.49.

NGT mainly runs in existing busy highway corridors there are only 

isolated sensitive mainly residential receptors which will experience 

significant adverse change in visual amenity, and these will be reduced 

as replacement tree planting matures. I also note that six character 

areas have receptors that will experience beneficial effects on visual 

amenity as a result of streetscape/public realm enhancements. Only the 

off highway Character Area No. 13, behind the Headingley Arndale, has 

receptors that will experience residual adverse visual affects but these 

must be seen in the context of the transport need, benefits to 

pedestrians and cyclists and the existing planning allocation for 

Supertram.   
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 For the south route there are no visual receptors likely to experience 5.50.

residual adverse effects, and there are receptors in six character areas 

that will experience slight improvements in visual amenity.  
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 Trees 6.
 

Tree Survey 

 In order to assess existing tree stock along the NGT corridors and feed 6.1.

into the design process two arboricultural surveys have been undertaken 

by qualified arborists from Mott MacDonald. The first survey was carried 

out between 2009 and 2010, and then a second survey undertaken 

between January and August 2013. This later survey was set out in an 

Arboriculture Assessment (A-08i) which forms a supporting document to 

the ES. The high level survey results were also incorporated into the 

Landscape Plans (A-05 and Appendix 1 [APP-10-3-1]).  The survey has 

been carried out in accordance with current national standards, in 

particular the guidelines set out in BS5837:2012 ‘Trees in Relation to 

Design, Demolition and Construction – Recommendations’. (F-20) 

 Each tree or group of trees within or near the proposed footprint of NGT 6.2.

were surveyed. In broad terms the species, size and condition of trees 

were established in order to arrive at retention categories or a value for 

the trees (in a non-fiscal sense) to aid design and assessment. The 

following categories were used, which were derived directly from the BS: 

 Category A: Are trees of high quality with an estimated 

remaining life expectancy of at  least 40 years whose retention is 

most desirable, 

 Category B: Trees of moderate quality with an estimated 

remaining life expectancy of at least 20 years, 

 Category C: Trees of low quality with an estimated remaining life 

expectancy of at least 10 years, or young trees with a stem 

diameter below 150mm, 

 Category U: Trees in such a condition that they cannot 

realistically be retained as living trees in the context of current 

land use for longer than 10 years. 
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 Trees and groups of trees have been mapped in appendix A of the 6.3.

survey and scheduled in appendix B of the survey. Approximately 1090 

individual trees and groups have been surveyed. In my opinion the tree 

survey is robust given the planning stage that the design of the project 

has reached. The main limitation of the survey has been at the rear of 

the Arndale and in a few other areas where the density of trees and 

limitations of the topographical survey have made individual identification 

of trees difficult.  

 A full summary of the trees to be removed or at risk has been compiled 6.4.

and cross referenced with the Landscape Mitigation Plans. The results of 

this indicate that the following trees will be lost: 

 

 17 Category A trees, 

 174 Category B trees, 

 246 Category C trees, 

 16 Category U trees. 

Which equates to 453 trees individual trees in total. In addition: 

 22 tree groups to be felled (all trees within the group), 

 

 11 tree groups in which some trees will be felled. 

This equates to 10,531m2 of groups and woodland to be felled. Also 

three hedgerows are to be removed. 

In addition 50 trees are at risk, and three groups are at risk (these are 

trees which will need special measures during the design and 

construction process to ensure their retention, but may still be at risk of 

removal if construction impacts are too great to retain a healthy tree.) 

 In terms of replacement planting the landscape mitigation plans show 6.5.

the location of individual trees, woodland/scrub and native hedgerow 

planting. The landscape design has reflected one of the key design 
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objectives for NGT; ‘creation of green corridors’ and has therefore 

proposed avenue and boulevard planting wherever possible and 

extensive woodland scrub planting associated with the Parks and Rides 

and depot. The landscape plans have shown where standard specimen 

trees are to be planted and also where super replacement trees are to 

be planted. Super trees have been specified where possible near to 

where prominent mature trees are being felled. The plans indicate the 

following will be planted: 

 

 1717 specimen trees,  

 60 super replacement trees, 

 61,124m2 of woodland/scrub,  

 3107 linear metres of hedgerow to be planted.  

 In summary these results show that of the 453 trees to be felled at least 6.6.

260 trees are C or U category trees which have a limited life expectancy 

and which development would not normally be planned around. These 

numbers contrast with the 1717 and 60 replacement trees and 61,124m2 

of woodland planting that is proposed. In my view, whilst the 

replacement planting is not always in the same local area due to 

physical constraints and obviously not of the same size as many of the 

trees being lost, when taken as a whole, these figures demonstrate the 

net gain for the corridors in the long term when the replacement trees 

reach maturity. In effect NGT is replacing an ageing tree stock along the 

corridors and will ensure a legacy of tree cover for future generations.   

 

Tree Replacement Policy, Trees at Risk and Establishment 

 The NGT Design Statement Volume 1 (A-08k) sets out a policy on the 6.7.

replacement of trees on the scheme. These are a refinement from those 

contained in the Supertram Design Guide. In summary these set out the 

need for: 
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 Three replacement trees for every one individual tree removed,  

 Super replacement trees where particularly high value trees are 

to be removed and, 

 Area match for groups and woodland being removed.  

 The current figures set out above indicate that the scheme is currently 6.8.

exceeding the replacement policy by a considerable margin. Even if 

groups are surveyed in more detail and reclassified into individual trees I 

still believe that the three for one policy will be met. In any case  the 

policy ensures loss of tree will always be offset however the design is 

developed in the future or the numbers added up. It will be possible for 

more trees to be planted within the limits or for the Promoters to 

contribute to out of limits planting in the immediate vicinity. It should also 

be noted that the scheme will exceed the woodland and groups area 

match policy by a considerable degree. All this will ensure a new legacy 

of avenues, street trees and woodland for Leeds.   

 To give further scheme certainty the Design Statement in Section 2-10 to 6.9.

set out the size of replacement trees and specification for their planting. 

It should be noted that the replacement specimen trees are classed as 

semi mature stock and at planting will have 20-25cm stem girths and be 

a minimum of 4.5m high. Super replacement trees are also classed as 

semi mature stock and will have 35-40cm stem girths and be a minimum 

of 5.5m high. This gives certainty of substantial replacement trees. 

 The Design Guide and Tree Survey also set out the need for 6.10.

arboricultural method statements and watching briefs by arboriculturists 

to ensure that the detailed design retains existing trees, considers trees 

at risk and will ensure that they are not damaged during the construction 

process.  

 Finally under section 2-13, the Design Statement sets out the need for 6.11.

high standards of maintenance to ensure soft landscape, including 
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replacement trees, establish and then mature. The need for a 

maintenance manual and proper management procedures and 

resources are highlighted.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Scheme Compliance with Design Policy and Guidance  7.
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 In this chapter I set out how NGT complies with the key policy and 7.1.

guidance tests, which I identified in Section 4. 

National Planning Policy and Guidance 

 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012) (E-4-21) 7.2.

Section 4 and 7, are the key tests to measure NGT design against:  

 Section 4, promotes sustainable transport and solutions that 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions and congestion whilst giving 

priority to cycle movements and where appropriate establishing 

‘home zones’. I will leave it to other witnesses to set out how 

NGT is a sustainable transport solution. ‘Home zones’ generally 

apply to intensely residential streets, not main streets which NGT 

generally uses. The main exception is at Whitfield Square, which 

has been designed with shared space home zone principles that 

blur the segregation of pedestrians and vehicles to create a 

more pedestrian focused environment. (See revised 

Photomontages numbered 38, 39 and 39a showing the year 1 

and year 15 view included in the January 2014 updated TWA 

Environmental Statement Volume III Figures (B-7).  Year 15 is 

shown below.  



   

   APP-10-2 
 

 
               Page 49 of 85  

 

 Section 7 (particularly paragraph 58) sets out the requirement for 

good design to ensure the proposals fit into their context and 

respond to local character and needs. I believe that the NGT 

Design Statement Volume 1 (A-08k) provides clear principles 

and a commitment to good design, that are reflected in the 

outline designs prepared to date and which are intended to apply 

to the future more detailed design processes. Rather than NGT 

having a single design solution, the different treatment typologies 

set out in the Design Statements (A-08k and B-7) have been 

developed to respond to local character and conditions. The 

local character areas have been identified through the rigorous 

Landscape Townscape and Visual Assessment process (A-08e-

1).  

 National Planning Practice Guidance NPPG (E-4-24) places a 7.3.

requirement on planning authorities to consider design and states that 

“Planning permission should not be refused for buildings and 

infrastructure that promote high levels of sustainability because of 

concern about incompatibility with an existing townscape, if mitigated by 

good design.” Ease of movement, successful public spaces and 

distinctive character are listed as outcomes of good design too.  In my 

view NGT complies as it represents a sustainable movement 

infrastructure project where townscape impacts have been mitigated as 

far as possible and public space improved.   

 DMRB Volume 10, Section 0 Part 1 (Highways Agency environmental 7.4.

strategic plan) (E-4-5) sets out objectives to respect the landscape 

character and quality of an area and to enhance the integration of roads 

into rural areas. This guidance is of most relevance to the park and ride 

facilities which I believe fully comply through the proposed buffer 

planting, mounding and internal planting which, when matured, will 

successfully  integrate and screen the car parks into the surrounding 

rural setting.  
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 Section A8 of DMRB places emphasis on the need to retain existing 7.5.

screen planting to soften road modifications, but that this consideration 

should not outweigh the potential establishment of a much longer term 

and beneficial screen. NGT complies with this advice as whilst the 

scheme has tried to retain trees in the first instance, where their removal 

is vital to meet scheme objectives, the scheme proposes a new structure 

of trees to offset the loss, to soften the new busway and reduce visual 

impacts of OLE.   

 The CIHT Manual for Streets 2 (MfS2) (G-4-16) includes key principles, 7.6.

against which NGT should be measured.  In my view NGT complies as 

the NGT Design Statements clearly set out the urban design principles 

which the design has, and should, comply with. Specifically the 

treatment of the new streetscapes is not only about accommodating 

NGT but also about place making and improving public realm. As set out 

by Mr Smith NGT generally improves conditions for pedestrians and 

cyclists, including crossing facilities, to ensure communities are more 

integrated and networks are improved.  

 In terms of MfS2 ‘Promoting an inclusive environment that recognises 7.7.

the needs of people of all ages and abilities,’ Again the NGT Design 

Statement Vol. 1 specifically sets out this requirement and therefore 

complies.    

 NGT has complied with the British Standards BS5837:2012 Trees in 7.8.

Relation to Design, Demolition and Construction, (F-20) as an 

Aboricultural Assessment (A-08i) has been carried out that complies with 

the BS. 

Local Leeds Policy 

 The Leeds Unitary Development Plan (D-2-9) saved policies which act 7.9.

as the keys tests for the NGT design proposals are SA1, T6, 

N1,N6,,CC6, N8, N12 and N26 which cover environmental protection, 

access, open spaces, urban and landscape design.   

 In my view NGT complies with these policies through: 7.10.
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 Assessment of environmental effects through the ES LTVA and 

the mitigation of significant effects on landscape/townscape 

character and visual amenity, 

 Clearly setting out the urban and landscape design principles 

and proposals (including those for the less able and for crime 

reduction) in the Design Statement Volumes 1 and 2 (A-08k). In 

many areas the scheme brings forward improvements to the 

environment through tree planting to create greener corridors, 

new public spaces and refreshing of streetscape,   

 Replacing sports provision for that lost at Bodington Park and 

Ride site, 

 Minimising impacts on existing greenspace and open space, 

enhancing affected space and proposing new spaces, 

 Preserving green corridors and responding to local character 

with a different design approach and, 

 Improving conditions for pedestrians and cyclists.  

 This compliance with policy also applies to the key tests from the 7.11.

emerging Leeds Local Development Framework (LDF) – Core 

Strategy (2012) (D-1-1) and specifically: 

 Policy P10: Design and consultation. I have already commented 

on compliance of NGT in terms of quality of design that responds 

to local character, but this policy also requires consultation. In 

this regard I note that comprehensive community consultation 

has taken pace (which I will leave to other witnesses to explain) 

but can also confirm that we have participated in consultation 

activities with the LCC Planning Board, LCC Design and 

Planning Officers, LCC Natural Environment Team, the Civic 

Trust, Chamber of Trade Open Spaces Forum, and Access and 

Disability Groups, all of which has fed into the design. The 
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evolution of the design has been set out in Chapter 3 of my 

proof.  

 Policy P12: Landscape. Seeks to conserve the character, quality 

and biodiversity of Leeds’ townscapes and landscapes including 

their historical and cultural significance. This policy echoes those 

from the UDP and as such I believe NGT complies though the 

proactive approach to landscape, response to heritage and 

ecology and comprehensive landscape proposals, 

 Policy G2: Creation of tree cover. This policy states that 

development which would result in harm to or loss of ancient 

woodland and veteran trees will be resisted and that increased 

tree cover of native species will be encouraged. NGT complies 

here as it does not impact any ancient woodland or veteran trees 

and will, in the longer term, increase tree cover. The final 

selection of tree species has yet to be made but native species 

can easily predominate.  

 

Local Neighbourhood Supplementary Documents/Guidance 

 Leeds South Bank Planning Statement (adopted Oct 2011) (D-6-6) 7.12.

provides a vision for the under-developed south bank of Leeds. It states 

that the key objective is to transform the south bank into a distinctive, 

vibrant, well connected, business and residential community. NGT 

clearly supports the objective of improving connectivity. The framework 

also states that for the Tetley’s Brewery site, consideration needs to be 

taken in the design of any NGT stop, which should be sensitively 

integrated into development proposals, making the stop safe, secure, 

visible and easy to use. The design of NGT has recognised these needs 

but can only go so far in the absence of any firm development proposals 

coming forward. Currently NGT proposes a stop on the Brewery Wharfe 

side of Bowman Lane, a new set back boundary wall, new pavement, 

planting, a boulevard of trees and grass track treatment. These 

proposals create a quality green corridor in advance of re-development. 
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If active frontages were proposed on Brewery wharf then a more urban 

streetscape solution might be appropriate and would be implementable.  

 Aire Valley Leeds Area Action Plan (AVAAP) Preferred Option (2007) 7.13.

(D-3-1), Objective 6 is to improve connectivity to and within the area by 

all modes particularly public transport. Objective 9 is to improve the 

environment. In the transport strategic theme section, Bus rapid transit 

and park and ride car parks are proposed. NGT complies with the 

AVAAP as the south route of NGT skirts the west of the area and will 

improve connectivity. The NGT Stourton Park and Ride also sits within 

the AVAP area which allocated the land for mixed use development and 

park and ride.  The landscape buffers associated with the M621 are 

shown as greenspace in the AVAAP and NGT retains these but also 

augments the landscape with new woodland associated with the Park 

and Ride. Therefore I believe that NGT is in full compliance with the 

AVAAP.  

 Far Headingley, Weetwood and West Park Neighbourhood Design 7.14.

Statement (draft 2013) (original adopted March 2005) (D-3-5 and D-3-6). 

The adopted 2005 guidance recognises that the A660 is heavily used 

and is a scheduled Super Tram route. The 2013 draft also recognises 

the route of NGT and the elements which should be considered by NGT 

including: road widening, overhead wires and effects on the mature 

treescape, grass verges, and natural stone paving. My previous 

commentary has set out how I believe NGT has been designed to 

integrate into the townscape, refresh streetscape, minimise impact on 

trees and replace those being lost. My commentary on trees highlights 

how NGT will help to replace the ageing tree stock, one of the 

Statements ‘issues for concern’.  I also note that NGT helps meet one 

the Headingley Village Management plan objectives by proposing a 

public space in front of the Three Horseshoes pub.  

 Headingley and Hyde Park Neighbourhood Design Statement 7.15.

Adopted as SPD September 2010 (D-3-3). This document recognises 

the A660 as a key issue and the importance of improving public 
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transport. It also acknowledges NGT but stresses that despite the traffic, 

Headingley Lane-Otley Road still present an attractive streetscape and 

that NGT proposals should be in keeping with the Conservation Area 

character and seek to enhance the setting of the Areas. I believe NGT 

generally meets this test. I also believe it meets the other improvement 

aspirations set out in the statement by:  

 Improving the Otley Road/Shaw Lane junction, 

 Providing a green corridor, and new pedestrian and cycle 

facilities that blend NGT into the context behind the Arndale 

Centre, 

 Improving Hyde Park Corner by removing the advertising 

hoardings, improving views to St Augustine’s Church, refreshing 

the streetscape and providing new open space,  

 Refreshing the landscape of Monument Moor with new tree 

planting to reinforce the boulevard effect, and retaining as many 

trees as possible in the Woodhouse Moor area to retain the tree 

line character. 

 The route and site of the depot and Park and Ride of NGT has been 7.16.

identified in the Belle Isle and Middleton Neighbourhood Framework 

(Sept 2013) (D-6-5). The framework has also set out the importance of 

improving connections to and from the area. The framework shows the 

route of NGT but also protects Belle Isle Circus, proposes tree lined 

streets and improvement to greenspace. NGT therefore accords with the 

framework in providing improved connections, extensive new tree 

planting along its alignment and improvements to Belle Isle Circus.   

 

Summary of policy and guidance 

 In this chapter I have reviewed NGTs’ compliance against the key tests I 7.17.

have identified in national and local policy and guidance that is 

applicable to the design of NGT. This has revealed a general support for 
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public transport schemes provided they respect and respond to the 

character of the townscape and landscape through which they pass. 

Nationally there is a lack of specific guidance on the design of trolleybus 

schemes as it is a relatively new and rare mode of transport.  

 However I believe NGT complies with the design and street focused 7.18.

national policy and guidance in that it has set out: 

 A clear design quality rational and set of principles,  

 Proposals that respond to the local character and, 

 Mitigate where impacts are unavoidable.  

 Locally NGT complies with policy and local frameworks as NGT is 7.19.

identified as a proposal in existing plans and the design complies with 

requirements to respect and improve Conservations Areas, improve 

streetscapes and greenspace, replace aging tree stock, and improve 

connectivity for public transport, pedestrians and cyclists.  
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 Other Issues Arising from Objections 8.
 

Introduction 

 A number of objections have been made to the draft Transport and 8.1.

Works Act (TWA) order in respect of the NGT scheme. A number have 

raised objections relating to landscape / townscape and visual amenity 

issues, either generally or specifically for certain areas or features of the 

proposals. In this chapter I summarise these objections and comment, 

either by reference to where I have already dealt with the issue 

elsewhere in my proof, or by providing additional commentary. 

 This Proof of Evidence does not include responses to all specific issues 8.2.

raised by objectors; as such issues have been and are continuing to be 

responded to by correspondence and meetings with the objectors 

concerned with the aim of resolving those objections, where possible. 

 I have structured this chapter by dealing with scheme wide objections 8.3.

first and then follow with specific objections. 

 

Scheme wide objections 

 A large number of objectors have raised concerns regarding tree loss 8.4.

and the uncertainty of replacement planting. (For instance Obj0473, 

Obj0591, Obj0980, Obj0995, Obj1593, Obj1720) 

 Tree removal occurs along the NGT route due to alterations to highway 8.5.

layouts, new sections of highway, alterations to footpaths and cycle 

ways, new footpaths and cycle ways and new park and ride sites at 

Bodington and Stourton. Throughout the design process, refinements 

have been made to layouts in order to retain as many trees as possible 

and a significant number of replacement trees, hedges and woodland 

are proposed to offset the loss, and in the longer term ensure a legacy of 

green corridors. The detail of this is set out at Chapter 6 above.  
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 In terms of the certainty of replacement planting and ongoing 8.6.

maintenance, I believe this has been clearly established via the 

landscape strategy for the scheme contained in Volume 1 of the Design 

Statement (Ref. A-08k) at pages 11, 12, 56-61, 64 and 66 and Volume 2 

which includes the landscape plans. There are also a number of other 

safeguards to ensure the successful establishment of the tree planting. 

The Draft and subsequent Final Planning Conditions can ensure 

adequate maintenance and should any plant deaths occur, ensure that 

replacements are planted. In complying with commitments made in the 

Design Statements and the Planning Conditions, Metro can ensure that 

any design and works contracts include specific requirements for proper 

maintenance and establishment. Typically on schemes these would 

include five years defects liability periods on tree planting during which 

time establishment maintenance operations would be required and 

defects remedied and deaths replaced. This is standard practice on most 

highway projects.  

 A number of objectors have raised concerns regarding visual impact of 8.7.

OLE wiring and support poles. (For instance; Obj0604, Obj0835, 

Obj0510, Obj1511, Obj1720) 

 Clear principles are set out in the Design Statement Volume 1 (Ref. A-8.8.

08K) at Page 11 for minimising clutter. The statement goes on at Page 

50 with a specific section on OLE and lighting. Here a clear commitment 

is made for rationalising existing street furniture, mounting OLE on 

buildings (where they are high enough and structurally suitable), and the 

clear aspiration to integrate lighting, signage and OLE poles.   

 A number of objectors are concerned about building mounted OLE in 8.9.

conservation areas or those associated with listed buildings. (For 

instance Obj0980, Obj0998, Obj1599, Obj1704) 

 The current preference for building mounted OLE, set out above, and in 8.10.

Phil Ward’s proof (Ref. App-9-1), includes listed building and 

conservation area situations. After careful consideration of options, it 

was considered to be preferable to have building fixings as opposed to 
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pole mounted fixings. It was considered that from a townscape and 

visual amenity point of view, discreet building fixings will have a lesser 

impact on views and character than installing support poles. In my 

opinion this remains the correct strategy. Refer to Phil Ward’s proof (Ref. 

App-9-1) for details regarding reinstatement when fixings are removed. 

 A number of objectors have been concerned regarding the lack of detail 8.11.

on the scheme proposals, or that too much information has been 

made available, making it difficult to process.  

 I note that there are conflicting objections here, and I understand an 8.12.

enormous amount of information has been prepared.  I leave it to other 

witnesses to comment on the digital and physical consultation process 

and how that has sought to engage the community. I can however 

confirm that information specifically relating to landscape and urban 

design can be found in Design Statement Volume 1 (Ref. A-08K), 

Volume 2 (Ref. A-08K) and Volume 3 (Ref. B-12). A combined plans 

pack (Ref. A-05) allows the technical engineering drawings and 

landscape drawings to be viewed side by side, to allow for a better 

understanding of the proposals. In my view this information clearly sets 

out the scheme’s landscape design aspiration and detail that is 

appropriate for the stage of development. 

 

 A representation has been received from The Chartered Institute of 8.13.

Logistics and Transport (CILT) (UK) West & North Yorkshire Group 

and North East Policy Committee (Rep.5). In relation to landscape / 

townscape and visual amenity, the representation sets out a number of 

adjustments that could be incorporated within the proposals in order to 

retain more existing trees along the proposed route.  

 In response to the representation alterations have been made to the 8.14.

layout to incorporate some of the comments made. These can be seen 

in Appendix 1 [APP-10-3-1] of my proof in the revised drawings. Due to 

changes made to the alignment, a further 23 individual trees and 9 
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groups of trees are no longer proposed for removal. Further design 

change for additional tree retention was not possible as it would have 

had knock on consequences for other trees or operation.   

Area specific objections 

 In this chapter I review landscape and townscape objections that have 8.15.

been received related to specific areas or features along the proposed 

NGT route. I start with the north route first and work from north to south. I 

then cover the south route and again work from north to south. 

North Route specific objections 

 There are a number of objections relating to tree loss and NGT running 8.16.

centrally through Lawnswood Roundabout. (For instance Obj0837, 

Obj1354, Obj1520, Obj1720) 

 A number of design iterations have focussed on reducing landscape 8.17.

impacts at Lawnswood roundabout.  

 A specific Objection relating to this comes from the West Park Residents 8.18.

Association (Obj1720). It has been asserted in the objection, that; 

‘Significant tree loss is planned for West Park to the harm of the area’s 

character and the environment, notably the removal of trees from the 

central reservation both sides of the Lawnswood roundabout. The 

planting of young small trees elsewhere is hardly a mediating factor, 

especially given the aditional pollution likely to occur from the increased 

queues associated with the removal of a traffic lane between the West 

Park and Lawnswood roundabouts’.  

 It is accepted that a large number of trees are to be removed in this 8.19.

section of the NGT route as set out in Section 3.6 and 5.12 and 5.13. 

The removals have been focussed to the existing central reserves 

leading up to the roundabout. It was decided that the removal of the 

central reserve trees was a preferential solution in townscape and visual 

amenity terms to removing trees from either side of Otley Road, in order 

to retain the green coridor effect in this location. 
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 Approximately 48 trees of varying quality and condition are to be 8.20.

removed. This compares to approximately 56 replacement trees is this 

section of the route. Lawnswood roundabout is one of the areas 

identified for super replacement tree planting which consists of semi 

mature specimen trees of a minimum height of approximately 5.5m. 

Other replacement tree planting will be a minimum of 4.5m in height. 

This will help to reduce the impact of the removals and in time, replace 

those lost from the central reserves. The year 1 and year 15 

photomontages help to illustrate that the retention of trees on either side 

of the corridor and number and size of replacements mean that the 

overall effect of a green corridor is retained. See the below extract of the 

before Year 1 photomontage:        

 Objection 1720 also states; ‘The West Park Conservation Area is also 8.21.

adversly affected by the removal of one of the trees on the forecourt of 

the parade of shops on Otley Road, plus the fixing of cable studs to 

these shops extending the cables over the forecourt compound the 

damage to the character of these noteworthy forecourt shops.’   

 The tree refered to in the objection is currently shown on the landscape 8.22.

and arboricultural drawings as ‘at risk’. ‘At risk’ trees are outlined in the 

arboricultural assessment as; ‘At risk trees - whilst every effort will be 

made to avoid them, they may need to be felled should the root zone be 

sufficiently affected during the construction process.’ I consider that with 

special construction methods the specific tree in question can be 

retained as part of the scheme. Efforts are being made it minimise the 

impact of OLE infrastructure as previously described earlier in this proof. 
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 The objector continues; ‘The proposed junction with Weetwood Lane 8.23.

would widen the highway into five lanes to the detriment of trees and 

grass verges, a development which is solely concerned with traffic 

movements on the A660. The objection goes on to say; ‘The blight of 

these area is compounded by increased street clutter and the overhead 

cabling and roadside gantries required by the trolleybus with no 

guarantees of combining OLE poles and light columns.’ 

 I have already commented on the effects of the scheme at this location 8.24.

at Chapter 5 and have noted that there are significant effects on 

townscape as a result of road widening and tree removal. However, I 

would point out that the road is already four lanes in width at this point 

and that the widening is necessary to ensure NGT operates efficiently. In 

addition substantial tree replacements are proposed, a new pedestrian 

space created in front of the Three Horseshoes Pub and all pavements 

will be resurfaced in natural stone, which will refresh the streetscape.  

The existing view and year 15 photomontage illustrate this.     

 There are specific objections to loss of front gardens, and attendant 8.25.

trees, hedges and boundary walls and fences at West Park associated 

mainly with properties 1-12 Weetwood Court and 226-238 Otley Road. 

(For instance Obj497, Obj0871, Obj0797) 

 Consultation with the owners of affected properties is currently ongoing, 8.26.

and a discussion document has been prepared and is included in 

Volume 3 (Appendix 2 [APP-10-3-2] ) of this proof, to show a strategy for 

replacement of front boundary features. This shows how land take is 

largely restricted to a strip of frontage of approximately 1.8m and that 
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replacement walls, fences, gates, tree and hedges can be installed to 

mitigate the loss, and that the final solution will be agreed with affected 

residents. 

 In response to objections, the layout in this location has been altered. 8.27.

This has meant that no land take is needed from the front garden of 

property 226 Otley Road. Therefore the existing boundary and a group 

of trees within the property will be retained. Refer to drawing M4931 112 

Rev. P05 in appendix 1[APP-10-3-1] of this proof. 

 There are other objections to loss of trees and impact of the junction 8.28.

alterations at St Chads and Weetwood Lane. (For instance Obj506, 

Obj896, Obj0861 and Objection 1354 by Weetwood Residents 

Association) 

 The objections in this area focus on tree loss, especially in front of St 8.29.

Chads Church, and the closing of Weetwood Lane to create a public 

plaza and NGT stops. I have already commented on this above and at 

Chapter 5. 

 Objection 1354 by Weetwood Residents Association refers in detail to 8.30.

the loss of trees in the area; ‘The proposed felling of mature trees along 

the A660 is of great concern to the residents of Weetwood. The loss of 

trees in front of the St Chad's Parish Centre and at Lawnswood 

roundabout is particularly serious but the lopping of trees all the way 

along the proposed route is also of grave concern. The loss of these 

trees will significantly detract from the quality and amenity of our 

neighbourhood.’  

 This point is covered previously in this proof, but the specific point 8.31.

relating to St Chads Parish Centre is covered below in relation to a 

specific objection from St Chads Parish Church in Far Headingley. 

 Objection 0861 from St Chad's Parochial Church Council, covers 8.32.

concerns mainly relating to tree loss at the boundary with NGT and 

questions the details in the Arboricultural Assessment and rationale for 
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the proposed works. I have already considered the detail of this area in 

Chapter 5. 

 The objection states; ‘…various points give us very little confidence in 8.33.

the accuracy of the Arboricultural Assessment and we request that a 

more thorough review of the impacts of the proposals on trees is carried 

out before further plans are produced.’ ‘With this uncertainty, we are 

most certainly opposed to the loss of trees which stand in front of St 

Chad's Parish Centre. At present, these trees help define the St Chad's 

landscape for the hundreds of people who use the site every week and 

the many more who live in the vicinity.’ 

 In my view it is reasonably clear on both the landscape and tree survey 8.34.

plans what the impact will be on trees in front of the church, given the 

stage of design that the project has reached, and that this was sufficient 

to robustly assess the effects of the scheme.  

 Following further design work in this area, the revised landscape plans in 8.35.

appendix 1 [APP-10-3-1] of this proof show that alterations to the layout 

have led to the retention of the trees in question in front of St Chads 

Parish Centre. Refer to drawing. M4931 114_Rev P05 in Appendix 1 

[APP-10-3-1].  

 One of the objectors, Drummond and Churchwood Residents 8.36.

Association (Obj1727) have commissioned a Capital Asset Value for 

Amenity Trees (CAVAT) assessment of tree loss at St Chads and then 

extrapolated the results across the scheme to arrive at a total monetary 

value for tree loss.  

 As outlined in Chapter 4 and 6 of this proof, CAVAT is one of a number 8.37.

of evaluation techniques, primarily developed to assess value of trees in 

monetary terms using various criteria. There is no national guidance to 

suggest that the CAVAT method should be used for valuing trees on 

developments, instead of a BS5837 survey which NGT has used. 

CAVAT is useful in ascribing monetary values to tree when they may be 

causing damage to buildings as it helps to justify their retention and the 
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cost of building remedial work, rather than simply felling the trees. As set 

out in Chapter 6 a large number of replacement trees are being planted 

as part of NGT but the CAVAT commissioned by the objector only 

assesses these at the time they are planted.   Therefore the method 

does not account for the impact and value of the replacement trees as 

they become more mature. As I set out in Chapter 6, NGT increases the 

number of trees along the route which will eventually lead to a net gain 

to the overall environment due to the increased number of trees and that 

they are replacing some of the existing aging tree stock.  

 Objection 514 from the owner of Salvo’s Restaurant in Headingley, 8.38.

relating to tree loss in the Headingley area states; One of the attractions 

of the area of Headingley is the Character of the area helped to a large 

extent by the proliferation of trees helping create a quite unique feel for 

an urban location. The wholesale destruction of so many trees as 

proposed will alter said character irrevocably and have a direct impact 

on the economic viability of the area. 

 The general issue of tree loss is set out in Chapter 6 of this proof. In my 8.39.

opinion the objector is overstating the impact of tree removal in this area. 

In the area adjacent to the Restaurant, between St Chads drive and 

Alma Road, 9 trees are proposed for removal. 13 new trees are 

proposed for this area, of which 6 are proposed to be super replacement 

trees. A large number of existing trees to both sides of Otley Road are to 

be retained. These efforts to retain as many tree as possible, as well as 

the replacement tree planting will help to keep the green character of the 

area and limit any impacts. In the area directly adjacent to the objector’s 

property, no trees are proposed for removal, with two existing mature 

trees retained and the avenue being reinforced with four proposed new 

trees. 

 A large number of objections have been submitted relating to the off 8.40.

highway section in Headingley (For instance Obj0003, Obj0015, 

Obj1691, Obj1611, Obj0781, Obj1798, Obj1717). 
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 In this location NGT runs off highway through existing woodland and 8.41.

rough grassland and also provides a new shared pedestrian cycle path. 

The majority of objections relate to tree loss, loss of visual amenity and 

loss of green space. As I set out in Chapter 5 of this proof, the principle 

of this corridor being allocated as a transport route has been established 

in the UDP and whilst demolition of one Metro owned house and tree 

loss does occur, significant new planting, a new open space, and new 

pedestrian and cycle routes also improves access and create benefits to 

the corridor. 

 In response to objections in this area, changes to the design have been 8.42.

made in order to retain more of the existing stone wall along Headingley 

Lane and a number of existing trees adjacent to the proposed 

Headingley Hill stop. Details can be found in Appendix 1 [APP-10-3-1]  

of this proof on drawing M4931 118 Rev P05. 

 Objection 1611 from Headingley Land states; ‘The assessment into the 8.43.

visual impact on the landscape and townscape character is considered 

to be flawed as no consideration has been given to the extant planning 

permission for residential development and only the residual impacts 

upon on NGT has been assessed. The potential for a future baseline, 

whereby the site is developed as per the extant permission has not been 

considered, which would have cumulative impacts upon the character of 

the site which may not remain permanently open.’ 

 I can only confirm that the LTVA has used, in accordance with usual 8.44.

practice, existing baseline conditions on site at the time of the survey, it 

has not taken any possible developments into account. I note that if the 

LTVA did take the objectors proposals into account, that this may reduce 

apparent impact of NGT, as the baseline would be more urbanised and 

therefore degree of change lessened.   

 Objection 1611 goes on to say; ‘Paragraph 4.556 states that NGT will 8.45.

permanently change the character of the area to the point that it is 

“almost irreversible”. It is concluded at paragraph 4.557 that the impacts 

of NGT when compared against the baseline conditions will be 
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“medium/low adverse”. However, no justification is provided as to why 

the impact in this area is medium/low adverse.’ 

 I cannot agree that no justification is provided. Firstly because the 8.46.

objection quotes only part of the paragraph of the LTVA, the second 

sentence clearly sets out that ‘the new character will have had time to 

become part of the wider fabric by year15 and will be maturing into a 

more neutral environment’. Secondly the objections fails to recognise 

paragraph 4.555 (preceding paragraphs 4.556 and 4.557) which 

provides the context on why the impact in this area is medium/low 

adverse. The paragraph states; ‘The replacement and additional tree 

planting along with the replacement hedge planting will have maturity 

noticeably and as such gone some way to softening the impacts, 

reinstating some of the green character. Rebuilt walls and hard elements 

will have had time to weather into the locality reducing their immediate 

obviousness. The replacement open space will have become an 

accepted and valued resource for the local community.’  

 The objection also states; ‘In addition, the assessment does not take into 8.47.

account of the extant planning permission. Considering the cumulative 

effects of the extant planning permission and the proposed development 

it is considered that the impact could be lessened, however no 

acknowledgement of the extant permission is raised.’ 

 I leave it to Mr Speak to comment on the validity of the planning 8.48.

application. However I note that this appears to concur with my opinion 

above that if the objector’s development was taken into account as the 

baseline for the LTVA, then the impact of NGT would be less.  

 A number of objectors have raised objection to the widening of 8.49.

Headingley Lane adjacent to the former Leeds Girls High School, with 

attendant impact on trees, a wall, and certain buildings. (For instance 

Obj1531, Obj1608, Obj1611, Obj1613, Obj1616) 

 As set out in my Chapters 3 and 5, due to the requirement to provide 8.50.

pedestrian, cycle and vehicular access at this point of the A660, designs 
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were developed to limit the impacts of the route on this narrow stretch of 

the A660. It was decided that setting the existing wall to the south of the 

A660 back by approximately two metres would have the least adverse 

impact on the existing landscape character in this location and that 

reinstatement of some of the affected features was achievable. 

 Objection 1754 from Morley House Trust in relation to Leeds Girls 8.51.

High School on this section of Headingley Lane states; ‘Our Client’s 

land is included within character area N15, which included all of Our 

Client’s land holdings. As a point of clarification and as an example of 

the uncoordinated approach of the documents this chapter of the ES 

refers to Our Client’s site as the Grammar School site, which is clearly 

wrong and demonstrates the disjointed approach to the submission 

documents.’ 

 I welcome the clarification but cannot agree that this signifies an 8.52.

uncoordinated approach as it still be clear in the wording and from the 

accompanying plans as to what element of the townscape the 

assessment is referring to. 

 Objection 1754 goes on to say ‘…Similarly this chapter redefines the 8.53.

impacts as Major, Medium and Low adverse as opposed to High, 

Moderate and Low as used in the other chapters, again creating 

confusion in the ES.’  

 The assessment in this Character Area is consistent with the 8.54.

methodology set out in the introduction to the LTVA. Townscape 

sensitivity and magnitude of effects are assessed in terms of High, 

Medium and Low and the significance of these effects are described as 

Major, Moderate, Slight or Neutral.  

 The objection goes on to say; ‘Although further concerns exist, the 8.55.

primary concern in this objection relates to Table 4.75 and the 

assessment of the LGHS site. Firstly the sensitivity of the site is 

considered to be of medium sensitivity, however when assessed against 

the criteria, this should be high.’ 



   

   APP-10-2 
 

 
               Page 68 of 85  

 

 I suspect the objector is confused here as Table 4.75, in accordance 8.56.

with the methodology, relates to visual not townscape. It is correct in 

showing that the visual sensitivity of the former Leeds Girls High School 

as Medium. This assessment is due to the fact that the building is not of 

residential use and therefore users will be less sensitive to visual 

change. The building was vacant at the time of the assessment so the 

visual impact on users was also considered to be reduced. If the building 

was in use, unless the building use was residential, the assessment 

would remain as Medium sensitivity.  

 The objection states; ‘Secondly the impact omits the demolition of 8.57.

buildings (a fundamental element) and the loss of trees (again a 

fundamental element) are not included. Thirdly, the mitigation is vague 

and not site specific in the Construction Plan and finally, considering all 

of these points, the residual effects are higher than slightly adverse.’ 

 The landscape / townscape assessment for the Character area does 8.58.

refer to building demolition and tree removal specifically in paragraph 

4.581. This is not elaborated on further in Table 4.75, but has been 

considered as part of the assessment for this area. I stand by the 

assessment that the visual effects in this Character Area will be slight 

adverse following mitigation, when compared against baseline 

conditions. 

 The objection also states; ‘As a general note, concerns are raised that 8.59.

the impact on townscape is accepted as being significantly adverse, but 

only limited in its explanation, whereas considerable detail is included in 

the visual receptors assessment, highlighting the lesser impacts. It is 

considered the same level of detail should be provided for both, as 

opposed to highlighting the lesser impact.’ 

 The approach and methodology is set out in chapter 2 of the LTVA (Ref. 8.60.

A-08e-1) so the landscape / townscape and visual assessment use 

different methodologies in accordance with LI/IEMA GLVIA 3RD Edition. 

In turn, the reported information is presented in a different format with no 
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intention of placing an emphasis on greater or lesser effects. This is 

consistent across all the Character Areas.  

 Objection 1608 relating to Ford House on Headingley Lane states that; 8.61.

‘…the primary concern for objection relates to Table 4.75 and the 

omission of any assessment of the FH (Ford House) site, despite it 

including a listed building.’ The objection also makes a similar point 

regarding the Elinor Lupton Centre (ELC) ‘‘…the primary concern for 

objection relates to Table 4.75 and the omission of any assessment of 

the ELC site, despite it including a listed building” 

 Ford House is not assessed specifically in Table 4.75 as a visual 8.62.

receptor but has been grouped together with the Leeds Girls High 

School in the assessment. The objector is incorrect here as the fact that 

the building is listed does not affect the visual assessment. It is 

recognised in the townscape element of the assessment where its listing 

is significant. Similarly the ELC listing is not significant in terms of the 

visual assessment.  

 Objections have also been received regarding demolitions, tree removal, 8.63.

and townscape impacts at Hyde Park corner. (Obj1641, Obj1644, 

Obj1717, Obj1624) 

 As I set out at 5.25, the landscape character at Hyde Park corner will 8.64.

change as a result of the NGT scheme, with the townscape being 

opened up via tree and building removal. The LTVA judges this change 

to be moderate adverse in significance. However, whilst some impacts 

are adverse, there are also positive effects.  A new public open space is 

proposed where existing buildings are to be demolished. Removing the 

billboards opens up views to St Augustine’s church and wider 

pavements create an improved pedestrian experience. These positive 

changes fit well with the Neighbourhood Design Statement (Ref. D-3-3) 
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and benefit this area of the route. This is illustrated in the 

photomontages (Ref. B-12), and before and Year 1 after photomontage 

extracts shown below:  

 The alignment of NGT on Monument Moor has been objected to.  (For 8.65.

instance in Obj1623, Obj1624, Obj1641, Obj1644). 

 Details of the proposals in this part of the route are outlined in Chapter 8.66.

3.10 of this proof. The alignment of NGT on Monument Moor has been 

subject to design development to achieve an appropriate and 

sympathetic route across the Moor. In landscape terms, it was 

considered preferable to take a narrow strip of Monument Moor than to 

alter the character and symmetry of A660 by widening the existing 

carriageway in this location. Significant amounts of replacement tree, 

hedgerow and wildflower planting are proposed in this location in order 

to help integrate the scheme with the surrounding landscape. 

Improvements to footpaths, tree planting to reinforce the boulevard along 

the A660, the setting of the existing monument on the Moor and a new 

public open space further integrate NGT with the setting and improve the 

value of Monument Moor.  

 It has been asserted in Objection 1623 that ‘…it would be extremely 8.67.

dangerous to plant wildflower on Monument Moor as proposed by Metro. 

They could attract children onto the area and could lead to fatalities’. 

 In my opinion this is overstating risk as the presence of wildflowers is 8.68.

unlikely to attract children onto the alignment. The alignment will be 

clearly defined with hedges and clear sight lines will be maintained. I 

believe the landscape proposals are important in helping to integrate 

NGT onto the Moor and mitigate landscape impacts.  

 It has also been stated in Objection 1623 ‘…is Monument Moor really 8.69.

only equivalent to a few packets of seeds?’ Is Metro giving Leeds 

University packets of seeds to pay for the land near Bodington Hall that 

they want to use as a park and ride? I don’t think so. And how much is 
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the university being paid to compensate it for the land near Bodington 

Hall? 

 I will leave it to others to comment on compensation payments. But I do 8.70.

believe that objectors are significantly underestimating the value of the 

proposed landscape mitigation and improvements proposed within the 

NGT scheme. In total, along the Monument Moor section of the route 

approximately 19 trees are proposed for removal and a further 24 trees 

are shown as being at risk of removal.  In comparison to this, 

approximately 131 new trees are proposed. I believe that the proposed 

trees will help reinforce the currently fragmented boulevard to the 

Monument Moor side of Woodhouse Lane and give Monument Moor a 

much improved and greener setting. This along with improvements to 

footpaths, the steps, the setting of  the  Henry Rowland Marsden 

monument, the relocation of temporary parking  and a new pedestrian 

dominated space at the junction with Raglan Road, create a more 

accessible and attractive gateway to Woodhouse Moor overall.  

 It is stated that; ‘Woodhouse Moor is the most intensively used park in 8.71.

the city. It is inconceivable that any of it is no longer needed as a park. 

And why if parts of the park are no longer needed, has Leeds City 

Council included the entire park as greenspace to be protected in the 

Draft Core Strategy currently being considered by a planning inspector?’ 

 Because of the proposed landscape improvements that I have set out 8.72.

above and the new Woodhouse NGT stop it is my opinion that NGT will 

have benefits to the park as a whole, which outweigh the small area that 

is lost under the footprint of NGT.   

 A number of objections have been received regarding the impact on 8.73.

existing curtilage at Leeds College of Art. (For instance Obj0816, 

Obj1392, Obj1644)  

 Following the objections, amendments to the design have been made in 8.74.

order to maximise the space adjacent to the entrance to the College and 

improve the landscape setting. These can be seen in Appendix 1 [APP-
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10-3-1]  of this proof on drawing M4931 124 Rev. P05 and in Appendix 4 

[APP-10-3-4]. Trees shown as ‘at risk’ in the previous proposals are now 

proposed to be retained. 

 Negotiations are currently ongoing with the affected party and design 8.75.

changes are ongoing to rationalise and minimise impact at this location. 

 

South Route specific objections 

 An objection has been received regarding the proposed sub-station and 8.76.

car park impacts adjacent to the Old Red Lion Pub at Water Lane. 

(Obj1643) 

 Additional design work has taken place to demonstrate how the sub-8.77.

station can be integrated with the rear of the Old Red Lion Pub on an 

area currently used as parking space. Refer to Appendix 3 [APP-10-3-3] 

in Volume 3 of this proof for further details of proposals in this location. I 

leave it to others to comment on the loss of car parking 

 An objection has been received to the imposition of OLE on Leeds 8.78.

Bridge. (Obj1599) 

 Initial design work on the OLE indicates that there will be no need to use 8.79.

poles to support OLE across the bridge as they can be supported by 

adjacent buildings.   

 The owners of Brewery Wharf and Jurys Inn have objected to building 8.80.

fixing of OLE (Obj1175, Obj1732) in terms of visual amenity. 

 As outlined previously in this chapter regarding scheme wide objections, 8.81.

I believe that building mounted fixings are preferable to support poles in 

most situations, which is also the case here. The limits of the scheme 

have been fixed to give the powers to fix to buildings to make sure that 

the best solution can be arrived at later detailed design stages.  

 Objections have also been received regarding the alignment, attendant 8.82.

loss of trees and open space at Belle Isle Circus. 
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 The alignment at Belle Isle Circus runs through what is essentially a 8.83.

large roundabout which acts as an open green space which features an 

informal layout of footpaths and planting. I believe that the current 

alignment is the most efficient and the proposed tree planting and 

improvements to this green space help mitigate against the loss of trees 

and open space.  I also consider that running NGT around the 

roundabout on the existing highway, would increase the amount of 

highway infrastructure and impact and the route would end up running 

closer to more houses.   

Other Objections 

 I believe that other material objections to the NGT Scheme relevant to 8.84.

this proof of evidence and therefore landscape / townscape and visual 

amenity, have been addressed in earlier chapters. 
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 Statement of Matters 9.
 

 The Secretaries of State issued a Statement of Matters on the 18th of 9.1.

February 2014, which set out the aspects for the Inquiry to address.  

 In this Proof of Evidence I address the following matters in whole or in 9.2.

part: Matter 5. The Likely impact on the public, businesses and the 

environment of constructing and operating the scheme, including; (d) 

impacts on landscape, townscape and visual amenity, including 

proposals for the removal and replacement of trees, the effects on the 

character and appearance of conservation areas and on listed buildings.  

 I refer to the construction effects in Chapter 5 and focus on the 9.3.

operational effects of the scheme on landscape, townscape and visual 

amenity in Chapter 5 and on trees in Chapter 6. I also cover to some 

degree impact on conservation areas and listed buildings in Chapter 5 

but defer to the evidence of Phil Ward who is covering these aspects in 

more detail.   
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 Summary and Conclusion 10.
 

Introduction and Outline of my Evidence 

 In my introduction I have detailed my landscape and urban design 10.1.

qualifications, over 20 years professional experience as a Member of the 

Chartered Landscape Institute and experience of working on public 

transport infrastructure projects. I have also clarified my role and 

involvement with NGT, leading the Gillespies design and assessment 

team which has worked on NGT since 2007.  

 I have set out the structure of my evidence in Chapter 2, with this 10.2.

document being my main proof, and document App-10-1 being my 

summary proof. I have also produced an Appendix document App-10-3 

for more recent information but generally make reference to a number of 

the TWAO documents which Gillespies have authored. Namely the: 

 The LTVA (A-08e-1),  

 NGT Design and Access Statement Volume 1 (Principles and 

Components) (A-08k), 

 NGT Design Statement Volume 2 (the 1:1000 scale Landscape 

Proposals/mitigation Plans) (A-08k),  

 NGT Design Statement Volume 3 (Character Area Regeneration 

Synergy) (B-12) and; 

 Updated photomontages included in the January 2014 updated 

TWA Environmental Statement and Supporting Documentation 

Environmental Statement Volume III Figures (B-7).  

 

Scheme Design Evolution  

 In Chapter 3 I have set out how NGT broadly follows the alignment of the 10.3.

Leeds Supertram tram scheme which received powers via a 

Parliamentary Order in 1993 (renewed in 2000), following a public 
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inquiry. Therefore the principle of a public transport scheme along the 

route of NGT has already been established.  

 During the design process of NGT there have been a large number of 10.4.

amendments and refinements to the scheme. These have been in 

response to operational requirements, the environmental assessment 

process (including the tree survey) and extensive consultations with 

residents, businesses, planning design officers at the City Council and 

key interest groups such as cycle groups, the Leeds Civic Trust and the 

Access Forum which represents people with a disability. Design change 

has continued in light of recent representations and objections and 

amended Landscape Plans produced and set out in Appendix 1 [APP-

10-3-1].  

 The landscape and urban design proposals for NGT have been refined 10.5.

over the years to the point where the design principles and standards 

have been confirmed in the Design Statement Vol. 1 (A-08k) and outline 

design shown on the 1:1000 scale landscape plans contained in the 

Design Statement Vol. 2 (A-08k) and Combined Plans Pack (A-05). 

 It is through these documents that Metro have made a commitment to 10.6.

design standards and use of high quality materials and design measures 

such as: 

 natural stone paving in ‘city quality’ areas,  

 soft grass carriageway treatment for segregated off highway 

sections, 

 a preference for building fixing of OLE where feasible and 

combining OLE support poles with lights to reduce clutter, and,  

 the creation of new tree avenues and tree replacement ratios.  

Landscape/Townscape 

 In Chapter 5 I have set out the approach to, and commented on the 10.7.

results of, the Landscape/Townscape and Visual amenity assessment of 
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NGT that formed part of the NGT Environmental Statement. The 

Townscape/Landscape and Visual amenity assessments were 

undertaken separately. 

 Review of the townscape/landscape character assessment for the north 10.8.

route show that, due to mitigation, 20 of the 29 character areas will 

experience only small change to character in terms of non-significant 

beneficial effects or non-significant adverse effects. Despite NGT 

passing through a large number of Conservation Areas and adjacent to 

Listed Buildings (which automatically raise the level of townscape 

sensitivity) its impact is limited to only nine character areas. Of these I 

believe that most would not have recorded significant adverse impact on 

character had the GLVIA Third Edition (G-4-22) been followed and when 

a longer timeframe beyond 15 years is taken into account when 

replacement trees reach greater stature. Only at the Bodington Park and 

Ride site, the off highway section behind the Headingley Arndale and 

Hyde Park Corner do significant adverse character impacts persist in my 

opinion.  

 For the south route landscape/townscape, mitigation comprising public 10.9.

realm enhancements, improved pedestrian facilities, OLE strategies to 

minimise clutter and new tree planting have been successful in reducing 

potential effects to non-significant levels. It should also be noted that 

despite the park and ride and depot being situated on open fields the 

comprehensive landscape proposals reduce impacts and would improve 

bio-diversity. The land is allocated for a park and ride and local economy 

development in the Leeds UDP (Review 2006) (D-2-9).  

 From review of the visual assessment of the north route it is clear that as 10.10.

NGT mainly runs in existing busy highway corridors that there are only 

isolated sensitive, mainly residential receptors, which will experience 

significant adverse change in visual amenity, and these will be reduced 

as replacement tree planting matures. I also note that six character 

areas have receptors that will experience beneficial effects on visual 

amenity as a result of streetscape/public realm enhancements. Only the 
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off highway Character Area No. 13, behind the Headingley Arndale, has 

receptors that will experience residual adverse visual affects but these 

must be seen in the context of the transport need, benefits to 

pedestrians and cyclist and the existing planning allocation for 

Supertram.   

 For the south route there are no visual receptors likely to experience 10.11.

residual adverse effects, and there are receptors in six character areas 

that will experience slight improvements in visual amenity.  

Trees 

 In Chapter 6 I set out how the existing tree stock along the NGT routes 10.12.

have been surveyed in accordance with the most relevant guidance 

BS5837:2012  (F-20). The survey evaluated tree condition and the effect 

of NGT on individual and groups of trees. In summary the results show 

that of the 453 trees to be felled at least 260 trees are D or U category 

trees which have a limited life expectancy and which development would 

not normally be planned around. These number contrast with the 1717 

specimen 60 super specimen replacement trees, and 61,124m2 of 

woodland planting that is proposed. In my view, whilst the replacement 

planting is not always in the same local area due to physical constraints 

and obviously not of the same size as many of the trees being lost, when 

taken as a whole, these figures demonstrate the net gain for the 

corridors in the long term when the replacement trees reach maturity. In 

effect NGT is replacing an ageing tree stock along the corridors and will 

ensure a legacy of tree cover for future generations.   

 I then highlight that to give certainty the Design and Access Statement 10.13.

Volume 1 (A-08k) in Section 2-10 sets out the size of replacement trees 

and specification for their planting. I note that the replacement specimen 

trees are classed as semi mature stock.  The Statement and Tree 

Survey also set out need for arboricultural method statements and 

watching briefs by arborists to ensure that the detailed design retains 

existing trees, considers trees at risk and will ensure that they are not 

damaged during the construction process.  



   

   APP-10-2 
 

 
               Page 79 of 85  

 

 Finally under section 2-13, the Design Statement sets out the need for 10.14.

high standards of maintenance to ensure soft landscape, including 

replacement trees, establish and then mature. The need for a 

maintenance manual and proper management procedures and 

resources are also highlighted.   

Policy and Guidance Review 

 In Chapter 4, I have identified the national and local, policy and guidance 10.15.

that is applicable to the design of NGT. In Chapter 7, I reviewed NGT’s 

compliance against the key tests that arise from my review in Chapter 4. 

This has revealed a general support for public transport schemes 

provided they respect and respond to the character of the townscape 

and landscape through which they pass. Nationally there is a lack of 

specific guidance on the design of trolleybus schemes as it is a relatively 

new and rare mode of transport.  

 However I believe NGT complies with the design and street focused 10.16.

national policy and guidance that does exist, in that it has set out: 

 a clear design quality rational and set of principles,  

 proposals that respond to the local character and,  

 proposals to mitigate where impacts are unavoidable.  

 Locally NGT complies with policy and local frameworks as NGT is 10.17.

identified as a proposal in existing frameworks and the design complies 

with requirements to respect and improve Conservations Areas, improve 

streetscapes and greenspace, replace aging tree stock, and improve 

connectivity for public transport, pedestrians and cyclists.  

Objections 

 A number of objections to NGT have been received which refer to 10.18.

townscape, landscape and visual amenity matters. I have considered 

these and in most cases have referred back to other parts of my proof 

where I deal with the issue. However there are a number where I have 
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responded specifically to detailed issues that have been raised. Of the 

objections that I have reviewed I do not believe any raise any new 

substantial matters that have not already been considered in the design 

and assessment of the project to date, or could not be dealt with by 

ongoing more detailed design work.  

Statement of matters 

 In this Proof of Evidence I address the following matter in whole or in 10.19.

part: Matter 5. The Likely impact on the public, businesses and the 

environment of constructing and operating the scheme, including; (d) 

impacts on landscape, townscape and visual amenity, including 

proposals for the removal and replacement of trees, the effects on the 

character and appearance of conservation areas and on listed buildings.  

 I consider construction effects but set out and focus on the operational 10.20.

effects of the scheme on landscape, townscape and visual amenity in 

Chapter 5 and on trees in Chapter 6. I also cover to some degree impact 

on conservation areas and listed buildings in Chapter 5 but defer to the 

evidence of Phil Ward who is covering these aspects in more detail.   

Final Conclusion  

 In final conclusion I believe the NGT scheme has now reached a sound 10.21.

balance between townscape, landscape and operational objectives. This 

means that the scheme broadly complies with national, local, planning, 

design and streetscape policy and guidance.  
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