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1. Introduction 

1.1. This rebuttal proof of evidence has been prepared on behalf of the West 

Yorkshire Combined Authority and Leeds City Council (together “the 

Promoters”) to respond to particular aspects of the proof of evidence of Mr 

Foren which was received by the Promoters on 1 April 2014.   

1.2. It is not intended that this rebuttal proof should address points that witnesses 

for the Promoters have already covered in their evidence; however, cross-

references to relevant paragraphs of those witnesses’ proofs of evidence are 

given below, where appropriate.  

1.3. The proof responds to the following issues raised in the proof of evidence of 

Mr Foren. 

• Point 2 which states that NGT’s introduction will lead to increased 

congestion levels.  

• Point 3 which states that NGT’s introduction will lead to an increase in 

tonnes of carbon emitted. 

• Point 4 which questions the proposed approach to tree replacement and 

aftercare 

• Point 5 which asserts that the NGT scheme does not comply with other 

policies of Leeds City Council.  

• Point 7 which states the NGT scheme contradicts the policies of both 

Leeds City Council and the West Yorkshire Combined Authority as 

stipulated in the document ‘Highway to Health’. 

• Point 9 which questions the safety of cyclists using lanes shared with NGT 

vehicles and ordinary buses.  

• Point 12 which states a preference for battery power buses, specifically 

those being trailed in Geneva.  
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• Point 29 that states habitats for many species of birds and bats will be 

affected by the proposals, specifically in the area along the proposed NGT 

bypass.  

• Points 32 and 33 which state that total transport emissions will be 

increased if NGT is introduced and that the scheme does not comply with 

the Leeds Climate Change Strategy.  

• Points 36- 45 which states reasons why the NGT scheme contradicts the 

Leeds Unitary Development Plan (UDP) 2006. 

1.4. It is intended that this rebuttal proof should be a composite response by the 

Promoters to those new points raised in the evidence of Mr Foren.  In this 

respect, the name of the Promoters’ witness who is responsible for each 

aspect of this rebuttal proof is given at the beginning of each section below. 

1.5. Each of the Promoters’ witnesses who have contributed to this rebuttal 

confirm that they believe the facts and opinions they have stated to be true 

and where applicable, their evidence conforms to the standards and 

requirements of their professional bodies. 
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2. Response to Points Raised 

Rebuttal Argument 1 

2.1. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to point 2 which states NGT’s 

introduction will lead to increased congestion levels.  

2.1.1. I deal with this matter in paragraph 6.17 of my Proof of Evidence 

[APP-7-2]. 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Robertson to point 2 which states NGT’s 

introduction will lead to increased congestion levels 

2.2.1. The junction assessments provided in my Proof of Evidence [APP-6-

2] are based on individual junction flows. This is appropriate to allow 

comparisons to be made. In crucial areas I have commented on the 

way the traffic signals would be used to control queuing and to 

minimise congestions; there will be less blocking back with NGT than 

there is at the moment.  My evidence shows that in many places the 

traffic signals work better (a lower Degree of Saturation) with the 

proposed design 

Rebuttal Argument 2 

2.3. Response prepared by Mr Leather to point 3 which states NGT’s introduction 

will lead to an increase in tonnes of carbon emitted. 

2.3.1. The Leeds Climate Change Strategy sets out its objectives for 

sustainable transport, which include the development of NGT.  As 

described in NGT A-08c-2 and as noted in Paragraph 4.23 of my 

Proof of Evidence, a comparison has been made of the amount of 

CO2 per passenger kilometre for NGT compared to other modes of 

transport demonstrating it to be an efficient means of expanding the 

transport network’s capacity. 
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Rebuttal Argument 3 

2.4. Response prepared by Mr Walker to point 4 which questions the proposed 

approach to tree replacement and aftercare.   

2.4.1. The on-going maintenance of replacement planting is covered at 

point 8.6 of my proof of evidence. 

Rebuttal Argument 4 

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Speak to point 5 which states the NGT scheme 

does not comply with other policies of Leeds City Council.  

2.5.1. Mr Foren does not specify which policies he considers the NGT 

scheme does not comply with.  My Proof considers the Leeds UDP 

and Core Strategy in detail in paragraphs 4.14 to 4.45 and I 

conclude at paragraph 9.15 that the NGT proposals are supported 

by planning policy. 

2.5.2. The fields behind St Columba Church are not allocated as 

greenspace in the Leeds UDP.  I note the NGT Promoter’s 

commitment to acquire, for ecological mitigation, and open up to 

public use part of these fields. 

Rebuttal Argument 5 

2.6. Response prepared by Mr Smith to point 7 which states the NGT scheme 

contradicts the policies of both Leeds City Council and the West Yorkshire 

Combined Authority as stipulated in the document ‘Highway to Health’.  

2.6.1. In his Proof Mr Foren quotes measures to improve the environment 

for cyclists taken from the Highway to Health document. This was 

produced as part of a bid submission for funding from the City 

Cycling Ambition Group to implement a cycle superhighway between 

Leeds and Bradford, sections of which are in a different urban 

context to NGT such as a canal tow path upgrade.  It should be 

noted that the Highway to Health document is not an LCC policy 
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document. However the document does contain some principles 

pertinent to the NGT system. The table Mr Foren quotes from (page 

11 – improving the environment for cyclists) does indeed state ‘Safe, 

pleasant to use cycle route infrastructure that gives confidence to 

cyclists’ as well as ‘seamless end to end journeys’.  Among the key 

principles are the following: 

• Greater degree of segregation or separation – where possible 

NGT has sought to segregate cyclists on an alternative route to 

existing facilities such as the Headingley centre by-pass and 

new link between Carlisle Road and South Accommodation 

Road. In other areas traffic has been restricted such as along 

Woodhouse Lane providing segregation from through traffic. 

Where existing cycle lanes are to be converted into bus/ cycle 

lanes the minimum width provided is 4.2m to allow buses to 

safely pass cyclists providing separation.   

• Upgrade to mandatory cycle lanes – NGT proposals provide for 

sections of mandatory cycle lanes on the route such as along 

Headingley Lane, Woodhouse Lane and Belle Isle Road. 

• Improved junctions – all major junctions along the NGT route are 

to be upgraded and facilities provided where appropriate for 

cyclists such as feeder lanes, advance stop lines and Toucan 

crossings.  

• Extensive 20mph zones – in addition to several smaller 20mph 

zones the NGT proposals include for over 1km of pedestrian and 

cyclist dominated route on Woodhouse Lane and Cookridge 

Street with accompanying 20mph speed restriction.  

• Accident reduction measures – NGT proposals include for 

widened bus lanes, where they are currently below safe widths 

to be shared with cyclists and improved junction layouts. 
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• Secure high quality, covered parking at prime locations – NGT 

proposals include for cycle stands and lockers at Holt Park, 

Bodington Park and Ride as well as Stourton Park and Ride 

sites.  Canopy covering of cycle stand/ locker area will be further 

considered during the detailed design. 

Based on the above I consider that the NGT design has taken 

account of the Highway to Health proposal document where 

appropriate.  

Rebuttal Argument 6 

2.7. Response prepared by Mr Smith to point 9 which questions the safety of 

cyclists using lanes shared with NGT vehicles and ordinary buses.  

2.7.1. In his Proof Mr Foren considers that cyclists sharing road space with 

buses is unsafe and will not encourage people to cycle.  I cover this 

issue in paragraphs 10.2.3 and 10.2.4 of my Proof (APP 3-2).  

Rebuttal Argument 7 

2.8. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to point 12 which states a preference for 

battery power busses, specifically those being trailed in Geneva.  

2.8.1. Section 3.28 of my Proof sets out a range of bus-based options that 

were assessed for their suitability for NGT. Battery buses, such as 

those currently being trialled in Geneva were rejected on the 

grounds of insufficient range, as well as the risks involved in the use 

of technology which is currently not in commercial operation 

anywhere in the world. 

Rebuttal Argument 8 

2.9. Response prepared by Jeremy Purseglove to point 29 that states habitats for 

many species of birds and bats will be affected by the proposals, specifically 

in the area along the proposed NGT bypass.  
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2.9.1. Only a 15m wide strip of vegetation will be lost behind the Arndale 

Centre leaving a corridor of trees and woodland understorey of as 

much as 100m wide in some places. In addition trees will be planted  

in proportion of 3 new trees to every one lost and a meadow with 

mature trees beside Saint Columba’s church will be retained and 

protected from future development  

Rebuttal Argument 9 

2.10. Response prepared by Mr Leather to points 32 and 33 that state total 

transport emissions will be increased if NGT is introduced and the NGT 

scheme does not comply with the Leeds Climate Change Strategy.  

2.10.1. The Leeds Climate Change Strategy sets out its objectives for 

sustainable transport, which include the development of NGT.  As 

described in NGT A-08c-2 and as noted in Paragraph 4.23 of my 

Proof of Evidence, a comparison has been made of the amount of 

CO2 per passenger kilometre for NGT compared to other modes of 

transport demonstrating it to be an efficient means of expanding the 

transport network’s capacity.  

Rebuttal Argument 10 

2.11. Response prepared by Mr Speak to points 36- 45 which assert that the NGT 

scheme contradicts the Leeds Unitary Development Plan (UDP) 2006.  

2.11.1. My Proof considers the Leeds UDP and Core Strategy in detail in 

paragraphs 4.14 to 4.45 and I conclude at paragraph 9.15 that the 

NGT proposals are supported by planning policy. 
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