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1. Introduction 

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

Yorkshire Combined Authority and Leeds City Council (together “the 

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

Meanwood Valley Partnership, document reference OBJ0510 submitted on 

behalf of the residents of the Meanwood area of Leeds which was received 

by the Promoters on 27/03/2014.  

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. This rebuttal addresses the following issues raised in the Meanwood Valley 

Partnership’s proof of evidence (the MVP Proof): 

 Item 3: “North West Leeds Transport Forum Summary“, point 3.1 

on the Focus 2008 article. 

 Item 3: “North West Leeds Transport Forum Summary”, point 3.2 

on the references to BBC Transport Review of an RAC Foundation 

report. 

 Item 3: “North West Leeds Transport Forum Summary”, points 3.5 

and 3.6 on construction traffic using alternative routes. 

 Item 3: “North West Leeds Transport Forum Summary”, point 3.8 

on the “control” of the integrated transport system. 

 Item 3: “North West Leeds Transport Forum Summary”, point 3.9 

on reliable costs. 

 Item 3: “North West Leeds Transport Forum Summary”, point 3.10 

on traffic displacement to other routes. 
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 Item 3: North West Leeds Transport Forum Summary”, point 3.15 

on green energy “overstated” 

 Item 3: North West Leeds Transport Forum Summary”, point 3.19 

on “modern” technologies. 

 Item 4: “NGT Metro – TWAO documents”, point 4.1 on information 

difficult for non-professionals. 

 Item 4: “NGT Metro – TWAO documents”, point 4.2 on only 

marginal reference to Meanwood and point 4.3 on Shaw 

Lane/A660 junction. 

 Item 4: TWAO documents”, point 4.4 on “Does Leeds have an 

airport?” 

 Item 5: “Funding now and later”.  

 Item 6: “Summary”, point 6.2 on the Clean Hydrogen in European 

Cities Project.  

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 The Meanwood 

Valley Partnership. 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 Haskins on point 3.1 of the MVP Proof where 

reference is made to a Focus article which refers to a survey of OECD 

countries.  

 It is notable that, from the survey, 6 of the 10 countries reported 2.1.1.

‘more rapid’ journeys as being most important (and in 2nd place for 

2 further countries). Convenience and reliability scored a close 2nd 

overall. The key characteristics that are quoted to encourage public 

transport use are consistent with those which form part of the NGT 

proposals. 

Rebuttal Argument 2 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on point 3.2 of the MVP Proof where 

reference is made to a BBC Transport Review of an RAC Foundation report; 

that they state confirms that “only big measures will encourage/force people 

from their cars”.  

 This information was not evident within the quoted reference. 2.2.1.

Rebuttal Argument 3 

2.3. Response prepared by Mr Smith on points 3.5 and 3.6 of the MVP Proof 

where concerns are raised that during both construction and operation traffic 

will be diverted from its existing routes and thereby causes increased 

problems elsewhere.  

 The Construction Code of Practice (A-08g-2) sets out mitigation 2.3.1.

measures to reduce possible impacts on third parties. This includes 

the development of a Construction Traffic Management Plan as 

outlined at paragraph 8.2.7 of my Proof [APP 3-2]. In addition the 

likely construction vehicle routes are set out in section 8.6 [APP 3-

2]. These measures will help to reduce the impact on local 
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communities of constructing the works. The likely strategic 

reassignment of traffic during construction and operation is 

considered in the Proof of Mr Hanson [APP-5-2].  

 Traffic calming measures will be implemented where a safety case 2.3.2.

has been made following consultation with the local community. If 

the need arises from temporary construction works then the traffic 

calming measures would only be appropriate for that period only. 

During operation of the scheme the proposals are for traffic calming 

features only where they currently exist along the route alignment.  

Rebuttal Argument 4 

2.4. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on point 3.8 of the MVP Proof where it is 

argued that integrated transport cannot be claimed as a benefit as such 

outcomes are not unique to trolley bus systems 

 Integration is a benefit to NGT notwithstanding that it is a benefit 2.4.1.

associated with other forms of transport. It has not claimed by the 

Promoters, as is stated in 3.8, that this benefit is unique to the NGT 

project. 

Rebuttal Argument 5 

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick on point 3.9 of the MVP Proof where it 

is contended that the cost assumptions are not reliable.  

 The Promoters’ have explicitly considered risk and cost certainty 2.5.1.

when developing its projections of scheme capital costs. As set out 

in paragraphs 10.12 to 10.14 of the Business Case Review [C-1], a 

Quantified Risk Assessment has been undertaken and the 

approach to engineering design has been specified to support the 

delivery of cost certainty.  
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Rebuttal Argument 6 

2.6. Response on point 3.10 where the MVP Proof claims that the dedicated lane 

will displace traffic to other routes.  

 This is addressed in Mr Robertson’s Proof [APP-6-2]. 2.6.1.

Rebuttal Argument 7 

2.7. Response prepared by Mr Leather on point 3.15 on the MVP statement 

relates to the availability of renewable energy. 

“Each time a scheme of any significance is brought for public 

consideration, the available National Grid renewable energy is well 

overstated. The claimed reduction in carbon foot print is nonsense and 

has already been claimed by others”.  

 The Low Carbon Energy Strategy (A-08h-5) report considered the 2.7.1.

potential for and potential issues around the use of renewable 

sources of electricity for NGT. The use of renewable energy does 

not form part of the TWAO application. As noted in Paragraphs 

4.15 to 4.19 of this report A-08h-5, any claims around the use of 

renewable energy in the future would require appropriate diligence 

by the concessionaire (the organisation to whom the concession 

has been granted to operate the NGT system) to avoid potential 

issues of double counting and claims of renewable energy use. 

 

Rebuttal Argument 8 

2.8. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on point 3.19 of the MVP Proof where it is 

contended that the funds allocated to NGT could be better used purchase 

dual fuel and hydrogen buses across the whole of Leeds.  

 Issues relating to the parameters around the £173.5m DfT funding 2.8.1.

are set out in Section 8.6 of Mr Haskins’ Proof [APP-2-2], further 
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referenced as Core Document [C-6-15] and later confirmed by DfT 

at C-6-14. 

Rebuttal Argument 9 

2.9. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on point 4.1 of the MVP Proof where a 

complaint is made about how information on NGT is presented.  

 The application and Environmental Statements were prepared in 2.9.1.

accordance with the Transport and Works (Applications and 

Objections Procedure) (England and Wales) Rules 2006, some of 

which are highly technical. A Non-Technical Summary of the 

Environmental Statement was also submitted as part of the 

application (and was free of charge) to assist people in finding 

information that they were seeking. In addition, all TWAO 

documentation was available free of charge on a CD. 

Rebuttal Argument 10 

2.10. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on point 4.2 and 4.3 of the MVP Proof 

where complaint is made about the limited number of references made to the 

impacts on Meanwood in the application documents.  

 Where the NGT proposals give rise to impacts, whether direct or 2.10.1.

indirect or secondary or cumulative, then these have been 

reported. The lack of references is an indication that there are no 

wider impacts on Meanwood.  

Rebuttal Argument 11 

2.11. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on point 4.4 of the MVP Proof where the 

following question appears “Does Leeds have an airport?” 

 Leeds Bradford International Airport is located approximately 11km 2.11.1.

northwest of Leeds City Centre. 
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Rebuttal Argument 12 

2.12. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 5 of the MVP Proof where a 

range of issues are raised relating to funding, and in particular the allocated 

£173.5m funding from DfT.  

 Issues around the parameters of the funding are covered in 2.8.1 of 2.12.1.

this response. In relation to the suggestion that there will be 

unanticipated costs and/or a requirement for additional local 

funding, this is covered in Sections 11.52 to 11.56 of Mr Haskins’ 

Proof [APP-2-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 13 

2.13. Response prepared by Mr Smith on Point 6.2 of the MVP Proof which poses 

the following question.  

“We ask the enquiry to review the goals and application of the Clean 

Hydrogen in European Cities Project, aims congruent with Leeds reduction of 

road and atmosphere congestion aspirations” 

  The Sub Mode Options report (C-1-16) Section 2.3 presents 2.13.1.

evidence from a range of studies based on fuel cell vehicle 

technologies, including the findings of the CHIC project. The report 

(C-1-16) has duly taken account of the CHIC when appraising the 

state of this technology and its suitability. 

 


