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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 

Michael R Broadbent (OBJ/573) submitted on behalf of himself which was 

received by the Promoters on 24 April 2014.   

1.2. It is not intended that this rebuttal proof should address further 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. Chapter 2 of this rebuttal will respond to a number of detailed points relating 

to specific details of the design which have been raised in Mr Broadbent‟s 

proof of evidence (the Broadbent Proof). 

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 Broadbent. 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 Smith on page 3 of the Broadbent Proof with 

reference to drawing TD/30 claiming the widths of the cycle lanes are less 

than 1.5 metres and the general running lane is 2.5 metres in some areas 

and therefore unsafe 

2.1.1. Section 7.2 of Mr Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2] sets out the principles 

and design standards for cycle infrastructure on the NGT scheme. 

The highway layout, including widths of the traffic lanes is set out in 

section 5.1 of the Proof [APP-3-2]. This includes dimensions for 

running lanes of all modes of transport. This is further described in 

section 10.4.1 of the Proof [APP-3-2]. I confirm that the general 

traffic lane is a minimum of 3 metres in this area, and the cycle 

lanes are 1.5 metres in this area.  

Rebuttal Argument 2 

2.2. Response prepared on page 3 of the Broadbent Proof that drawing TD/29 

states the right turn lane should accommodate 2 vehicles.  

2.2.1. The capacity and space at this junction is considered sufficient as 

stated in Mr Robertson‟s Proof [APP-6-2] in section 9.4. The roads 

marking are inactive only at this stage and will be confirmed at the 

detailed design stage as stated in Mr Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2] in 

section 10.4.2. 

2.2.2. The City Cycle Ambition Project has been dealt with in Mr Smith‟s 

Proof [APP-3-2] in section 10.2.6. 

Rebuttal Argument 3 

2.3. Response prepared on page 4 of the Broadbent Proof regarding drawing 

TD/28.  
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2.3.1. Paragraph 1 states the bus and cycle lane widths scale at less than 

the 3.3 metres on the Technical Development drawings. This is not 

correct as they are in fact shown at 3.3m in width which is the 

current arrangement on the street. It is not possible to widen the 

lanes due to constraints such as building lines and the requirement 

for bus stops clear of the through traffic.  

2.3.2. Paragraph 2 makes comments regarding the road markings, this is 

addressed in Mr Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2], section 10.4.2. I can 

confirm that access traffic would be allowed to right turn from The 

Headrow into Cookridge Street.  

2.3.3. Paragraph 3 raises safety concerns in respect of an uncontrolled 

pedestrian crossing on Cookridge Street at its junction with Park 

Row. Only public transport and access vehicles are allowed on 

Cookridge Street and they will be subject to a 20mph speed 

restriction. Vehicles turning Cookridge Street will be at low speed 

and there will be warning signs advising pedestrians to look left and 

right. As noted in Mr Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2] at section 10.4.4 and 

also in Mr Robertson‟s Proof [APP-6-3] section 5.207 the layout will 

be further developed at the detailed design stage; this will include 

consideration of whether this pedestrian crossing will be signal 

controlled in the final design.  

Rebuttal Argument 4 

2.4. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 5 of the Broadbent Proof regarding 

drawing TD/27. 

2.4.1. Paragraph 1 states that disabled parking bays are reduced from 5 

to 3 on Portland Gate and that this is a negative impact in the area. 

However, three additional disabled parking bays will be created on 

Rossington Street, approximately 150m from those to be lost. 

Consequently this will provide a positive impact for the area and not 

a negative one as asserted by the objector. At paragraph 7.7.6 of 

Mr Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2] the net changes to parking in the city 
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centre are noted and this includes a net gain of 5 disabled parking 

spaces in the city centre.  

2.4.2. Paragraph 2 questions the loading facility for the Cathedral which 

has a dedicated loading bay. This is covered in the Transport 

Assessment [B-9] section 11.4.2. The Traffic Regulation Order at 

the Cathedral bay is for Permit Parking and this replicates the 

existing provision.   

2.4.3. Paragraph 3 raises questions over road markings and safety. This 

is addressed in Mr Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2] section 10.4.2. Access 

traffic turning right from Great George Street into Cookridge Street 

will need to slow down along with any following traffic. This is the 

usual circumstance at most side roads and I do not see it as being 

a safety issue.  

2.4.4. Paragraph 4 questions the TRO for the straight ahead movement 

on Cookridge Street at its junction with Great George Street. The 

TROs have been updated post TWAO application following 

discussions with third parties, and I can confirm that they include 

for a prescribed ahead only movement at this location.   

2.4.5. Paragraph 5 comments that to gain access to the retained parking 

bays adjacent to the Leonardo building, vehicles will need to cross 

the opposing carriageway. This is a layout used elsewhere on the 

highway network with vehicles being required to find a gap in the 

opposing traffic to safety make the manoeuvre into a parking bay 

on the opposite side of the road. In this case the opposing traffic is 

1 trolleybus vehicle every 6 minutes travelling at low speed (20mph 

or less) along with cyclists in an environment with good sightlines to 

the opposing vehicles.  Given the pedestrian dominated nature of 

the street, low speeds, good sight lines and low number of 

opposing vehicles this layout is safe and satisfactory.  
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2.4.6. Paragraph 7 raises a question over the difficulty of enforcing the 

Traffic Regulation Orders (TROs), in particular the Access Only 

order. Ensuring compliance with the TROs is an enforcement 

authority issue and the appropriate means such as spot checks 

from officers on the ground or the use of cameras have been 

assumed.  

Rebuttal Argument 5 

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 7 of the Broadbent Proof regarding 

Cookridge Street and Portland Crescent. 

2.5.1. Paragraph 1 states there could be a conflict between pedestrians 

and the trolley vehicles and enquires as to whether the trolley 

vehicles will be limited to 15mph through this area. This issue is 

addressed in Mr Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2] in section 7.3.12. I can 

confirm that as this location is a Shared Space/ Simplified 

Streescape area, the trolley vehicles will be limited to either 15mph 

or 20mph. 

2.5.2. Paragraph 2 raises the question of how specific events will be 

facilitated around Millennium Square. The interaction between 

pedestrians and NGT vehicles is addressed in Mr Smith‟s Proof 

[APP-3-2] at section 7.3. Furthermore, arrangements for special 

events will be subject to discussions between the operator and 

Leeds City Council, particular measures will depend on the nature 

of the event.   

2.5.3. Paragraph 4 raises TRO enforcement issues and these are dealt 

with in paragraph 2.4.6 of this rebuttal.  

2.5.4. Paragraph 5 raises issues in relation to Pay and Display parking. 

As noted in Mr Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2] at section 7.7.6 there would 

be a reduction of 61 pay and display parking spaces as a result of 

the NGT scheme. This has been discussed with Leeds City Council 



        REB-1 OBJ0573 

 

Page 8 of 37 
 

and taken account of in the business case. There are overall 

benefits to business as result of the NGT scheme.  

2.5.5. Paragraph 6 raises a concern about vehicles exiting the loading 

and disabled bays on Portland Gate and Portland Crescent who 

would be in conflict with the adjacent contra-flow cycle lane. As with 

any vehicle exiting a bay at the side of the street they should look 

out for any opposing traffic, in this case the cyclists would be 

directly in front exiting vehicles. This sort of arrangement is used 

elsewhere such as the Leeds City Council proposed contraflow 

cycle lane adjacent to parking bays on Cookridge street near the 

Radisson Hotel. The NGT proposals provide a low traffic volume 

environment alongside the contraflow cycle lane at Portland Gate 

and Portland Crescent. The layout has been discussed with the 

Leeds Cycle Campaign, Leeds City Council officers and local 

businesses who have not raised safety concerns.     

2.5.6. Paragraph 7 suggests that access to the motorcycle parking is in 

conflict with an access only order, presumably the one on 

Cookridge Street. Access to the motorcycle parking is via Vernon 

Street and is not therefore in conflict with any access order.  

Rebuttal Argument 6 

2.6. Response prepared on pages 8 and 9 of the Broadbent Proof regarding 

drawing TD/26.  

2.6.1. Paragraphs 1 and 2 suggest that destination road markings should 

be provided at the ahead arrows on Woodhouse Lane at its 

junction with Portland Way.  As noted at paragraph 10.4.2 of Mr 

Smith‟s Proof (APP 3-2) a detailed signage and road marking 

design has not been undertaken at this concept stage. The 

comment from Broadbent will be taken into consideration at the 

detailed design stage.  
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2.6.2. Paragraphs 3 and 4 query the lane allocation for northbound buses 

and the legibility of the layout. It is anticipated that buses travelling 

north would use the A660 North lane. A roundabout form at this 

junction provides a simpler and more easily understood layout for 

drivers than multiple traffic islands and signals.  

2.6.3. Paragraph 5 talks about footway widths at Leeds Metropolitan 

University; this is addressed in section 10.4.1 of Mr Smith‟s Proof 

[APP-3-2]. In addition it should be noted that this section of 

Woodhouse Lane is pedestrian dominated as described in section 

7.3.12 of Mr Smith‟s Proof (APP 3-2) and consequently pedestrians 

may use all of the street width.  

2.6.4. Paragraph 6 is addressed in Mr Robertson‟s Proof [APP-6-2] in 

section 5.171. 

Rebuttal Argument 7 

2.7. Response prepared by Mr Smith on pages 9 and 10 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/25.  

2.7.1. Paragraph 1 states that the only access to the Baptist Church and 

offices is past the University. This is correct for the Baptist Church 

with drivers from the south or Inner Ring Road having to divert via 

the University of Leeds Parkinson Building. If the offices referred to 

are Broadcasting Place (Leeds Metropolitan University Campus) 

then a new link road would be provided from the A660) Woodhouse 

Lane (east) and this layout would provide shorter less convoluted 

routes to and from the south.   

2.7.2. Paragraph 2 suggests that the contraflow cycle lane on Blackman 

Lane presents safety issues at the Baptist Church access. In effect 

the current south-westbound vehicular traffic and cyclists are 

replaced by cyclists only, and a separation strip is provided 

between the contraflow cycle lane and north eastbound general 
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traffic. This layout is safe and reduces conflicts at the Baptist 

Church access by removing the south westbound general traffic. 

2.7.3. Paragraph 3 suggests that the bus stop on Blackman Lane which is 

to be relocated into a lay-by is not required. The bus routing pattern 

post NGT implementation in 2020 is not defined and therefore the 

possibility of buses along this route has been safeguarded.  

2.7.4. Paragraph 4 states that bus movements are limited to an 

eastbound movement over Woodhouse Lane Bridge due to access 

restrictions. This is not correct as buses will be able to travel in both 

directions on Woodhouse Lane (east and west) bridges. Buses are 

not in conflict with other traffic at Blackman Lane as suggested.  

2.7.5. Paragraph 5 notes the loss of on street parking adjacent to 

Blenheim Terrace and suggests that this will disadvantage 

business and disabled users. As noted in section 9.2.1.5 Table 9.3 

of the Transport Assessment (B-9) 11 short stay car parking 

spaces will be removed and this to facilitate the creation of a 

pedestrian dominated street with  wider footways to better 

accommodate the large pedestrian flows. Parking for disabled 

users and the businesses is provided on the substantial forecourts 

of the Blenheim Terrace properties.  

2.7.6. Paragraph 6 raises concerns about the safety of the uncontrolled 

pedestrian crossings shown along Woodhouse Lane.  This will be 

shared space/ simplified streetscape as described at paragraph 

7.3.12 of Mr Smith‟s Proof (APP 3-2) and consequently is 

pedestrian dominated. It will have access restrictions which will 

substantially reduce traffic flows and have a speed restriction of 

15mph or 20mph. In these circumstances the uncontrolled 

crossings are appropriate.   

Rebuttal Argument 8 
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2.8. Response prepared on pages 10 and 11 of the Broadbent Proof regarding 

drawing TD/24.  

2.8.1. Paragraph 1 comments that the Technical Development Plans (A-

11) note loading bays on the eastern side of Woodhouse Lane 

whist the TRO plans (A-4) are for loading and parking in this 

location. The Technical Development plans (A-11) cannot show all 

of the detail and overlapping functions that are shown on the larger 

scale TRO plans (A-4) and also reflected in more detail within the 

Order TRO schedule. I confirm that on street time limited parking 

and loading are available on the eastern side of Woodhouse Lane 

as per the TRO drawings and accompanying schedule.  

2.8.2. Paragraph 2 comments on access restrictions affecting business 

and disabled parking. It is acknowledged that to gain the benefits of 

a pedestrian dominated environment along Woodhouse Lane 

changes to access have been necessary; however access will be 

provided to all properties. Disabled users may park on the 

Blenheim Terrace forecourts or within the University car parks.  

Rebuttal Argument 9 

2.9. Response prepared by Mr Smith on pages 11 and 12 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/23. 

2.9.1. Paragraphs 1 to 3 question the bus and cycle lane width 

northbound on the approach to Clarendon Road as well as safety. 

The lane width is 3.65m as stated on the drawing and this is 

discussed further at paragraph 10.2.4 of Mr Smith‟s Proof (APP 3-

2). Given the short 100m length of 3.65m width bus and cycle lane 

on the approach to a junction, buses would follow a cyclist and not 

be unduly delayed.  

2.9.2. Paragraph 4 points out that the TRO plans (A-4) only show 3 Pay 

and Display parking bays where 4 currently exist. This is correct in 

order to provide sufficient space for large vehicles turning into St 
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Mark‟s Street. All parking bays and road marking details have not 

been shown on the Technical Design Drawings (A-11) due to their 

scale and the concept nature of the design as noted in paragraph 

10.4.2 of Mr Smith Proof (APP 3-2). Given that within the one way 

section of St Mark‟s Street (southern end) vehicles can only enter 

and leave the parking bays in a northbound direction, the three 

point turn mentioned in the Broadbent Proof appears to be of no 

relevance.  

2.9.3. Paragraphs 5 and 6 note the contra-flow cycle lane and 

juxtaposition with the pay and display bays.  This layout is 

satisfactory given the carriageway width and one way nature of the 

street.   

2.9.4. Paragraph 7 and 8 raise a question with regard to the use and 

enforcement of the 9 parking permit bays on Raglan Road. 

Enforcement of these bays will be carried out by the relevant 

authorities in a suitable manner. The permit parking is to help 

protect the businesses from misuse of the parking bays; however 

further discussions will be held with the frontage properties as to 

what is appropriate for them. The Landscaping Drawings are 

indicative and the TRO plans (A-4) and accompanying schedule in 

the Order take precedence.  

Rebuttal Argument 10 

2.10. Response prepared by Mr Walker regarding statements on pages 12, of  

Broadbent Proof in respect of conflicting annotation between landscape and 

technical drawings.  Mr Broadbent states on page 12 of his proof that there is 

a conflict in the annotation between technical drawing TD/023 and landscape 

proposals drawing M4931-123. The technical drawing shows an area along 

Raglan Road labelled as permit parking. On the landscape drawing, this area 

is labelled as loading.  

2.10.1. The annotation on the Technical Design Drawing (A-11) is correct, 

and the landscape drawing has subsequently been updated to 
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reflect this Refer to Drawing M4931-123 P05 in Appendix 1 [APP-

10-3] of my Proof. 

Rebuttal Argument 11 

2.11. Response prepared by Mr Smith on pages 12 and 13 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/22. 

2.11.1. Paragraph 1 queries the appropriateness of the advanced stop line 

at the right turn from Woodhouse Lane into Rampart Road due to 

the narrow lane width. This facility is useful for cyclists in the 

nearside lane to get ahead of traffic in the offside when stationary 

and position themselves in a safe area for the right turn.  

2.11.2. Paragraph 2 raises safety concerns over the uncontrolled 

pedestrian crossing where the NGT route enters Monument Moor. 

This crossing would have warning signage but given that an NGT 

vehicle will only be present every 6 minutes it is not considered 

appropriate to signalise it.  

2.11.3. Paragraph 3 suggests that the removal of parking on Cliff Road 

would displace parking onto Woodhouse Street or other roads. The 

NGT proposals provide disabled parking on Cliff Road. The parking 

restrictions applied on Cliff Road are for safety reasons near 

junctions and to help expedite the flow of traffic in particular as this 

street would serve as diversionary route for the displaced turning 

movements at the Woodhouse Lane/ Woodhouse Street junction. 

Woodhouse Street also has parking restrictions in order to expedite 

traffic flow.  

2.11.4. Paragraph 4 states that the southbound lane on Cliff Road will be 

reduced to 1 metre width where the disabled bays are located. The 

7.3m width carriageway has a marked out 2.5m width parking bay 

of which 0.5m is the door clearance/ opening zone; therefore this 

leaves 5.3m for passing traffic. This is generally wide enough for 

two way low speed traffic past a short length of obstruction. If large 
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vehicles wanted to pass then the southbound vehicle may have to 

wait until safe to do so. The proposed layout is the same 

arrangement and widths as the existing layout on the street.  

2.11.5. Paragraphs 5 and 6 state that the removal of the southbound bus 

stop on Woodhouse Lane to the north of Cliff Road is not reflective 

of need or demand. An on street bus stop at this location would 

significantly impede the trolleybus vehicle given the changes to 

lane allocation to accommodate the displaced turning movements 

at the Woodhouse Lane/ Woodhouse Street junction. The 

possibility of providing a bus lay by at this location was investigated 

but resulted in the removal of several mature trees and so was not 

adopted. Bus stop relocations will be reviewed with bus operators 

and passenger groups as part of the detailed design.  

Rebuttal Argument 12 

2.12. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 14 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/21. 

2.12.1. Paragraph 1 says that the bus lay-by outside number 38 

Headingley Lane appears to be 2.5m width at its widest point and 

that this gives rise to safety concerns This is not correct as the bus 

lay by excluding entry and exit tapers is 3m in width and this is 

satisfactory and can accommodate a bus clear of both the cycle 

and general traffic lanes.  

2.12.2. Paragraph 2 suggests that the 2 ahead lane makings on 

Woodhouse Lane at the junction entry (southern arm of the 

Woodhouse lane/ Woodhouse Street junction) are confusing. There 

is a 70 length of weaving area beyond the junction for vehicles to 

switch from the nearside to the offside. In addition when a detailed 

road makings design is undertaken destination markings or 

alternative road markings may be considered appropriate.  
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2.12.3. Paragraph 3 describes right turn movements into and out of 

Regents Park Avenue. Following further consultation, the design at 

this location has been amended to allow the right turn into Regents 

Park Avenue and this is reflected on an updated post TWAO 

application TRO drawing and accompanying schedule.   

Rebuttal Argument 13 

2.13. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 15 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/20. 

2.13.1. Paragraph 1 queries the relocation or abandonment of the 

eastbound bus stop near to Cumberland Road. It will be relocated 

as stated on the Technical Design Drawing (A-11 TD20) some 

100m to the east. Along with other bus stop relocations in the area 

the eastbound bus stop spacing in the vicinity of Cumberland Road 

will be around 300m and it is acknowledged that this is an increase 

on the current spacing.  

2.13.2. Paragraph 2 states that there are no westbound stops between 

Avenue Walk and North Grange Road, and that this is not 

acceptable. The NGT stop is located between these points to the 

north of Victoria Road and therefore the objector statement is not 

correct. In addition a bus lay-by is proposed some 100m to the east 

of North Grange Road.  

Rebuttal Argument 14 

2.14. Response prepared by Mr Smith on pages 15 and 16 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/19. 

2.14.1. Paragraph 1 states that footway widths on both sides of Headingley 

Lane generally appear to be less than 2m width. This is not correct 

as proposed footway widths along Headingley Lane are at least 2m 

in width. In some places such as to the west of North Grange Road 

on the northern side of the carriageway the NGT scheme proposes 

to widen existing footways.  
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2.14.2. Paragraph 2 queries the traffic and cycle lane widths eastbound on 

Headingley Lane at the Richmond Avenue junction. The widths 

stated by the objector are incorrect and I can confirm that the cycle 

lane is 1.5m width and the traffic lane 3m in width.  

2.14.3. Paragraphs 3 and 4 query the cycle lane width on the Richmond 

Avenue junction approach from Headingley and raise safety 

concerns This is an existing facility as shown on the Technical 

Design Drawing by the different shading and is not affected by NGT 

proposals.  

2.14.4. Paragraph 4 raises the point that there is a left turn arrow on 

Richmond Avenue at its junction with Headingley Lane with no 

TRO backing up this prohibited movement. The design was 

recently changed (as shown on A-11 TD19) and the left turn road 

marking is not correct and will be removed. The TRO plan (A-4) 

and accompanying schedule are correct. It will be permissible to 

right turn from Richmond Avenue into Headingley Lane.   

Rebuttal Argument 15 

2.15. Response prepared by Mr Smith on pages 16 to 21 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/16. 

2.15.1. Paragraph 1 raises safety concerns about the available sightlines 

for traffic exiting the Arndale Centre upper tier car park onto Alma 

Road. This has been considered in detail and the methodology in 

Manual for Streets has been used to calculate stopping sight 

distances. There are adequate sightlines subject to the northbound 

NGT vehicle being restricted to 15mph in this vicinity. This will be 

enforced by the tight alignment geometry, signage, driver training 

and monitoring of NGT vehicle parameters.  

2.15.2. Paragraphs 2 to 4 raise safety concerns about the uncontrolled 

pedestrian and cyclist crossing of the NGT alignment at Alma 

Road. As mentioned in the response above the NGT vehicles will 
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be at low speed (no more than 15mph) in this area with one 

trolleybus in each direction every 6 minutes. Given these factors 

together with signage, driver training and trolleybus speed 

monitoring this will provide a satisfactory arrangement.  

2.15.3. Paragraph 5 suggests ways to make the road markings on Alma 

Road clearer for drivers. At paragraph 10.4.2 of Mr Smith‟s Proof 

[APP-3-2] it is noted that a detailed road markings design has not 

been undertaken at this concept stage. Mr Broadbent‟s suggestion 

is noted and will be considered at the detailed design.  

2.15.4. Paragraphs 6 to 10 note the proposed lane allocation and road 

markings southbound approaching the Shaw Lane junction and 

through it to the Alma Road junction. Destination road markings will 

be considered further at the detail design stage. The objector 

correctly notes that at some point during the 160m length of road 

between the termination of the bus lane and Alma Road junction 

buses will have to manoeuvre from the nearside lane to the offside 

lane. This layout has been designed to maximise junction capacity 

whilst providing priority to public transport.  

2.15.5. Paragraph 11 claims that the outbound general traffic flow on Otley 

Road will be split into 2 with NGT proposals; there being a 

dedicated right turn lane into Alma Road and also into Shaw Lane. 

This is not correct as the offside lane on Otley Road at the junction 

with Alma Road is indicated as being ahead and right turn.  

2.15.6. Paragraph 14 notes that Royal Mail collection vans will stop in the 

vicinity of the post box and it is acknowledged that this short 

duration event may cause some delay to other road users.  

2.15.7. Paragraphs 18 to 21 relate to the removal of the northbound bus 

stop from outside number 121 Otley Road. This is necessary to 

help ensure traffic flow on this single lane section and prevent a 

stationary bus from impeding other traffic. It is not possible to 
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relocate the bus stop into a lay-by due to local constraints. The 

position of all bus stops along the route will be reviewed with 

passengers groups and bus operators during the detailed design 

stage of the project.  

2.15.8. Paragraph 22 suggests that the right turn from Otley Road into the 

road in front of the shops on the north west corner of the St Anne‟s 

Road/ Otley Road junction would be unsafe due to its width. It is 

acknowledged that cars park on this street in front of the shops but 

there is generally enough room for other cars to pass by and more 

than enough room for cyclists.   

Rebuttal Argument 16 

2.16. Response prepared by Mr Robertson on pages 16 to 21 of the Broadbent 

Proof regarding drawing TD/16. 

2.16.1. On page 18, paragraph 4, the Broadbent Proof says that the laning 

arrangement between Shaw Lane and North Lane works well.  I 

would suggest that in the morning peak there are currently a 

number of problems southbound which the NGT scheme resolves.  

Because more traffic can enter the area at Shaw Lane than can 

leave it at North Lane, there is a constant queue, creating a poor 

environment. There can be queuing across the pedestrian crossing.  

There is an excessive amount of lane changing currently.  This is 

due to the congested nature of the area, and the way buses move 

in and out of the layby.  Because of this, some traffic wanting to go 

straight ahead from the nearside lane at North Lane moves into the 

outside lane (some even from Shaw Lane), which creates a jostling 

for places in the nearside lane past the bus layby.  This is 

particularly problematic for cyclists. 

2.16.2. On page 19, paragraph 2, the Broadbent Proof suggests the 

inbound flow will halve as a consequence of reducing the number 

of lanes from 2 to 1.  I show in my Proof [APP-6-2], paragraph 5.84 

that this is not the case.  The current arrangement of 2 lanes 
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southbound is used inefficiently due to the increased intergreen to 

allow pedestrians to start crossing Shaw Lane, the blockage of the 

lanes during the ahead arrow stage, blockage occasionally by right 

turning vehicles, and exit blocking by the queue from North Lane.  

The single lane inbound will have a slightly longer full green signal 

and much better lane usage. 

2.16.3. On page 19, paragraph 3, the Broadbent proof refers to congestion 

caused by road works.  The system of bus gates will allow traffic to 

be better managed through the system in the event of one-off 

disruptive events occurring.  

2.16.4. On page 19, paragraph 6, and page 20, paragraph 1, the 

Broadbent Proof comments on traffic going from across the A660, 

from Shaw Lane to North Lane, due to expected congestion.  In 

fact the congestion in this area will decrease, due to the queue 

management I describe in my Proof [APP-6-2], paragraph 5.84.   In 

addition, as North Lane signals are not affected, there is no reason 

why traffic should take a different route with NGT.   

Rebuttal Argument 17 

2.17. Response on page 19 paragraph 17 of the Broadbent Proof that “the 

proposals will inhibit… traffic flow… and major congestion can be expected”.  

2.17.1. This is addressed in section 10 of Mr Hanson‟s Proof [APP-5-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 18 

2.18. Response prepared by Mr Leather on the Broadbent Proof concerns about 

increased pollution.  “That will increase the undesirable penetration of traffic 

into residential areas.  The described scenarios can only increase the levels 

of pollution in the Headingley area which is already of great concern to 

residents and users of this unique environment and public amenity.” (Page 

20) “The loss of the entry point at the western edge of the car park with a 

replacement on Holt Crescent means that the properties adjacent to this road 

will suffer loss of privacy, more noise, traffic movements and increased 
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pollution.” (Page 31).  “The level of pollution, with resultant increase in 

congestion, does nothing to support this scheme and the particular area 

between Alma Road and Richmond Avenue will be adversely and 

detrimentally effected.” (Page 43) 

2.18.1. The potential air quality impacts of the scheme were assessed 

within the Environmental Statement.  As I explain in my proof [APP-

15-2], paragraph 4.12, overall the NGT Scheme is predicted to 

improve air quality at more locations than it will cause deterioration. 

This change however is not considered significant in accordance 

with the criteria set out in paragraph 2.5 of the Air Quality Technical 

Appendix (B-2). The dispersion modelling results used to inform the 

assessment show that by 2020 (opening year), concentrations in 

NO2, PM10 and PM2.5 are predicted to be below air quality 

objectives, as described in the Air Quality Technical Appendix (B- 

2) page 5 paragraph 1.34. Changes in concentrations caused by 

the NGT Scheme are minor adverse at worst, and are therefore not 

significant. 

Rebuttal Argument 19 

2.19. Response prepared by Mr Smith on pages 21 to 23 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/15. 

2.19.1. Paragraphs 1 to 5 note the reduction in footway widths and make 

reference to Manual for Streets 2. The minimum footway width 

proposed in this area will be 2m however the proposals also allow 

for wider footways such as over 3m width in the vicinity of Victoria 

Terrace.  Manual for Streets is a guidance document and 

recommends a minimum footway width of 2m and that 

consideration be given to a wider footway adjacent to a heavily 

used carriageway or adjacent to gathering places such as schools 

and shops. I am satisfied that due consideration has been given to 

footway widths, and where possible additional width has been 

provided. In other places wider footways are not feasible due to 
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boundary constraints or impacts on third parties. The additional 

northbound bus and cycle lane will move general traffic further 

away from footways and therefore be of benefit in making the 

footways a more pleasant place to walk.  

2.19.2. Paragraph 6 concerns the prohibition of the right turn from Otley 

Road into Burton Crescent and is dealt with in the evidence of Mr 

Robinson.  

2.19.3. Paragraph 7 concerns the prohibition of the right turn from Otley 

Road into St Anne‟s Street and is dealt with in the evidence of Mr 

Robinson. 

2.19.4. Paragraph 9 relates to the proposed traffic movement restrictions 

along Otley Road. The design (A-11) and TRO plans have been 

updated post TWAO application and the prohibition of right turn into 

Cottage Road has been removed.  

Rebuttal Argument 20 

2.20. Response prepared by Mr Smith on pages 23 to 26 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/014. 
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2.20.1. Paragraphs 1 to 6 are concerned with the closure of Weetwood 

Lane to vehicular traffic at its junction with Otley Road. This is 

considered in section 6.5 of Mr Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2].  

2.20.2. Paragraph 8 mentions the proposed permit parking in the vicinity of 

number 72 to 80 Otley Road. The authorised users and operational 

arrangements will be discussed with representatives of the 

properties fronting onto the bays during the detailed design stage. 

The objector incorrectly says that the width of the parking and 

loadings bays is 2m. The actual width shown on the design 

drawings is 2.5m which is what is usually provided in Leeds and 

elsewhere for this purpose.  

2.20.3. Paragraphs 9 to 11 mention parking for businesses along Otley 

Road although this is not currently possible at certain times of the 

day due to the operation of an inbound bus lane. NGT proposals 

would provide loading and parking bays in the vicinity of Park 

Terrace and Cottage Road which would be available for use 24 

hours a day.  

2.20.4. Paragraph 12 mentions the use of extra wide child buggies on the 

footway between Drummond Avenue and Drummond Road. The 

footway currently varies in width from 3.25m to 3.5m and will be 

reduced with NGT proposals to around 2.5m to 3m along this 

section. 

2.20.5. Paragraph 13 mentions reduced footway widths in the context of 

Lawnswood School. This is considered at paragraphs 10.12.4 and 

10.12.5 in Mr Smith‟s Proof (APP 3-2).  

2.20.6. The Broadbent Proof raises concerns about parking for St Chad‟s 

parade. This is addressed in sections 5.2.6 and 7.6 in Mr Smith‟s 

Proof [APP-3-2]. 
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Rebuttal Argument 21 

2.21. Response prepared by Mr Smith on pages 26 and 27 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/013. 

2.21.1. Paragraph 2 claims that NGT proposals will prohibit any provision 

for disabled users at Richmond House Preparatory School. This is 

not the case as vehicular access can be gained to rear of the 

school via Cross Glen Road which leads to a parking area.  

2.21.2. Paragraph 3 mentions reduced footway widths in the context of 

Lawnswood School. This is considered at paragraphs 10.12.4 and 

10.12.5 in Mr Smith‟s Proof (APP 3-2).  

2.21.3. Paragraph 4 raises safety concerns about the uncontrolled 

pedestrian crossings for Glen Road and Churchwood Avenue at 

traffic lights. In order to provide a design solution working within the 

junction capacity and not causing excessive traffic queuing, these 

crossings are to be uncontrolled, as they are currently. The objector 

notes that the Technical Design Drawing shows an ahead and left 

arrow on Otley Road prior to its junction with Churchwood Avenue/ 

Glen Road and queries whether a right turn into Glen Road is 

permitted. The TRO plans (A-4) show that the right turn into Glen 

Road is permitted and the Technical Design Drawing will be 

amended to make this clear.  

Rebuttal Argument 22 

2.22. Response prepared by Mr Smith on pages 27 and 28 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/012. 

2.22.1. Paragraph 1 mentions reduced footway widths and this is 

considered at paragraphs 10.12.4 and 10.12.5 in Mr Smith‟s Proof 

(APP 3-2).  

2.22.2. Paragraphs 2 and 3 concern themselves with the views from the 

pedestrian crossing of Spen Road. The proposed NGT layout is 
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safe and satisfactory as it provides good sightlines of traffic at the 

junction as well as increasing the pedestrian island size 

considerably.  

Rebuttal Argument 23 

2.23. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 28 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/011. 

2.23.1. Paragraph 1 mentions reduced footway widths in the context of 

Lawnswood School. This is considered at paragraphs 10.12.4 and 

10.12.5 in Mr Smith‟s Proof (APP 3-2). The existing footway width 

adjacent to Lawnswood School between the school entrance and 

Weetwood Road is not being altered as part of NGT proposals. 

2.23.2. Paragraph 2 states that the un-segregated shared use path for 

pedestrians and cyclists adjacent to Lawnswood School is unsafe. 

This is an existing facility that is not being altered by the NGT 

proposals. The existing alternative on carriageway cycle facility will 

also be provided with the NGT proposals. We have not been made 

aware by the school of any desire to change these existing 

facilities.  

2.23.3. Paragraph 3 is concerned with the relocation of the bus stop from 

the north of Weetwood Hall access road to the south. This is 

necessary as it would be unsafe to have a bus stop near to the end 

of a traffic merge lane. The revised bus stop location to the south of 

the access road requires that pedestrians cross the access road 

and this is no different to many other side roads. The Weetwood 

Hall access is a private road leading to a hotel, conference facilities 

and a pub. It has a signed speed limit of 10 mph, and is currently 

crossed in an uncontrolled way by pupils walking or cycling to and 

from the school. The promoters will review the junction signal 

phasing at this location to consider whether the crossing of the 

access road can be signal controlled without unduly 

inconveniencing other street users.  
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Rebuttal Argument 24 

2.24. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 29 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/010. 

2.24.1. Paragraph 1 enquires as to what provision has been made for a 

High Load Route through the A660/ A6120 junction. The height 

stated in section 3.2.4 part c) of Mr Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2] is a 

minimum height for OLE above the carriageway. The OLE catenary 

wires can be set at a higher level to accommodate High Load 

Routes as necessary.  

2.24.2. Paragraph 2 raises safety concerns over the sightlines of the 

shared footway/cycleway on the north-west corner of the 

Lawnswood Roundabout due to adjacent hedges. The pavement is 

to be widened here to improve sightlines and the route is only 30m 

in length so it is unlikely that cyclists will be travelling at high 

speeds. The reasons for the provision of this facility are given in 

section 10.2.18 of Mr Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 25 

2.25. Response prepared by Mr Robertson on page 29 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/009. 

2.25.1. On page 29, paragraph 1, the Broadbent Proof says that the 

proposed measures at Otley Road/Otley Old Road are bound to 

increase congestion and queues.  While of course Otley Road does 

not queue at this location currently as there are no signals at 

present, the right turn from Otley Old Road can be difficult and 

there are existing delays.  My Proof [APP-6-2], paragraph 5.36, 

addresses the capacity and shows the junction can handle the 

forecast flows. 

Rebuttal Argument 26 
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2.26. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 29 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/009. 

2.26.1. Paragraph 2 suggests alterative wording for the road markings and 

this will be considered at the detailed design stage.  

Rebuttal Argument 27 

2.27. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 30 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/008. 

2.27.1. Paragraph 1 notes that the trolleybus swept path to the northbound 

NGT lane appears tight. All trolleybus movements for the entire 

scheme have been checked to ensure that they can accommodate 

an 18.75m long single articulated vehicle, and have been found to 

be satisfactory.  

2.27.2. Paragraph 3 raises concerns that traffic wishing to travel north or 

south on Otley Road from The Grange Road will block the NGT 

northbound lane at the junction. The design has attempted to inhibit 

the right turn from the Otley Old Road northbound slip road to the 

southbound Otley Old Road lanes at the junction. This is because 

such a manoeuvre would lead to conflicts. The TRO plans have 

been amended post TWAO application to prohibit this right turn to 

help discourage this manoeuvre.  It is recognised that residents of 

The Grange Road and the Otley Old Road northbound slip road will 

be diverted via Wynford Avenue or New Adel Lane in order to travel 

north or south on Otley Road.  

Rebuttal Argument 28 

2.28. Response prepared by Mr Robertson on page 30 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/008. 

2.28.1. On page 30, paragraph 2, the Broadbent Proof suggests that 

congestion will cause traffic to divert and use less suitable roads.  

Actually the forecast traffic flows show the reverse, with an 
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increase in the morning peak of 158 pcus making the right turn 

from Otley Old Road.  This is probably because signalling this right 

turn makes a difficult manoeuvre easier, together with effect of the 

signals at Lawnswood roundabout.  It is difficult to say exactly 

where this traffic has come from, but it could well be that due to the 

problems of an unsignalled right turn and an unsignalled 

roundabout, traffic in the existing situation is using less suitable 

roads, and the NGT scheme is enabling this traffic to use the major 

road. 

Rebuttal Argument 29 

2.29. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 30 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/007. 

2.29.1. Paragraph 1 questions the need to show the uncontrolled crossing 

of Spen Lane to be shown on the TWAO drawings. This is shown 

for information, as the junction mouth is to be modified. 

Rebuttal Argument 30 

2.30. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 31 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/006. 

2.30.1. Paragraph 1 sets out an objection to the increase in distance 

between bus stops to 650m on Otley Old Road. The bus stop at 

New Adel Lane was relocated as an opportunity existed further 

north to relocate it into a lay-by and therefore reduce the risk of 

delay to other road users. It is recognised that proposed bus stop 

spacing in this locality is too far apart and this will be addressed at 

the detailed design stage through consultation with passenger user 

groups and bus operators.  

Rebuttal Argument 31 

2.31. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 31 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/003. 
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2.31.1. Paragraph 1 sets out an objection to the increase in distance 

between bus stops to 750m on Otley Old Road. The bus stop at 

Tinshill was relocated as it masked the traffic signal for the 

proposed pedestrian crossing and potentially impeded traffic flow. It 

is recognised that proposed bus stop spacing in this locality is too 

far apart and this will be addressed at the detailed design stage 

through consultation with passenger user groups and bus 

operators.  

Rebuttal Argument 32 

2.32. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 34 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding drawing TD/001. 

2.32.1. Paragraph 1 questions the relocation of the entrance to the Holt 

Park car parking from Holt Farm Rise to Holt Crescent. The 

rationale for this is set out in section 6.2 of Mr Smith‟s Proof (APP 

3-2)   

2.32.2. Paragraph 3 notes locations where no specific right turn waiting 

area is provided and suggests that this will lead to congestion. 

Where highway space is available for a right turn waiting area this 

has been provided in the design. However many areas are 

constrained and it is not possible to provide a right turn waiting area 

without unduly impacting on third parties or comprising or causing 

congestion.  

Rebuttal Argument 33 

2.33. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 34 of the Broadbent Proof 

concerning the TRO plans. 

2.33.1. Paragraph 1 on the size and power of the orders is addressed in Mr 

Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2] in section 7.10. 

Rebuttal Argument 34 
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2.34. Response prepared by Mr Smith on pages 34 and 35 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding TRO sheet 1. 

2.34.1. Paragraph 1 of the Broadbent Proof raises issues regarding the 

lack of disabled parking at the Surgery. This has been addressed in 

section 10.10 of Mr Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2].  

2.34.2. Paragraphs 2, 3 and 4 discuss the lack of parking provision on 

Holtdate Approach. This is required to ensure trolley vehicle is not 

blocked by vehicles on the route, and addressed in Mr Smith‟s 

Proof [APP-3-2] in section 7.10.  

Rebuttal Argument 35 

2.35. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 35 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding TRO sheets 2 to 4. 

2.35.1. Paragraph 1 mentions the lack of parking provision on Otley Old 

Road adjacent to Tinshill Recreation Ground. Parking restrictions 

are required to ensure trolley vehicle is not blocked by vehicles on 

the route, and addressed in Mr Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2] in section 

7.10.  

Rebuttal Argument 36 

2.36. Response prepared by Mr Smith on pages 35 and 36 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding TRO sheets 4 and 5. 

2.36.1. Paragraph 2 questions status of the mandatory cycle lanes shown 

on Otley Road. The mandatory cycle lanes are part of the Design 

Freeze 7 proposals and are shown on the Technical Design 

Drawings (A-11) and the TRO plans (A-4). The layout with a solid 

white line is standard across the UK and is intended to discourage 

drivers from crossing it. They are necessary in some locations  to 

help ensure a clear route for cyclists unobstructed by vehicles. 

Enforcement of the mandatory cycle lanes would be undertaken by 

the relevant authorities.  
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Rebuttal Argument 37 

2.37. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 36 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding TRO sheet 7. 

2.37.1. Parking and loading issues raised are considered in Mr Smith‟s 

Proof [APP-3-2] in section 7.6.  

Rebuttal Argument 38 

2.38. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 36 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding TRO sheet 8. 

2.38.1. The broken line shown on the Technical Design Drawings (A-11) 

on Otley Road between Churchwood Avenue and Thornbury 

Avenue should be a solid line – please note that as noted in section 

10.4.2 of Mr Smith‟s Proof (APP 3-2) a detailed road marking 

design has not yet been undertaken. The Order including the TRO 

plans (A-4) and accompanying schedule correctly shows this as a 

mandatory cycle lane.  

Rebuttal Argument 39 

2.39. Response prepared by Mr Smith on pages 37 and 38 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding TRO sheet 9. 

2.39.1. Paragraph 1 concerns loading and parking on Otley Road near to 

Park Terrace and Cottage Road and these issues have previously 

been discussed at section 2.18.3 of this rebuttal.  

2.39.2. Paragraph 2 concerns the prohibition of the right turn from Otley 

Road into Burton Crescent and is dealt with in the evidence of Mr 

Robinson. 

2.39.3. Paragraph 3 relates to the proposed loading restriction on St 

Anne‟s Road, which is required to ensure the junction is free from 

obstructions which would reduce the smooth flow of traffic and 

lower its capacity.  
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2.39.4. Paragraph 4 queries the status of a mandatory cycle lane inbound 

prior to the Alma Road junction. This a shown as a mandatory  

cycle lane in the Order and accompanying TRO plans (A-4) and 

this will be clarified on the Technical Design Drawings when they 

are updated.  

2.39.5. Paragraph 5 is dealt with in section 2.15.7 of this rebuttal.   

2.39.6. Paragraphs 6 and 7 of the Broadbent Proof regarding loading are 

addressed in Mr Smith‟s Proof [APP-3-2] in section 7.6. 

Rebuttal Argument 40 

2.40. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 38 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding TRO sheet 11. 

2.40.1. Paragraph 1 queries the status of a mandatory cycle lane inbound 

along Headingley Lane. This a shown as a mandatory  cycle lane in 

the Order and accompanying TRO plans (A-4) and this will be 

clarified on the Technical Design Drawings when they are updated.  

Rebuttal Argument 41 

2.41. Response prepared by Mr Smith on pages 38 and 39 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding TRO sheet 12. 

2.41.1. Paragraph 1 queries the status of a mandatory cycle lane along 

Cliff Road. This a shown as a mandatory  cycle lane in the Order 

and accompanying TRO plans (A-4) and this will be clarified on the 

Technical Design Drawings when they are updated.  

2.41.2. Paragraph 2 queries the mandatory cycle lanes along Rampart 

Road and Woodhouse Lane which are correctly shown.  

2.41.3. Paragraph 3 questions how the Library Public House will be 

served. The existing restrictions adjacent to the Library PH prohibit 

waiting and loading. The Library PH currently has off-street loading 

facilities.  
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Rebuttal Argument 42 

2.42. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 39 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding TRO sheet 13. 

2.42.1. Parking and loading restrictions on the eastern side of Woodhouse 

Lane is necessary to expedite the flow of traffic and facilitate the 

pedestrian dominated street with widened footways. The Blenheim 

Terrace premises have off highway loading areas on their frontage.  

Rebuttal Argument 43 

2.43. Response prepared by Mr Smith on page 39 of the Broadbent Proof 

regarding TRO sheet 16. 

2.43.1. Paragraph 1 queries the mandatory cycle lanes at Bridge End 

which are correctly shown.  

Rebuttal Argument 44 

2.44. Response prepared by Mr Smith on pages 40 to 47 of the Broadbent Proof. 

2.44.1. The objector makes various points which will be considered during 

the detailed design stage.   

Rebuttal Argument 45 

2.45. Response prepared by Mr Speak on the second paragraph of page 40 of the 

Broadbent Proof that “development of the playing fields along Otley Road 

(was) a surprise as that land had been allocated for cemetery use”. 

2.45.1. I can confirm that this is not the case from a planning perspective. 

The land in question is shown as protected playing pitch (Policy 

N6) on the development plan Proposals Map and similarly identified 

in the Site Allocations Plan Issues and Options consultation 

documents published in June 2013.  

Rebuttal Argument 46 

2.46. Response prepared by Mr Henkel on the third paragraph of page 41 of the 

Broadbent Proof that “If the projection of a modal shift from bus to trolley is 
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delivered on these services then it would be highly likely that the existing bus 

provider would consider withdrawing the present services.”  

2.46.1. I cover in paragraphs 6.4 to 6.11 of my Proof [APP-4-2] the 

anticipated Bus Operator responses to NGT. Whilst it is clear that 

bus operators have the flexibility to change bus services at 56 days‟ 

notice, the anticipated changes to bus services as a result of NGT 

reflect the level of mode shift from bus to NGT. I therefore do not 

anticipate that NGT would result in First withdrawing bus services 1 

and 6 in their entirety.  

Rebuttal Argument 47 

2.47. Response prepared by Mr Henkel on the first paragraph on page 42 of the 

Broadbent Proof that there is no indication as to the frequency of service 

outside of peak flows or at weekend or what the price tariffs might be.  

2.47.1. The NGT Business Case Review [C-1], Figure 11.1, sets out the 

proposed service pattern for NGT throughout the day. I cover NGT 

Ticketing in paragraphs 4.12 to 4.19 of my Proof [APP-4-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 48 

2.48. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on page 43, end of paragraph 2 of the 

Broadbent Proof on one of the key causes of bus journey time delays relates 

to the lack of “a far more sophisticated ticketing system such as that which is 

enjoyed both internationally and within the London region”. 

2.48.1. It should be noted that delays on the A660 corridor are a function of 

a range of factors, rather than purely as a function of bus boarding 

delays.  In calculating the future journey times for both bus and 

NGT, it has been assumed that such „Smartcard‟ ticketing (which is 

currently being rolled out across West Yorkshire) will be in place.  

That is, journey time improvements as set out in the Proof of 

Evidence of Mr Robertson [APP-6-2] at paragraphs 3.22 to 3.29, 

show the benefits that NGT will have in terms of journey times over 

conventional buses; both operating with Smartcard ticketing. 
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Rebuttal Argument 49 

2.49. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on page 44, second paragraph of the 

Broadbent Proof on the Holt Park “spur extension” and the suggestion that it 

has come as a surprise to local residents, with many still unaware.  

2.49.1. As has been set out in Section 6.9 of Mr Haskins‟ Proof [APP-2-2], 

consultation was initially undertaken in Holt Park in 2010 around 

this route.  From Section 6.11 forward, the ongoing engagement 

and consultation process is set out, which includes details of 

dissemination of information, route plans and public events; all of 

which have included the Holt Park route. 

Rebuttal Argument 50 

2.50. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on page 44, second paragraph of the 

Broadbent Proof on the rationale for the route going up Otley Road as 

opposed to Holt Lane.    

2.50.1. The alignment to Holt Park via Otley Old Road is shorter and 

therefore lower cost than an alternative alignment via Holt Lane. 

There is no evidence that the longer alignment will bring additional 

benefits that would justify the extra cost. 

Rebuttal Argument 51 

2.51. Response prepared by Mr Walker regarding statements on pages 45, of the 

Broadbent Proof covering Landscape/Townscape and Visual effects 

regarding impact of OLE, loss of views, proposed mitigation and loss of 

trees. 

2.51.1. Mr Broadbent states on page 45 of his proof that there will be „a 

degradation of the open aspect and rural ambience with long range 

views from Tinshill which will be blighted by the presence of poles, 

gantries, wires and substations. The Landscape Townscape and 

Visual Amenity (LTVA) Tech Appendix [A-08E-1] assessed the 

proposals in this area by reference to Character Area 2 at pages 30 

to 39. The Landscape/ Townscape effects were judged to be Slight 
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Adverse during construction, Slight Adverse at Year 1 of operation 

and Slight Beneficial/Negligible at Year 15 of operation, and 

therefore not significant. In visual terms, residents in properties 

along Otley Old Road were assessed as potentially experiencing 

Major/Moderate adverse effects at construction, Moderate effects 

at Year One of operation and Moderate Adverse effects at year 15 

of operation.  

2.51.2. Clear principles are set out in the Design Statement Volume 1 [A-

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. I 

consider that due to the nature of the location, the views from the 

properties already contain urban features including clutter caused 

by street lights and signage and the prominent feature of Tinshill 

tower in the field of view. The avenue tree planting in this location 

has been specifically designed to continue to allow views from 

housing, the road and pavements on Otley Old Road, by spacing 

the trees at wider centres. Substations within this section of the 

route have also been tucked away so as to reduce their impact in 

terms of both townscape and visual amenity. 

2.51.3. The Broadbent Proof comments relating to the removal of mature 

trees has been covered in sections 6 and 8 of my proof of evidence 

[APP-10-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 52 

2.52. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick on page 45, second paragraph of the 

Broadbent Proof on house value. 

2.52.1. This is informed by experience elsewhere; the Promoters have set 

out in Core Document [C-1-7] how NGT could affect house prices 

in the corridors that it would service.  The assessment is that areas 

with the most improved public transport accessibility are most likely 

to see any positive impact on property values.  It is explicitly 



        REB-1 OBJ0573 

 

Page 37 of 37 
 

recognised that there can be short term negative impacts during 

construction. 

 


