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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 Mr 

Reed (OBJ0591), which was received by the Promoters on 30th March 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 proof responds to the following issues raised in the Proof of 

Evidence of Mr Reed: 

 Point 1, Metro and Leeds City Council do not claim that the trolleybus will 

reduce air pollution; 

 Point 3.2, is not clear to him whether the 59 sensitive receptors are active 

monitoring sites and what assumptions are made in order to forecast air 

quality levels, specifically at the roadside or for what periods.  In addition, 

it is unclear how the forecast levels relate to health risk; 

 Point 6, there is some evidence that EU thresholds are set too high for 

PM2.5 and that a precautionary approach should be taken as it is possible 

that EU standards and regulations may be made more stringent at a later 

date. 
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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 Reed. 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. Responses prepared by Mr Kevin Leather with support from Matthew O’Brien 

to Mr Reed’s Proof of Evidence Addendum on Air Quality [point 1] that the 

Promoters, Metro and Leeds City Council do not claim that the trolleybus will 

reduce air pollution. 

2.2. An assessment of potential air quality effects of the Scheme is presented 

within the Environmental Statement [Air Quality Technical Appendix (B-2)].  

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 of 

nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and fine particulates (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 2 

2.3. Responses prepared by Mr Kevin Leather with support from Matthew O’Brien 

to Mr Reed’s [Point 3.2] which states it is not clear to him whether the 59 

sensitive receptors are active monitoring sites and what assumptions are 

made in order to forecast air quality levels, specifically at the roadside or for 

what periods.  In addition, it is unclear how the forecast levels relate to health 

risk. 

2.4. The 59 receptors which Mr Reed refers to represent the locations at which 

the dispersion modelling has been used to predict pollutant concentrations 

for both the ‘With Scheme’ and ‘Without Scheme’ scenarios.  Table 2.3 of the 

Air Quality Technical Appendix (B-2) presents the details of these receptors 

and Environmental Statement drawing number 312694/AQ/003 shows their 
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location.  These receptors have been chosen as they represent locations 

where changes in ambient concentrations as a result of the scheme are likely 

to be greatest and where the air quality objectives (against which the scheme 

is assessed) apply. Full details of the modelling approach, including 

assumptions and methods to forecast future air quality are presented within 

the Air Quality Technical Appendix (B-2), particularly Section 2 ‘Approach 

and Methodology’. The method for determining the significance of the 

changes in ambient pollutant concentrations caused by the Scheme is 

described in Sections 2.50 to 2.55. 

Rebuttal Argument 3 

2.5. Responses prepared by Mr Kevin Leather with support from Matthew O’Brien 

to Mr Reed’s [Point 6] that there is some evidence that EU thresholds are set 

too high for PM2.5 and that a precautionary approach should be taken as it is 

possible that EU standards and regulations may be made more stringent at a 

later date. 

2.6. The Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants (COMEAP) reports 

that for PM2.5 there is no evidence for a threshold below which effects would 

not be expected.  As noted within Air Quality Technical Appendix (B-2, 

paragraph 1.34) EU Directive 2008/50/EEC sets a standard for PM2.5 of 25 

µg/m3 as an annual mean (target value to be achieved by 2010, limit value to 

be achieved by 2020).  In recognition of the absence of a threshold of effects 

for PM2.5, the EU Directive 2008/50/EEC also sets objectives intended to 

reduce the overall exposure of the population to fine particles. These 

objectives are set at the national level and are based on the average 

exposure of the population.  

2.7. Because the objectives set by the EU for the overall exposure of the 

population to PM2.5 are tackled primarily at a national level, the main focus of 

the Scheme air quality assessment is provided in the context of the EU 

annual mean standard of 25 µg/m3.  The results presented in the Air Quality 

Technical Appendix (B-2, Table 4.6) show that the Scheme would result in 

an ‘imperceptible’ effect on ambient PM2.5 concentrations and that, by 2020, 
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concentrations are predicted to be well below EU standard.  Air Quality 

Technical Appendix also provides a prediction of the change in mass 

emissions of (Table 4.8).  Reductions in PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are 

predicted as a result of the Scheme, however, these are extremely small. 


