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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 

Lawnswood School (OBJ0675) submitted on behalf of Jo Bell which was 

received by the Promoters on 03 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. This rebuttal proof responds to the following points contained in Jo Bell’s 

proof of evidence: 

 Compound on Lawnswood School; 

 Pavement Widths; 

 A660 Traffic Island Width; 

 Access road to School; 

 Environmental Impacts; 

 Traffic on surround road network; and 

 Construction Impacts from NGT. 

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 Jo Bell.  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. Jo Bell states in paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 of her proof that the Lawnswood 

School has concerns regarding the use of the northern boundary of the 

school site as a construction compound. 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Smith. 

2.3. At paragraph 10.12.1 in my Proof of Evidence (APP 3-2) I confirm that this 

site is no longer required as a construction compound.  The school 

representatives were made aware of this at a meeting held with then on 18th 

March 2014. The West Yorkshire Combined Authority would be happy to 

enter into an agreement with the school to this effect. 

Rebuttal Argument 2 

2.4. Jo Bell states in paragraph 8 that the Lawnswood School has safety 

concerns regarding the narrowing of pavements to 2m wide.  

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Smith. 

2.6. This is covered on pages 147/148 in paragraphs 10.12.4 to 10.12.5 of my 

Proof of Evidence. The objector refers to guidance on footway widths 

contained within Manual for Streets (E-4-15) and I note that section 6.3.22 

(page 68) recommends that the minimum unobstructed footway width should 

be 2m. It further recommends that additional width should be considered 

adjacent to a heavily used carriageway or gathering places such as a school. 

This consideration has been given and where additional width could be 

provided without impacting on third parties this has been provided.    

Rebuttal Argument 3 

2.7. Jo Bell states in paragraph 29 that the Lawnswood School has safety 

concerns regarding the proposed size of the pedestrian island on the A660 in 

the vicinity of the NGT Lawnswood stop.  
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2.8. Response prepared by Mr Smith. 

2.9. In terms of general safety at the pedestrian crossing, I cover this in 

paragraphs 10.12.8 to 10.12.9 of my Proof of Evidence.  

2.10. In addition a pedestrian survey has been undertaken at the request of 

Lawnswood School, to investigate the level of pedestrian crossing activity 

along Otley Road in the vicinity of the school.  This survey was undertaken 

on 29th January 2014 between the hours of 07:45 to 09:15 and 14:15 to 

17:45.  The survey shows that the existing signal controlled pedestrian 

crossing location currently experiences the highest pedestrian flow with a 

two-way flow of 47 pedestrians (33 school pupils) during the morning period 

and 276 pedestrians (229 school pupils) during the afternoon period.  There 

is a peak 15 minute pedestrian demand between 1445 and 1500 where a 

two–way flow of 158 pedestrians (156 school pupils) was observed.   

2.11. The pedestrian crossing is proposed to operate on a cycle time of 60 

seconds during the afternoon period and therefore this equates to the 

crossing being called (if there is the demand) up to 15 times in the 15 minute 

peak period.  On average 11 pedestrians could be expected to use the 

crossing during any one cycle and would therefore be using the traffic islands 

(pedestrian refuges) to wait for a green man aspect.  The islands are both 

proposed to have approximately 25m2 of hard standing waiting space and 

with the average number of pedestrians per signal cycle as indicated above, 

this would give approximately 2.3m2 of space per person.   

2.12. The level of pedestrian congestion on a footway is often assessed using 

Fruin’s Level of Service categories. This gives a measure of the pedestrian 

freedom to walk at his/her chosen speed and pass others – a measure of 

pedestrian congestion and convenience. According to this assessment 

methodology, the traffic islands at Lawnswood would be a Level of Service of 

Category A (standing and free circulation through the queuing area possible 

without disturbing others within the queue) and it achieves this category 

comfortably It should be noted that a Level of Service of categories extend 

from A down to category F (heavily congested with nearly all persons in 
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direct physical contact).  For most footways or standing areas a Level of 

Service category A would be considered normal outside of peak periods and 

the Lawnswood traffic islands comply with this for queuing at the pedestrian 

crossing points. Shopping streets would be expected to experience Level of 

Service category C whereas a train station would be likely to experience 

category D to F. It is therefore considered that the width of the waiting areas 

on the pedestrian refuge islands is sufficient to cope with the peak 15 minute 

pedestrian demand in this location. 

2.13. Appropriate facilities would be provided at the signal controlled pedestrian 

and cycle crossing to ensure safe operation.  These would include 

appropriate road markings, road signs and tactile paving surfaces.  In 

addition pedestrian guardrail may also be provided to control crossing 

movements and direct pedestrians towards the appropriate crossing location, 

i.e. the signal controlled pedestrian and cycle crossing. 

Rebuttal Argument 4 

2.14. Jo Bell states in paragraph 9 that the Lawnswood School require a new 

access to the car park from the Outer Ring Road, including a deceleration 

lane which has traffic restrictions and a crossing with lights. 

2.15. Response prepared by Mr Smith. 

2.16. This is covered in the evidence of Mr Smith (APP 3- paragraphs 10.12.6 to 

10.12.7).The Promoters have included within the Revised Technical Design 

Drawings (A-11 plan 312694/TD/9B) a new access road to the school and a 

deceleration lane where the access road leaves the Outer Ring Road. The 

Promoters are happy to make a commitment to the School that these 

proposals will be constructed as part of the NGT proposals. 

Rebuttal Argument 5 

2.17. Jo Bell states in paragraphs 14 to 15 that the Lawnswood School are 

concerned regarding the noise and dust impact of NGT on the ability of 
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students to study, especially during exam periods and the additional window 

cleaning required as a result of the scheme. 

2.18. Response prepared by Mr Forni: 

2.19. Jo Bell states in paragraph 14 that the removal of trees from the central 

reservation and on both sides of Lawnswood roundabout would result in 

increased noise. Trees would need to be planted to a substantial width in 

order to make an appreciable difference to noise levels. The removal of 

aforementioned trees in the area of Lawnswood School would not affect 

noise levels at the school. 

2.20. Jo Bell states in paragraph 14 that there will be an increase in noise from 

queuing traffic. In general, noise levels from queuing traffic are less than 

those for free-flowing traffic. Predicted noise changes at the school, resulting 

from the scheme are less than 0.5dB in the year of opening, and by 0.5dB in 

2031. These are imperceptible and will not result in loss of amenity to the 

school. 

2.21. Response prepared by Mr Leather: 

2.22. An assessment of potential dust effects caused during the construction 

phase is presented within the ES [Air Quality Technical Appendix Document 

Ref, B-2].  This includes identification of mitigation measures which are 

reflected within the scheme’s Code of Construction Practice CoCP 

[Document Ref. A-08g-2].   

2.23. As noted within the Code of Construction Practice, it comprises the general 

principles of minimising impacts during construction of the NGT scheme 

(referred to as ‘Part A’). The Contractor will produce “Part B” documents (or 

method statements), following consultations with the planning authorities, 

which will set out specific standards and the measures which will be used at 

identified locations or for activities. All the specific standards and measures 

in the Part B documents will be consistent with the general principles set out 

in the CoCP and adhere to the planning conditions imposed by the local 

planning authorities.  Specific measures to avoid significant impacts from 
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dust or dust mitigation can therefore be identified during preparation of the 

Part B documents. 

Rebuttal Argument 6 

2.24. Jo Bell states in paragraphs 18 to 23 that the Lawnswood School are 

concerned around the traffic impacts to the School as a result of the NGT 

scheme. This includes the changes in parking provision in West Park, the 

changes to congestion on the A660 as a result of the scheme and possibility 

of ‘rat running’ on routes around the school.  

2.25. Response prepared by Mr Robertson: 

2.26. The traffic predictions for the NGT do not show an increase in rat-running.  

This is because the existing traffic capacity is maintained along the route.  

There is some local redistribution around Lawnswood roundabout, as a 

consequence of improving the roundabout by signalling it.  The flow on Spen 

Road is predicted to reduce significantly in the morning peak. 

2.27. Response prepared by Mr Smith 

2.28. A response to paragraph 19 of Jo Bell’s Proof of Evidence is provided in 

paragraph 10.15.9 of Mr Smith’s Proof of Evidence. 

Rebuttal Argument 7 

2.1. Jo Bell states in paragraphs 17, 21, 27 and 28 that the Lawnswood School 

are concerned around the length of time of the construction phase of NGT 

and the impact this will have on the operation of the school. 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Smith. 

2.3. This is covered on pages 112 to 114 in paragraphs 8.2.7 to 8.3.3 and pages 

137 to 138 in paragraphs 10.12.2, 10.12.3 and 10.12.7 of my Proof of 

Evidence 

 


