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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 

Professor Griffiths, document reference OBJ0728 which was received by the 

Promoters on 27 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. The Promoters will respond to the following parts of Professor Griffiths’ Proof 

of Evidence (the Griffiths Proof): 

 Introduction: “The trolleybus system will be a ‘white elephant’ from the day 

its inauguration”. 

 Section 1: “Aims, objectives and need for the proposed Trolley Vehicle 

System between Holt Park and Stourton”. 

 Section 2: “Justification for the particular proposals, including anticipated 

transportation, regeneration, environmental and socio economic benefits 

of the scheme”.  

 Section 3: “The main alternative options considered by the proposals and 

the reasons for choosing the proposed scheme”. 

 Section 5: “The likely impact on the public, businesses and the 

environment of constructing and operating the system”. 

 Section 7: “The likely impact on motorist, including the effects of the 

proposed trolley vehicle system on other public transport services, 

highway capacity, traffic flow, vehicle parking, pedestrian and cyclist 

movement and road safety”. 
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 Section 8: “The likely impacts of the scheme on ecological interests”. 

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

Promoters to those points raised in the evidence of Professor Griffiths and 

identified at paragraph 1.3 above.  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 Farrington on Introduction of the Griffiths Proof: 

“The trolleybus system will be a ‘white elephant’ from the day its 

inauguration”. 

 The objector appears to be suggesting by stating that the scheme 2.1.1.

will be a ‘White Elephant’ i.e. that once built, the scheme will not 

serve any useful purpose. As can be seen by the evidence 

presented at the Inquiry by Mr Farrington [APP-1-2], there is a clear 

strategic need for transport investment in Leeds. Mr Haskins [APP-

2-2] sets out that there is a clear need for the scheme and for the 

mode chosen and the scheme objectives. The Business Case 

Review [C-1] sets out how NGT will deliver against the objectives. 

Mr Chadwick [APP-7-2] sets out that the NGT scheme has a strong 

financial and economic case, and is affordable. Consequently Mr 

Farrington does not agree with Professor Griffith’s suggestion that 

the scheme will be a ‘White Elephant’. 

Rebuttal Argument 2 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 1, paragraph 2 of the Griffiths 

Proof on evidence of current traffic congestion issues on A660 most of the 

day, other than during the morning and evening commuting peaks. 

 The need for a rapid transit intervention on the A660 corridor is set 2.2.1.

out in Section 3 of my Proof [APP-2-2].  This demonstrates that the 

corridor selected is suitable and appropriate. 

2.3. Response prepared by Mr Farrington  on section 1, paragraphs 3-4 of the 

Griffiths Proof on NGT, particularly the North Line of the proposed route, will 

support and facilitate targeted regeneration initiatives and economic growth 

in the more deprived areas of Leeds. 
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 Professor Griffiths misunderstands the purpose of NGT with regard 2.3.1.

to supporting regeneration initiatives and economic growth. It is not 

the purpose of NGT to support each and every regeneration 

initiative in Leeds and serve each and every deprived area, 

although it is undeniable that NGT serves well a number of areas 

earmarked for regeneration, as well as some areas that experience 

the highest deprivation seen in Leeds. Rather, as I set out in my 

Proof [APP-1-2], NGT is part of a complementary package of 

enhancements to bus and rail networks, as well as targeted 

enhancement to the City’s road network which together will support 

regeneration and address deprivation across the city. 

2.4. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 1, paragraph 5 of the Griffiths 

Proof that states: “Much of what is claimed amongst the aims and objectives 

could be achieved by much more modest means through collaboration with 

bus service providers”. 

 This is addressed, in terms of NGT, in Sections 3.1 to 3.3 of Mr 2.4.1.

Henkel’s Proof [APP-4-2]. Sections 5.1 to 5.8 of Mr Henkel’s Proof 

[APP-4-2] cover the issues relating to the interface with Bus Quality 

Partnership/Bus Quality Contract schemes. As is also suggested in 

the Griffiths Proof, time saving and smartcard ticketing are as much 

part of bus services as of the NGT schemes. They are not mutually 

exclusive. 

Rebuttal Argument 3 

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 2, paragraph 1 of the Griffiths 

Proof on the Promoter’s scheme has been a disregard of at least 7,500 

current residents in areas of north Leeds. 

 While it is not stated as to where these disregarded 7,500 residents 2.5.1.

are located, it is accepted that the NGT proposals are unable to 

serve the entire population in all areas of North Leeds, whilst still 

seeking to achieve the aims of objectives of the scheme.  The NGT 
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scheme has been developed, as is set out in paragraph 5.7 of my 

Proof [APP-2-2], to meet a number of key objectives.  Further, in 

Section 3 of my Proof [APP-2-2] I have set out how the NGT 

scheme has been developed to serve particular corridors in Leeds.  

2.6. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 2, paragraph 1 of the Griffiths 

Proof on a result of planning applications for large scale residential 

development, connectivity will be reduced.   

 Section 5.4 of Mr Farrington’s Proof [APP-1-2] references 2.6.1.

population and employment growth projections for Leeds. NGT will 

increase connectivity relative to the present situation and relative to 

a situation where development comes forward. Without NGT there 

would be a lower level of connectivity than with NGT. 

2.7. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 2, paragraph 2 of the Griffiths 

Proof on the distance to two development sites, in the context to being within 

an NGT catchment.   

 It is accepted by the Promoters that Kirkstall Forge was quoted in 2.7.1.

error as being in close proximity to St Chad’s stop. It is accepted by 

the Promoters that it was therefore quoted in error as being in close 

proximity to the Holt Park stop.  I can confirm that information 

based on this assessment was not used in the Business Case 

Review [C-1] in any way. In respect of the potential developments 

on Green Lane, the approximate straight line distance to the 

nearest NGT stop would be approximately 1,100m, which would be 

some way beyond the typical catchment area for conventional 

buses (400m).  

2.8. Response prepared by Mr Smith on section 2, paragraph 3 of the Griffiths 

Proof on NGT contributes no infrastructure support for future expansion and 

will fail further on connectivity before the system could be in use.  

 The NGT system is routed along a highly developed and congested 2.8.1.

corridor into Leeds. Its primary purpose is to address the traffic 
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problems along that route for locals and longer distance 

commuters. Once the core NGT system (as proposed at TWAO 

application) is implemented its coverage can readily be expanded 

to link to new housing developments should the case for that be 

made. The NGT system as proposed has space and facilities 

available at the Stourton depot which would allow a doubling of the 

fleet size. The power supply system has redundancy to allow a 

more intensive service pattern of up to 15 vehicles per hour in each 

direction rather than the 10 assumed in the TWAO application.  

However these future capacity changes are not part of the current 

scheme and would be subject to a separate application for planning 

powers.  

 The NGT system will improve connectivity throughout Leeds, in 2.8.2.

particular more directly linking areas to the south of the city centre 

with areas to the north. The quicker journey times compared to 

other modes will also improve accessibility.  

2.9. Response by Mr Robertson on section 2, paragraph 3 of the Griffiths Proof 

which states that NGT will exacerbate city centre congestion and increase 

traffic problems at commuting times on the A660.  

 The NGT will not exacerbate city centre congestion.  The proposals 2.9.1.

do not increase the highway capacity of the routes into the centre.  

Key pinch points such as Otley Road/North Lane will remain just as 

they are at the moment, so there will not be more traffic in the 

centre.  The NGT will be managed through the network in the 

centre using traffic signals and STM priority and compensation, 

ensuring minimal effect on general traffic. 

 The NGT will not increase problems on A660; in fact it improves 2.9.2.

some parts and manages traffic on others. For example, signalling 

Lawnswood roundabout is an improvement in many ways, traffic 

through the Arndale Centre is managed efficiently, and the Hyde 
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Park Corner arrangement deals with existing queues and improves 

the situation for pedestrians. 

2.10. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 2, of the Griffiths Proof under 

“Regeneration” on employment levels in some North Leeds wards in respect 

of there being little need for regeneration in these locations as a 

consequence of the introduction of NGT.  

 This is addressed in Sections 5.16 to 5.22 of Mr Farrington’s Proof 2.10.1.

[APP-1-2] of Evidence. 

2.11. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick on section 2, of the Griffiths Proof under 

“Socio economic benefits” on travel choices.  

 As Mr Chadwick sets out in Paragraph 3.40 of his Proof [APP-7-2], 2.11.1.

in the forecasting models it is an axiom that trip makers make their 

travel choices to maximise their utility, or equivalently to minimise 

the Generalised Journey Time of their trip. Generalised Journey 

Time (GJT) is a weighted combination of all the elements of travel 

time. In the case of public transport this includes walking times 

to/from stops, waiting times at stops, in-vehicle time, fare paid and 

a value placed on the journey experience. For car users, it is the 

travel time, vehicle operating costs (fuel costs, etc. as perceived by 

the vehicle operator) and any fees or charges incurred (e.g. paying 

for parking). 

Rebuttal Argument 4 

2.12. Response prepared by Mr Leather, with assistance from Mr Terry Ellis, Mott 

MacDonald’s carbon expert. The Griffiths Proof, in section 3 makes a number 

of statements regarding the CO2 emissions per kilometre associated with 

different modes of transport: 

“From information given by proposers of the scheme in TWAO document A-

08h-5 section 3.5, I have calculated that the emissions from a trolleybus, 

powered by predominantly fossil-fuel generated electricity in the UK, would 
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be responsible for greenhouse gas emissions of 2300g/km, which far 

exceeds even the Euro3 specification diesel-powered bus (1382g/km) and is 

a factor of 2.4 times worse than the hybrid buses that are in operation in 

Leeds today (952g/km). The latest ‘New bus for London’ hybrids (and 

adopted by Transport for London) are already available, and they have very 

encouraging greenhouse gas emissions of 690g/km, which is a factor of 3.3 

lower than those predicted for a Leeds trolleybus. Firstbus have proposed 

that a fleet of the ‘New bus for London’ hybrids will be used in Leeds. These 

data are discussed in OBJ/728: response to NGT Statement of Case, 

supplement 1, section 3.1.” 

 The number quoted in gCO2/km for NGT is based on a calculation 2.12.1.

set out in the Griffiths Statement of Case, Supplement 1. This takes 

the total energy demand of NGT presented in the ES and divides 

this by the total distance travelled by the NGT trolleybuses in one 

year, also calculated by Professor Griffiths.   

 The Energy Demand set out in the Document A-08c-2 is based on 2.12.2.

modelling and as noted in the assessment it is conservative, 

providing an upper bound on energy use based on the maximum 

potential draw on the substations that supply the system. This 

value includes power required for propulsion and for auxiliary loads 

(including lighting and cooling). The TRAIN modelling software 

used to provide this estimate of power demand calculates that each 

trolleybus would have a power demand, on average, of 2.5Wh/km 

for propulsion, which includes the elements of regenerative braking 

and accounting for all losses. Based on propulsion alone, this 

would lead to an emissions rate of 1210gCO2/km. In addition to 

this, the auxiliary demand for lighting and heating on the bus which 

has been modelled as having a constant demand of 50kW, 

contributing an additional 2.6kWh/km.  As I mention above, this is a 

conservative assumption and over-estimates the auxiliary demand 

especially given seasonal variability in heating and cooling 

demand. In addition to the modelling undertaken in the ES, further 
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modelling has been undertaken and the auxiliary demand was 

modelled as 25kW, so therefore the total power consumption would 

reduce to approximately 7Wh/km and 1800gCO2/km with a total 

demand at the substation of 5398MWh/year.  This is still likely to be 

an overestimate on an annual basis due to the seasonal variability 

noted above and the value for NGT is likely to lie between 

1210gCO2/km and 1800gCO2/km.  As presented in the Sub Mode 

Options Report [Document C-1-16] Table 3.6, typical energy 

consumption for the Eberswalde trolleybus system (also using 18m 

articulated trolleybuses) which operates in much colder conditions 

(with sub-zero temperatures) has a demand total of 3.43kWh/km 

(approximately 1660gCO2/km). Other systems presented such as 

those in Arnhem and Zurich operate at 2.3kWh/km or less 

(1110gCO2/km or less). The actual power demand for NGT will be 

dependent on the specific trolleybus vehicle selected  and will be 

highly likely to be significantly less than stated in the Environmental 

Statement.  It is likely that energy efficient criteria will be used in 

the procurement process for the trolleybus.  

 I also note that the Griffiths Proof uses a basis of gCO2/km to 2.12.3.

compare the modes.  This measure does not consider the relative 

passenger capacity of the modes considered or whether these 

include all propulsion and auxiliary power demands. The figures 

stated for NGT above are based on an 18m articulated vehicle.  

The choice of vehicle size and capacity is independent from the 

propulsion method and it is not clear from the Griffiths Proof 

whether the numbers presented are on a like-for-like basis in terms 

of passenger carrying capacity for example the new London hybrid 

buses carry fewer passengers than the trolleybuses proposed for 

NGT. A fixed comparison or energy efficiency is set out in Table 3.6 

of the Sub Mode Options Report. The Carbon Effects assessment 

also considered the emissions per passenger kilometre which 

provides a level comparison between different modes. All the CO2 

values stated above and in the Carbon Effects assessment are 
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based on a grid electricity emissions factor for the present day. 

Emissions from grid electricity are predicted to fall in future years, 

further reducing the impact of NGT and a sensitivity test on total 

emissions is provided in the Carbon Effects assessment. 

 As set out in Section 3.27 of my proof [APP-15-2], alternative mode 2.12.4.

options were fully considered in the development of the scheme.  

This process included consideration of alternative mode options as 

set out in Report C-1-16. This study draws upon a range of 

currently available data and studies to compare the relative current 

and potential future performance of different modes across a range 

of parameters, including efficiency and emissions.  

2.13. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 3, paragraph 8 of the Griffiths 

Proof on statement “it is certain that there will be no appetite for, or 

willingness to fund any….” future NGT extension. 

 Core Document G-4-26 (West Yorkshire ‘plus’ Transport Fund: A 2.13.1.

Prospectus for Change) sets out the strategic priorities and 

prioritised schemes which form part of this fund. This includes (at 

page 5) “Following the commitment to lines 1 and 2 of the NGT 

network, work will be undertaken to develop proposals and 

business cases to create a core ‘rapid transit’ network. This could 

include further modern trolleybus schemes or tram-trains.”  

Specifically (on page 6), details are set out relating to NGT 

Trolleybus Line 3 to Aire Valley, Leeds. 

2.14. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 3, paragraph 9 of the Griffiths 

Proof on the expressed view that Leeds will be left with an outmoded legacy 

with zero flexibility.   

 This issue is addressed at Sections 11.16 to 11.19 of Mr Haskins’ 2.14.1.

Proof [APP-2-2]. 

2.15. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 3, paragraph 9 of the Griffiths 

Proof where the market for replacement vehicles is raised.   
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 This issue is addressed at Sections 11.20 to 11.22 of Mr Haskins’ 2.15.1.

Proof [APP-2-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 5 

2.16. Response prepared by Mr Leather on section 5, of the Griffiths Proof under 

“(b) impacts on air quality” on trolleybus system impact on local air quality. 

 The Griffiths Proof notes that trolleybuses will contribute to PM10 2.16.1.

and PM2.5 emissions at a local level due to brake wear, tyre wear 

and road surface erosion as much as any other heavy transport 

vehicle and therefore it is not correct that the trolleybus system has 

zero impact on local air quality. The trolleybuses are expected to 

contribute to emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 due to brake wear, tyre 

wear and road surface erosion.  Emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 from 

these sources were excluded from the dispersion modelling which 

formed part of the air quality assessment because their potential 

contribution to ambient concentrations is extremely small and 

therefore inconsequential to the conclusions of the assessment.  

 In order to provide additional information, results of dispersion 2.16.2.

modelling carried out to predict the contribution to ambient PM10 

and PM2.5 from brake wear, tyre wear and road surface erosion 

from the trolleybuses only are presented here.  The modelling 

assumed 266 2-way NGT movements over 24 hours and predicted 

concentrations at a receptor 8 metres from the roadside.  Defra’s 

‘Emission Factor Toolkit’ for vehicle emissions provides factors for 

brake wear, tyre wear and road surface erosion for ‘buses and 

coaches’ which, in the absence of specific trolleybus data, is 

considered suitably representative.  The modelling predicts that 

brake wear, tyre wear and road surface erosion from the NGT 

would contribute 0.03µg/m3 and 0.01µg/m3 to ambient PM10 and 

PM2.5 concentrations respectively.  This represents an extremely 

small proportion of overall ambient PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations, 
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or their respective standards, and does not affect the conclusions 

of the assessment. 

 The Griffiths Proof also notes that the implementation of a cable-2.16.3.

fed electrical system serves only to displace the source of major 

pollutants to fossil fuel power stations. Emissions from power 

generation plant and their potential effect on air quality are the 

subject of assessments, and controls, required under the UK 

consenting processes. Consideration of the air quality impact from 

power generation related emissions that could be attributed to the 

NGT are not within the scope of the Environmental Impact 

Assessment because they do not have the potential to cause 

significant effects. 

2.17. Response prepared by Mr Walker on section 5, of the Griffiths Proof on 

Landscape Townscape and Visual effects and tree loss and loss of green 

corridor between Alma Road and Headingley Hill. 

 Issues relating to the removal of trees generally have been covered 2.17.1.

in sections 6 and 8 of my proof [APP-10-2]. The Griffiths Proof 

makes a number of points relating to loss of the green corridor, 

open space and trees through central Headingley and asserts that 

a new open space at Headingley Hill is no substitute for the loss of 

the mature tree belt. These points are covered in detail in Section 5 

of my proof [APP-10-2] and at 8.41 and 8.42.  

 The Griffiths Proof states, regarding the green corridor, that ‘the 2.17.2.

impact of its loss, in terms of social and general well-being for the 

local population, is immeasurable, the legacy for its destruction 

being a stark, green-less, skyline, for the rest of our lives and those 

of future generations.’ The Landscape Townscape and Visual 

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

in this area by reference to Character Area 13 and 14 at pages 146 

to 169. The Landscape/Townscape effects were judged to be 

significantly adverse along this stretch. This reflects the loss of a 
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strip of trees and grassland and introduction of the busway and 

path. The LTVA thus recognises that changes will occur to this part 

of the route, but in my view Professor Griffiths is overstating the 

cumulative impact of tree loss. The NGT proposals are generally 

only 15m wide and even taking earth grading into account generally 

only 20m wide in places, so only have a limited effect on the wider 

treescape and opens spaces in the area. So in my view the green 

corridor effect and green backdrop to Headingley will remain in the 

short term. In the longer term the replacement landscape will 

mature, creating a new tree resource and diversifying the age 

range of trees, supplementing the existing vegetation.    

 The Griffiths Proof also states that: “The ‘open space at Headingley 2.17.3.

Hill’, which is offered in return for loss of the ‘green corridor’, is a 

small triangle, bounded by the A660 and the NGT route at its apex.  

It is no substitute for the loss of the mature belt that starts at the top 

of Headingley Hill and finishes at Alma Road.” The key response to 

this concern is that the new open space (which is also proposed for 

ecological mitigation) is not the only mitigation proposed for tree 

and grassland loss along this section of the route. It is 

supplemented by replacement trees, scrub, new hedgerows, grass 

busway treatment, and natural stone walls that are proposed along 

this entire stretch and indeed elsewhere on the scheme which 

results in net gains in tree numbers and areas of woodland and 

scrub. I also note that the new footpath and cycleway opens up this 

hitherto private area to wider enjoyment.  

2.18. Response prepared by Mr Purseglove on section 5 of The Griffiths Proof 

concerning the proposed open space at Headingley Hill:  “The open space at 

Headingley Hill ...is no substitute for the loss of the green corridor that starts 

at the top of Headingley and finishes at Alma Road. There has been a failure 

to understand that public access is not the issue.” 
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 The triangle of land bounded by the A660 and the NGT route was 2.18.1.

chiefly proposed as habitat mitigation and public access is an 

additional benefit. This will create 3500 square metres of semi-

improved grassland and tree planting. The grassland will support 

insects which in turn will be food for bats and the new trees will 

provide important additional habitat for bats and birds.  

Rebuttal Argument 6 

2.19. Response prepared by Mr Smith on section 7, paragraphs 2 to 3 of the 

Griffiths Proof. Professor Griffiths contends that, except for those living close 

to NGT stops, the proposed system does not serve the elderly or infirm, or 

mothers with young children because they will be deterred or prevented from 

accessing NGT as are result of excessive walking distances. Professor 

Griffiths also states that very few schools will have direct access to NGT 

stops. 

 NGT stops have been located at key locations where they best 2.19.1.

serve local trip generators as stated in Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2] 

at section 5.4. Existing bus stops are to remain or be combined 

with other bus stops. This will give people a choice on the mode of 

transport available within a suitable walking distance. The NGT 

system is designed to cater for the needs of the elderly or infirm or 

mothers with young children, through Help Points and level 

boarding at stops as well as an additional 64 signal controlled 

pedestrian crossings providing safer routes to schools and other 

facilities. The NGT system passes by and has stops in proximity to 

several schools although it is acknowledged that the origin of 

journeys from home will not always be served by an NGT stop. 

Section 7.3.12 of Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2] states that 

consultation has been undertaken with various user groups, 

including those mentioned by Professor Griffiths.  

2.20. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick and Mr Henkel on section 7 of the 

Griffiths Proof where it is stated: “The likely impact on motorist, including the 



        REB-1 OBJ0728 

 

Page 17 of 22 
 

effects of the proposed trolley vehicle system on other public transport 

services, highway capacity, traffic flow, vehicle parking, pedestrian and 

cyclist movement and road safety”, paragraph 4 on NGT will affect existing 

bus services (service numbers 1, 6, 28, 56 and 97) and will lead to their 

demise.  

 This is covered in paragraphs 6.4 to 6.11 of Mr Henkel’s Proof 2.20.1.

[APP-4-2] on the anticipated Bus Operator responses to NGT. In 

his proof Mr Henkel concludes that whilst there are anticipated 

reductions to service frequency for bus services 1 and 6, he does 

not expect there to be a change in services 28, 56 or 97.  

 As Mr Chadwick sets out in his Proof [APP-7-2], the Promoters 2.20.2.

have taken a view that there will be a reduction in frequency of bus 

routes 1 and 6 post-NGT. The impacts of this on the residents of 

Tinshill and Cookridge are explicitly considered with the value for 

money appraisal. The Promoters do not consider that there will be 

any change to route 28 and so residents of Adel will be unaffected 

by the NGT proposals. 

2.21. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 7, paragraph 5, of the Griffiths 

Proof where concern is expressed that residents of Bramhope and the outer 

reaches of Adel are too far to be able to conveniently walk to the Bodington 

site.  

 It is accepted that the walk distances from Bramhope and Adel to 2.21.1.

the Bodington Park & Ride site would be too far for the majority of 

travellers to consider as a transport option. Bodington is being 

developed as a Park and Ride site to offer potential for such car-

NGT journeys from these communities. In addition, these 

communities will still be connected by bus to their current 

destinations and will also be able to take advantage of general bus 

journey time improvements that NGT will bring. 
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2.22. Response prepared by Mr Robertson on section 7, pages 10 and 11 the 

Griffiths Proof which states that from observations made at the controlled 

lights on the bus lane adjacent to the Woodhouse Lane multi-storey car park, 

on the A660, the time elapsed for other traffic being held up is exactly 30 

seconds between the red (stop) and green (go) signal and assumes the NGT 

priority at every prioritised junction will have the same timings.   

 Professor Griffiths anticipates increased congestion due to vehicle 2.22.1.

being held up to let NGT through.  However the use of STM priority 

means NGT will generally progress smoothly through traffic signals, 

with average green times to traffic unaffected.  Because the NGT 

arrival time can be predicted several cycles in advance, small 

incremental changes will ensure priority without traffic disruption. 

Professor Griffiths fails to realise that the Woodhouse Lane bus 

gate is used in a particular way as part of the coordinated 

sequence of traffic lights along Woodhouse Lane. The general 

traffic green is linked with the green at the next few sets of signals 

to provide coordination. The bus gate holds traffic back and then 

lets it go at a predetermined time for coordination purposes. This 

allows a bus to have a long green window in which it can enter an 

empty stretch of road and move into the right hand lane ready to 

use the central island bus stops outside the Merrion Centre. In 

contrast, NGT priority will be designed for a different strategy, with 

significantly more sophisticated algorithms (see Mr Robertson’s 

Proof [APP-6-2] chapter 3.14ff), with precisely the right amount of 

green at the right time, and compensation time for traffic where 

appropriate. At many signals NGT runs with a traffic movement. 

2.23. Response prepared by Mr Hanson on section 7 sixth paragraph, of the 

Griffiths Proof under “Highway Capacity and Traffic Flow”, where it is 

contended that the pattern of traffic using the A660 is misrepresented: 

‘In their zeal to win over public opinion to support the case for the 

scheme, the proposers issued a document in which it is stated, “70% of 

cars and 45% of bus users from ‘Headingley area’ ”.  The document is 
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reproduced in OBJ/728: Statement of Case, section 8(i).  If this 

assertion is not correct, but is believed by the proponents of the 

scheme, it exposes a fundamental flaw in the foundation for the case 

for NGT.’ 

 As I explain in my proof [APP-5-2], paragraph 3.18, the pattern of 2.23.1.

origins and destinations was derived from extensive survey 

evidence.  The data represent the diverse mix of origins and 

destinations of traffic using the A660.  This is illustrated in the 

following Figure.  

 The forecast impacts of NGT are not founded on such a simplistic 2.23.2.

assumption about the pattern of demand using the A660 corridor. 

 

2.24. Response prepared by Mr Robertson on section 7, of the Griffiths Proof 

under “Highway Capacity and Traffic Flow”, paragraph 3 on traffic counts.  

 Mr Robertson notes Professor Griffiths uses the time period 07.45 2.24.1.

to 09.00, and refers to the number of vehicles. Professor Griffiths 

does not use Passenger Car Units (pcus) which includes a factor to 

take account of the number of larger vehicles.  Also Mr Robertson 
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does not know if Professor Griffiths includes bicycle and 

motorcycles as vehicles.   

 Professor Griffiths seems to imply that 1600 vehicles join the A660 2.24.2.

between the Ring Road and Weetwood Lane, and that 45% of 

these use Weetwood Lane itself, i.e. 720 vehicles. Alternatively, 

Professor Griffiths’ Statement of Case, Appendix 1 has 540 

vehicles joining from Weetwood Lane. 

 The numbers based on full counts for the 1¼ hour period are 1133 2.24.3.

pcus on Otley Road just south of The Ring Road, 1043 pcus on 

Otley Road approaching Weetwood Lane with 329 pcus joining 

from Weetwood Lane. 

2.25. Response prepared by Mr Robertson on section 7, of the Griffiths Proof 

under “Highway capacity and traffic flow”, page 11 on “the self-regulating 

nature of southbound traffic” around “Shaw Lane and North Lane”.  

 While it is correct that traffic sorts itself out, the way it does this is 2.25.1.

problematic to cyclists, car drivers, and buses in front of the 

Arndale Centre. The proposal introduces specific control which will 

benefit road users; see Mr Robertson’s Proof [APP-6-2] chapter 

5.83ff. 

2.26. Response prepared by Mr Robertson on section 7, of the Griffiths Proof 

under “Highway capacity and traffic flow”, page 11 on the suggestion that 

due to the traffic signals at St Chad’s road “The inevitable, back-up of 

vehicles on Weetwood Lane would be horrendous (immediately adjacent to 

Weetwood Primary School) as would that on Otley Road itself, caused by the 

delayed traffic at an additional set of traffic lights”.   

 This is addressed in Mr Robertson’s Proof [APP-6-2], chapter 2.26.1.

5.71ff, that this is not the case. The calculations in his proof [APP-

6-3-3], page 16, show a Mean Max Queue of 10 vehicles on St 

Chad’s Road.  The scheme does not affect vehicles currently using 

Weetwood Lane to access Moor Road. 



        REB-1 OBJ0728 

 

Page 21 of 22 
 

2.27. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 7, of the Griffiths Proof under 

“Vehicle Parking”, page 11, where it is stated that should all vehicles passing 

the Bodington site decide to use the Park and Ride facility, then the 850 

space site would be full by 8am.  

 I note that 2% to 3% of the traffic passing the Park & Ride sites is 2.27.1.

forecast to use the Bodington facility. This is consistent with 

observations of existing Park & Ride sites across the country1 

where intercept rates are reported to range between 0.6% and 

4.0%. Intercept rates are subject to a range of wider assumptions 

such as variable rates for different feeder roads, ultimate 

destination for travellers, time of day travelled, quality of facilities, 

level of congestion, comparative cost of travel and parking and the 

supply of car parking generally. 

2.28. Response prepared by Mr Robertson on section 7, page 11, of the Griffiths 

Proof under “Vehicle Parking”, where it is stated that the evening peak 

outbound NGT would be stop/start. 

 The NGT evening peak journey from the city centre to Bodington 2.28.1.

will not be stop start. We will be able to use the STM system to 

ensure NGT gets a green light at most traffic signals on the route. 

This is addressed in Mr Robertson’s Proof [APP-6-2], chapter 

3.14ff, which shows how the priority system can be used to 

facilitate smooth travel for NGT without causing disruption to other 

traffic. 

Rebuttal Argument 7 

2.29. Response prepared by Mr Purseglove on section 8, of the Griffiths Proof on 

concerns about loss of habitat: “The loss of habitat for moths by destruction 

of the meadow behind St Columba’s Church….will break the food chain for 

bats and therefore destroy their habitat. This wanton destruction would 

happen as soon as construction begins and cannot be mitigated.” 

                                            
1
 Park and Ride Great Britain 2007, TAS Publications and Events Ltd, 2007 
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 As I explain in my proof [APP-12-2], paragraph 9.14, following 2.29.1.

mitigation with semi-improved grassland, woodland, scrub and 

scattered trees there will be minor beneficial effect on foraging 

habitat for bats. 

 The majority of the meadow behind St Columba’s Church will not 2.29.2.

be destroyed but retained.  

 The corridor for hard standing for the NGT at the back of 2.29.3.

Headingley is typically 15.3m wide whereas the immediate green 

corridor of mature trees, shrubs and grassland through which this 

infrastructure travels is typically at least 40m wide and much wider 

between Headingley Castle and Headingley Hill. Therefore 

substantial habitat will survive on either side of the NGT 

supplemented by new tree planting and semi-improved grassland. 

In addition this immediate corridor links to a whole network of large 

back gardens extending north and south and also to the east 

linking to Batty’s Wood and Woodhouse Cliff. Therefore the food 

chain for moths and bats will not be broken by the relatively narrow 

line of the infrastructure since they can fly over it.  

 It is not correct to say that the loss of habitat cannot be mitigated 2.29.4.

since it is standard practice to mitigate such schemes with new 

planting and habitat creation as is proposed in this case. 

 


