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Qualifications 
1.1 My name is John Brooks.  I am a member of the Royal Town Planning Institute.  I am the 

Leeds Office Director of Turley town planning consultancy.  

 

1.2 The fact that this rebuttal statement does not respond to every matter raised in the evidence 

of submitter witnesses within my area of expertise should not be taken as acceptance of the 

matters raised.  

Rebuttal of John Henkel’s Proof of Evidence 
1.3 I do not agree with the approach taken in rebutting First West Yorkshire’s (FWY) case, as set 

out in Paragraphs 8.4 – 8.40 of John Henkel’s Proof of Evidence.  His approach, as set out in 

his Proof, is too narrowly focussed on the (questionable) benefits that the NGT scheme will 

bring to Leeds.  It does not consider the wider public transport implications of NGT; something 

that FWY’s case addresses in some detail.  I maintain my opinion that the NGT proposal is 

contrary to the development plan for Leeds; as well as the NPPF. 

 

1.4 I am also of the opinion that Mr Henkel’s Proof, when read in its entirety, clearly demonstrates 

upon the Promoter’s behalf the lack of engagement with and consultation of FWY from a 

planning policy formulation perspective.  The lack of consultation with FWY  in the evolution of 

the NGT scheme is clear; and is something that is expanded upon in the Rebuttal Proof of 

David Alexander.  This is contrary to Paragraph 31 ‘Promoting Sustainable Transport’ of the 

NPPF, which states that “Local Authorities should work with ….. transport providers to develop 

strategies for the provision of viable infrastructure necessary to support sustainable 

development”.  

Rebuttal of Phillip Ward’s Proof of Evidence 
1.5 I do not agree with the conclusion drawn in Paragraphs 8.8 – 8.19 of Phillip Ward’s Proof of 

Evidence.  In any event, given the lack of detail associated with the applications for listed 

building consent and conservation area consent, I can see no proper basis for  Mr Ward’s 

definitive conclusion when he says, “NGT will cause harm to several heritage assets but this 

harm is less than substantial” (Paragraph 8.18).  I am reinforced in my judgment by the 

evidence of Katy Lightbody.  In short, her evidence shows that the scheme has not been fully 

or properly assessed and the impact of the scheme has been under assessed.  This is 

contrary to Policies N17, N18 (a & b), N19 & N20 of the Leeds UDP Review and the 

requirements of Paragraph 128 of the NPPF.   

 

Rebuttal of Martin Farrington’s Proof of Evidence 
1.6 I do not agree with Paragraphs 7.1 – 7.4 of Martin Farrington’s Proof of Evidence.  Mr 

Farrington states that, “the NGT scheme has been developed to be consistent with all of the 

statutory policy documents [Leeds UDP Review, LDF Core Strategy and Local Transport 



Plan]”.  As stated in my Proof of Evidence, it is evident that the current proposal is not 

consistent with a range of development plan policies, not only those in connection with 

matters such as heritage, but also those directly associated with the promotion of an 

integrated transport network.  The emphasis in the development plan policies is for a rapid 

transit system and also to ensure that it is properly integrated into the public transport 

network.  A rapid transit system can include bus options, such as the Cambridge Guided Bus 

or the ‘New Bus for Leeds’. 

 

Rebuttal of Kevin Leather’s Proof of Evidence 
1.7 I do not agree with Paragraphs 3.23 – 3.38 and Paragraphs 8.9 – 8.13 of Kevin Leather’s 

Proof of Evidence.  These paragraphs refer to the way in which alternatives to NGT were 

considered.  It is my opinion that the bus option was dismissed too simplistically and the 

assessment of impacts on the City’s public transport network was not extensive enough.  This 

is set out in detail in Section 4 of Paul Turner’s Proof of Evidence.  I am of the opinion that this 

failure goes to the heart of Mr Leather’s Case and undermines the sustainable credentials of 

the NGT.  This in turn conflicts with the planning policy guidance relating to sustainable 

development that is contained within Paragraphs 29 – 41 ‘Promoting Sustainable Transport’ of 

the NPPF.   

Rebuttal of Steve Speak’s Proof of Evidence 
1.8 In Paragraph 3.1 of Steve Speak’s Proof of Evidence he states that, “local level development 

plan policy as it has evolved since 1992 has promoted the introduction of a modern, rapid 

public transport system linked to park and ride in the corridors now proposed for NGT”.  I note 

from this extract that Mr Speak makes reference to a “rapid public transport system” and not 

NGT.  This reference reinforces the point I make in my Proof of Evidence, in Paragraph 4.6, 

where I express the opinion that the UDP’s support for Supertram cannot simply be 

transferred to the NGT scheme; the two are different.  Reference to “rapid public transport 

system” does include bus options, such as the Cambridge Guided Busway or the ‘New Bus for 

Leeds’. 

 

1.9 In Paragraph 4.4 of Mr Speak’s Proof he makes reference to Paragraph 31 of the NPPF, 

which states, “Local Authorities should work with …. Transport providers to develop strategies 

for the provision of viable infrastructure necessary to support sustainable development”.  Mr 

Speak does not outline the extent of this engagement, nor the extent to which he says FWY 

were involved.  Chapter 6 of John Henkel’s Proof of Evidence he sets out the engagement 

process to-date and in the future.  This appears to be based on no meaningful engagement 

with the bus companies about how their routes are affected after the NGT scheme is granted 

consent and up and running.  Clearly this is not the way in which consultation is supposed to 

operate.  The extent of discussion between Leeds City Council and NGT is set out in Mr 



Alexander’s Proof of Evidence and re-stated in his Rebuttal Proof.  I remain of the opinion that 

this lack of engagement is contrary to Paragraph 31 of the NPPF. 

 

1.10 In Paragraph 4.36 of Mr Speak’s Proof, he makes reference to Map 9 of the emerging Core 

Strategy and the Map’s inclusion of the NGT route.  Map 9 is then tied to Spatial Policy 11 

‘Transport Infrastructure Investment Priorities’.  This Policy is supportive of the delivery of an 

integrated transport strategy for Leeds.  I note that Map 9 is one of only two explicit references 

to NGT in the emerging Core Strategy; the other being in Paragraph 5.1.23 in the ‘Open 

Space and Permeability’ section.  I am of the opinion that the Core Strategy is in essence 

more supportive of a “rapid transit system” (ie Bullet (i) of Spatial Policy 11), which includes a 

bus system, than it is of the presently proposed NGT scheme.   

 

1.11 In Paragraph 8.3 of Mr Speak’s Proof he states that, “the NGT is clearly plan-led”. In my own 

Proof of Evidence at  Paragraph 4.28 I refer to the, “dichotomy of in-principle support for the 

NGT proposal, versus in-depth analysis and contradiction with policy”.  I do not accept that 

this proposal is properly to be regarded as plan led for the reasons set out in the evidence of 

FWY. 

 

1.12 In Paragraph 8.8 of Mr Speak’s Proof he states that, “the hearing sessions to consider the 

soundness of the plan did not specifically address the NGT scheme”.  He then adds that, “this 

confirms that the Inspector does not require any modifications that have a direct bearing on 

the NGT proposals”.  This confirms that the soundness of the NGT policies was not examined 

by the inspector.  It is to be recalled that the question of the soundness of the policies is a 

different question as to whether the particular proposed scheme is in accordance with the 

development plan as a whole, or with the NPPF.  As I have made clear elsewhere, the policies 

in the development plan do not give the unequivocal support which the promoters suggest.  

Indeed express support for the NGT (as opposed to support for rapid transport or the 

protection of the NGT proposed route) is much less clear.  What is clear, however, is that the 

development plan does not support an NGT scheme which, for example, is not properly 

integrated in to the public transport network; which will have a negative impact upon the use of 

public transport and which has under assessed its adverse impact upon Leeds heritage 

assets. 

 

1.13 In Paragraphs 8.22 and 8.23, Mr Speak makes reference to extracts from the Supertram 

Inspector’s Report.  I note with regard to both of these extracts that the word “Supertram” 

could be replaced by “rapid transit system”, or even “New Bus for Leeds”, and still reflect the 

logic expressed by the Secretary of State.  I am of the opinion that the Inspector’s extracts are 

simply supportive of improvements to the public transport system in Leeds and not bespoke to 

a Supertram system, that has then been taken forward into the NGT system. 

 



1.14 Mr Speak, in Paragraph 8.35, also makes reference to the Secretary of State’s decision of 

December 2000 on the previous Supertram scheme.  Having regard to the evidence of FWY, I 

am of the opinion that the Secretary of State’s words can be used to resist the NGT Scheme.  

The Secretary of State states that he was, “satisfied that the wider public benefits of the 

[Supertram] proposals, with the improvements they could bring to public transport 

infrastructure in the City and the consequential effect on reducing traffic congestion and 

pollution outweigh the concerns expressed by the remaining objectors”.  It is my judgment, 

based upon the evidence before me, that the NGT proposal taken as a whole would create 

greater harm to the wider public transport in the City; both in the short term, but also the 

medium to long term and would have a wider adverse impact upon the public interest as 

whole and therefore this extract can be relied upon to resist the NGT proposal. 

 

1.15 Finally, in Paragraph 8.37, Mr Speak states, “the introduction of a modern public transport 

system in these [NGT] corridors has long been needed, is supported by planning policy and 

will bring the benefits that I refer to and that others have identified in some detail”.  For 

reasons which I have explained elsewhere I do not agree with this statement.  Setting aside 

such difference of judgment, in any event I do not see how Mr Speak can have rationally 

come to this definitive judgment in the absence, for example, of any detailed assessment of 

the impact of the proposal on the public transport bus network for Leeds and the under 

assessment of the adverse impact of the proposal upon the heritage assets of Leeds.  

Declaration 

1.16 I confirm I have made clear which facts and matters referred to are my own knowledge and 

which are not.  Those within my knowledge I confirm are true.  The opinions I have expressed 

represent my true and complete opinion on the matters to which they refer. 

 

1.17 I believe the facts stated in this Rebuttal Proof of Evidence are true. 
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