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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 

Brookes, document reference: REB-5 OBJ/0923 submitted on behalf of First 

West Yorkshire which was received by the Promoters on 1/04/2014.   

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 Brookes on behalf of First West Yorkshire: 

 Response prepared by Mr Speak on paragraph 7.3 on the assertion that 

there is little or no support for NGT in the UDP Review. 

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 Brookes.  In this 

respect, for cross-examination purposes 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 Speak on paragraph 7.3 on the assertion that 

there is little or no support for NGT in the UDP Review. 

2.2. Mr Brookes implies (923/04, para7.3) that there is little or no support for NGT 

in the UDP Review because the policies refer to the Supertram Scheme. I 

address UDPR policy in Chapter 4 of my proof (APP-8-2) and further 

consider its relevance in Chapter 7 (paras 7.4-7) and its significance in the 

planning balance in Chapter 8. In short, in my view there is very clear 

support for NGT in the UDP. Policy T12 provides general support for the 

introduction of “new, modern forms of public transport” and Policy T16 gives 

similar support to park and ride proposals. More specifically the policies of 

the UDP give support to the introduction of a public transport system along 

the corridor now proposed for NGT with specific park and ride allocations at 

Bodington and Stourton. The UDP recognises that the Supertram scheme 

had been abandoned but nevertheless retained the policies reflecting the 

intention to bring forward alternative proposals. 

2.3. I note that in fact, Mr Brookes acknowledges that, “the two schemes are 

similar” and describes the differences between them as relating to just three 

issues, namely “different visual effects, business cases and cost bases.” 

Given that he accepts that they are otherwise similar it is difficult to 

understand the view that NGT is not supported by UDP policy. Whilst visual 

impact is dealt with by other witnesses I note that both NGT and Supertram 

follow largely the same route, with a similar pattern of stops, similar overhead 

wires and fixings and with park and ride in the same locations. The business 

case and costs are clearly matters of relevance to the TWAO but are not 

planning issues that affect whether or not the proposals are supported by 

UDP policy. 

 


