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1 Response to Rebuttal Argument 1 

1.1 In paragraph 2.1.1 of the rebuttal, Mr Haskins says that it is his understanding 

that the poll allowed for multiple responses using multiple devices. 

1.2 I do not know if this was the case or not and Mr Haskins does not provide any 

evidence to back up his assertion. 

1.3 Even if this were the case, it would have applied to both those who voted in 

favour of the scheme and to those who voted against.  So that we can 

assume that the percentages shown, for and against, are a true reflection, in a 

general way, of how people feel. 

1.4 I notice that Mr Haskins does not query the other two surveys I mention in 

paragraph 10.3 of my proof.  One carried out in September and October 2013 

by North West Leeds Transport Forum, shown in my Document 19, which 

showed 95% of respondents opposed to the scheme and a survey carried out 

by the West Yorkshire branch of the Federation of Small Businesses, shown 

in my Document 8a, which showed considerable opposition for a number of 

different reasons. 

 

 

2 Response to Rebuttal Argument 2 

2.1 Mr Haskins comments on paragraph 2.2 of my proof of evidence concerning 

the drop in the number of vehicles using the A660. 

2.2 The figures from the DfT shown in my Document 1, show a drop of nearly 

4,000 (3972) in the average, annual, daily flow of all vehicles on the A660 

between the outer ring road and the inner ring road between 2002 and 2012.  

This is a 17% drop over this period which I think is very significant. 
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2.3 Mr Haskins in rebuttal paragraph 2.2.4 points to one of the reasons for this – 

the closures of the Boys Grammar School (over 1,000 pupils plus staff) and 

the Leeds Girls High School (just under 1,000 pupils plus staff).  These are 

permanent changes.  The schools have moved to one site on the edge of the 

city so vehicles will never return to service these schools. 

2.4 Also contributing to the drop in the number of vehicles using the A660 is the 

closure of Bodington Hall, a University of Leeds hall of residence which 

housed over 1,000 students plus a number of staff.  This change is also 

permanent. 

2.5 In paragraph 2.2.6 of the rebuttal Mr Haskins states that there will be an 

increase in car trips in Leeds in future but Professor Phil Goodwin’s graph, 

document NWLTF/110, shows that DfT forecasts of car traffic growth have 

been considerably more that the actual growth for a number of years and 

shows that the level of car traffic in the UK has remained more or less the 

same for the last 10 years. 

 

3 Response to Rebuttal Argument 3 

3.1 Mr Chadwick comments on my criticism of the Promoters’ P&R proposals in 

paragraph 4.2 of my proof and  draws attention to paragraphs 3.154 to 3.156 

of his proof of evidence. 

3.2 He says in paragraph 3.156 that he concludes, “that the journey time 

improvement from express buses does not offset the reduced frequency in 

comparison to stopping all buses”.  I assume from this that he is comparing a 

trolleybus running at the proposed frequency with an express, P&R bus 

running at a considerably lower frequency. 
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3.3 I have looked at his paragraphs 3.154,3.155 and 3.156 and appendix D to his 

proof (APP-7-3-10) and I cannot find any indication as to what frequency he 

has assumed for the express bus. 

3.4 I would only say that, if a sensible frequency of service was chosen, and this 

could be very frequent at peak times when the P&R would be used most, it 

seems obvious to me that a non-stop bus to the centre of Leeds would be 

quicker than a trolleybus which would stop ten times on the way. 

3.5 Consequently, as I suggest in my proof, a properly configured, express bus 

service from the P&R would be much more attractive than the NGT option. 

 

4 Response to Rebuttal Argument 4 

4.1 In rebuttal paragraph 2.4.1, Mr Chadwick says that Core document C-1-18 

sets out how, using an established modelling framework, the job impact of 

NGT has been assessed.  C-1-18 shows how the Urban Dynamic Model 

(UDM) and the Leeds Transport Model (LTM) forecast an increase of around 

4,000 jobs.  (I believe this figure may have been reduced a bit in the latest 

figures from the Promoters) 

4.2 But much doubt has been cast as to how confident we can be that the 

combination of the UDM and the LTM gives accurate outputs. 

4.3 If we look at paragraph 2.14 of document C-1-18 on page 7, we can see that 

the DfT says ‘There could be difficulties in adapting the UDM to apply to 

small, local schemes’. 

4.4 In addition, the UDM uses outputs from the LTM (see C-1-18, page 11, 

paragraph 3.6) and this has been shown, in this Inquiry, to be inaccurate at 

local level. 
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4.5 So, given the experience provided by the Sheffield Tram scheme as shown in 

my Document 4, I would not have any confidence in the Promoters’ forecast 

for the number of jobs which would be created. 

 

 

5 Response to Rebuttal Argument 5 

5.1 In responding to my question in paragraph 4.4 of my proof as to whether the 

loss of revenue and so loss of jobs to the current bus operators has been 

included in NGT’s analysis, Mr Chadwick states in paragraph 2.5.1 of the 

rebuttal to me that the financial impact on bus operators has been considered.  

However, their analysis depends on the assumptions they have made on how 

the bus operators will react to NGT.  This has been discussed at length 

already in this Inquiry.  It suffices to say that the Promoters’ assumptions 

seem to be wrong. 

5.2 I note that he admits that ‘Bus operator employment impacts have not been 

specifically identified’ 

 

6 Response to Rebuttal Argument 6 

6.1 In responding to paragraph 4.6 in my proof concerning congestion, Mr 

Chadwick tells us in paragraph 2.6.1 of their rebuttal that the increase in 

congestion which would result from the scheme ‘has been virtually 

eliminated’. 

6.2 I presume this means that the increase in congestion is predicted to be 

smaller than in the previous version of the scheme.  I do not have the 

technical knowledge to challenge this but, given the doubts about the 
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accuracy of the modelling, I am not confident that the proposed stacking of 

general traffic at junctions would not lead to significantly increased congestion 

on the route. 

6.3 Even if there is not much of an increase in congestion, as the Promoters 

assert, this is no solace for businesses and individuals who have been led to 

believe that the scheme was designed to reduce congestion.  The fact that 

there will be an increase in congestion gives the lie to the Promoters’ publicity 

material which continues, even now, to describe the scheme as congestion 

busting – see page 4 of my Document 31 (NGT brochure entitled ‘New 

Generation Transport for Leeds – a Catalyst for Economic Growth’ dated 

September 2013).  Also, my Document 32 which is a page from the NGT 

website which I downloaded only a few days ago which describes the benefit 

for commuters of NGT – item 4 is highlighted. 

6.4 We should also remember that Mr Farrington, when cross examined, insisted 

very clearly that he thought that the one, overriding reason why there was a 

need for the scheme was in order to reduce congestion.  He is the Director of 

City Development at Leeds City Council, interim Chair of the NGT Project 

Board and closely involved in the NGT project.  How many other council 

officials and, more importantly, councillors are to put it mildly, ‘confused’ over 

the aims of this project? 

 

7 Response to Rebuttal Argument 7 

7.1 In response to the point made in paragraph 4.7 of my proof that house prices 

may be adversely affected by NGT, Mr Chadwick refers me to Core 

Document C-1-7.  This describes how beneficial, new transport schemes can 
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add to land and property values.  This might be the case for a scheme which 

improved the transport options for those living nearby as long as there were 

no significant negative aspects.  A key phrase occurs in document C-1-7 in 

the third paragraph of the foreword (page 4) and this is ‘without suffering 

negative impacts’. 

7.2 The fact is that there is a large body of opinion which believes that NGT would 

bring with it a large number of highly negative impacts.  This opinion is backed 

up in an article written by Michael M Moore, Executive Partner at Moores 

Estate Agents, based in Leeds, entitled ‘How NGT Scheme may Affect 

Property Prices in Leeds’ (my Document 7) 

7.3  Mr Moore describes how properties in Leeds 6 and Leeds 16 may be 

adversely affected by NGT and then goes on to describe the possible effect in 

conservation areas on Otley Road.  I would like to quote just one sentence 

from the article.  He says, “Properties in these areas may be more adversely 

affected as the presence of the scheme in characterful conservation areas will 

undermine the total concept of conservation”. 

7.4 In his rebuttal, Mr Chadwick does not address any of the points raised by Mr 

Moore. 

 

8 Response to Rebuttal Argument 8 

8.1 In attempting to answer my question about the loss of business to small 

businesses along the route in paragraph 4.8 of my proof, Mr Chadwick again 

refers me to Core Document C-1-18, ‘Wider Economic Impacts’. 
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8.2 He again tries to rely on the modelling described in C-1-18 and, as I 

mentioned previously in my response to Rebuttal Argument 4, I believe this to 

be unreliable. 

 

9 Response to Rebuttal Argument 9 

9.1 Mr Haskins does not deny that trolleybuses would, most likely, have to be 

purchased from outside of the UK. 

10 Response to Rebuttal Argument 10 

10.1 I will defer to the Leeds Cycling Campaign on the question of lack of proper 

provision for cyclists.  We have already heard excellent evidence from Lizzie 

Reather, Chair of the Leeds Cycling Campaign. 

10.2 I will just add that there is an excellent opportunity to improve the facilities for 

cycling along this route, the most cycled commuter route in Leeds (see my 

Document 26), in order to match other cities which have given cycling a high 

priority.  It is obvious that cycling provision was given a low priority in the 

design of this scheme. 

12 Response to Rebuttal Argument 12 

12.1 With regard to the production of greenhouse gases and pollution Mr Leather 

refers to Core document C-1-16 (Sub Mode Options Investigation) and it is 

interesting to read in paragraph 6.5, page 81 that “A plug-in hybrid thus offers 

many benefits of an electrically powered bus without the associated 

infrastructure costs.” 

12.2 Also, if you look at my Document 13, a report by Ricardo plc, you will see that 

this shows that, using a standard diesel bus as baseline, a trolleybus gives a 
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Well to Wheel percentage reduction in carbon dioxide emissions of 24% but 

full hybrids give a 35% and 40% reduction, depending on the type of hybrid. 

13 Response to Rebuttal Argument 13 

13.1 I suggest in paragraph 5.4 of my proof that there will be an increase in 

airborne pollution as a result of the felling of around 400 mature trees.  Mr 

Leather refers me to Core document B-2, Air Quality Technical Appendix, and 

states in their rebuttal paragraph 2.13.1 that changes in air quality caused by 

the NGT scheme would be minor adverse at worst and are therefore  not 

significant. 

13.2 Surely, it should be a fundamental objective of a new scheme of this size to 

reduce pollutants and greenhouse gases by a considerable amount in line 

with Government objectives (the Climate Change Act (2008) commits the UK 

to reducing emissions by at least 80% in 2050 from 1990 levels). 

13.3 Nowhere in document B-2 are the words tree, foliage or shrubbery mentioned 

at all.  Nowhere in this prediction of the change in air quality, if NGT was to be 

implemented, is the loss of over 400 or more mature trees taken into account. 

13.4 You can see in my Document 15, pictures of the large number of large trees 

intended to be felled along Otley Road and my Document 16 shows how trees 

in urban areas improve our air quality. 

14 Response to Rebuttal Argument 14 

14.1 In paragraph 2.14.1 of the rebuttal to my paragraph 5.12, Mr Robertson points 

to improved performance at some junctions which, in his view, would mean no 

increase in rat running but the problem the motorist experiences on congested 

roads is being stuck in slow moving traffic, not just the performance at 

junctions, although this may be an important factor. 
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14.2 It seems to me that, if NGT is given priority at most junctions and stacking of 

general traffic at junctions is designed into the scheme, this will be perceived 

by the motorist as slowing down their progress and some will seek side roads 

with less traffic. 

14.3 In the rebuttal paragraph 2.14.2, Mr Robertson points to proposed 

improvements at Hyde Park Corner but surely this only indicates that 

improvements could be made at many junctions without necessarily 

implementing other destructive and degrading parts of the project. 

15 Response to Rebuttal Argument 15 

15.1 In paragraph 6.4 of my proof I comment on the fact that, at peak times, 

passengers are likely to have to stand for the whole of their journey.  In 

paragraph 2.15.1 of the rebuttal, Mr Chadwick agrees that, “During peak times 

it is anticipated that some passengers will need to stand for all or part of their 

journey”.  Mr Chadwick’s contention that, “NGT vehicles will be specified to 

accommodate standing in greater comfort than conventional buses”, seems 

highly dubious considering the number of people who will have to stand at 

peak times. 

15.2 There has been much discussion already about how many passengers will 

have to stand and how comfortable that will be.  It is up to the Inspector and 

the Secretary of State to decide how attractive to passengers the NGT 

proposal regarding seating and standing would be. 

16 Response to Rebuttal Argument 16 

16.1 In the rebuttal to my paragraph 6.5, Mr Smith in their paragraph 2.16.1 says 

that according to Transport for London’s document ‘Accessible Bus Stop 

Design Guidance’, an ideal spacing for bus stops is around 400 metres, 



Nigel Sleeman Response to Rebuttal Evidence OBJ/1166/5 

  Page 11 of 12 

although a closer spacing in town centres and residential areas may be 

necessary to meet passenger requirements. 

16.2 The northern route flows entirely through residential areas and yet the 

proposed, average NGT stop spacing is well over 500 metres which confirms 

the contention in my paragraph 6.5 that the trolleybus will not be suitable for 

the elderly, infirm and disabled or for parents with small children. 

16.3 Mr Smith says in paragraph 2.16.1 that there are 13 stop intervals from City 

Square to Bodington but I count only 12 which gives a stop spacing of 560 

metres not 515 metres as stated. 

16.4 Mr Smith also states in paragraph 2.16.1 that, “There is no reduced standard 

of service ........ as NGT services are assumed as being additional to existing 

bus services”.  This is what he says here but in the business case, existing 

bus services are assumed to be reduced, so that there would be 

disadvantage to the sort of person I am concerned about. 

17 Response to Rebuttal Argument 17 

17.1 This is a response by Mr Smith to my concerns about pedestrian safety in 

paragraph 7.3 of my proof. 

17.2 This has already been discussed with other witnesses and I refer the 

Inspector and the Secretary of State to document APP106, ‘designers 

Response Stage 1 Road Safety Audit’, paragraph 2.1 on page 2. 
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18 Response to Rebuttal Argument 18 

18.1 In response to the question put in paragraph 9.1 of my proof as to whether all 

risks to the NGT project have been described, Mr Chadwick states in rebuttal 

paragraph 2.18.1 that the Risk Registers contain details of all risks identified 

but they have not been made public so doubt must remain when there is no 

transparency. 

18.2 As I say in paragraph 9.4 of my proof, most concerning is the financial risk.  In 

order to allay many people’s fears, I wonder if the promoters would be willing 

to provide the Inquiry with an up-to-date, detailed forecast of how much the 

scheme is actually going to cost? 


