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1 Introduction 

1.1. This rebuttal Proof of Evidence has been prepared on behalf of the West 

Yorkshire Combined Authority and Leeds City Council (together “the 

Promoters”) to respond to particular aspects of the proof of evidence of Mr 

Sleeman (OBJ/1166) which was received by the Promoters on 01/04/2014.   

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 addresses the following points contained in  Mr Sleeman’s proof 

of evidence: 

1.3, 2.3, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, 4.9, 4.10, 4.11, 5.2, 5.4, 5.12, 6.4, 6.5, 7.3 

and 9.1.  

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 Sleeman’s Proof.  

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 Haskins to the point made in section 1, paragraph 

1.3 that the recent Yorkshire Evening Post poll demonstrates widespread 

opposition to the scheme.  

2.1.1. In it is my understanding that this poll allowed for multiple responses to 

be submitted using multiple devices. There is evidence to suggest that 

local action groups used various forms of social media and leaflets/flyers 

to encourage people to take part in the poll.  The Promoters were not 

consulted as part of the poll’s development, nor did they encourage 

anyone to take part in the poll. 

Rebuttal Argument 2: 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to the point made in section 2, paragraph 

2.2 that DfT figures have shown a considerable drop in the number of vehicles 

using the A660.  

2.2.1. In section 3 of my Proof (APP-2-2) I explain why this route, in the opinion 

of the promoters, would benefit from the introduction of the NGT scheme.  

2.2.2. Flows on the A660 have fallen, but then so have many corridors since 

the mid-point of the last decade. The highest traffic flows on all major 

routes into/out of Leeds (i.e. across the Leeds traffic monitoring cordon) 

were recorded in 2004. Notwithstanding the decline in traffic, the 

Trafficmaster analysis still shows the A660 to be one of the most 

congested corridors in Leeds, being in the top three in the am peak hour 

and the worst by far in the pm peak hour (and peak period). It is also the 

worst in the inter peak (based on 2009-10 and 2011-12 data). 

2.2.3. A number of factors have led to lower traffic on the A660 in recent years:         
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2.2.4. The closure of the Boys Grammar School and the Leeds Girls High 

School did reduce traffic. In particular closure of the LGHS in 2008 

caused a significant reduction in traffic on that section of the A660. 

2.2.5. Economic conditions (i.e. the Global Financial Crisis and effects of 

recession felt in Leeds) caused a drop in traffic in 2008. This is in 

common with the rest of the UK. 

2.2.6. In the future, Leeds population and employment is forecast to grow, and 

with the same propensity to use car as the rest of the population this will 

cause an increase in car trips in Leeds, and in the A660 corridor. 

Rebuttal Argument 3: 

2.3. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to the point made in section 4, paragraph 

4.2 that the Park and Ride scheme will not work because the NGT system 

does not offer an ‘express service’.  

2.3.1. In paragraph 3.154 of my Proof of Evidence [APP-7-2] I introduce the 

additional Low Cost Alternative test we have undertaken, which includes 

a dedicated express bus service between Bodington and Stourton. In 

paragraph 3.156 of that document I conclude that the journey time 

improvement from express buses does not offset the reduced frequency 

in comparison to stopping all buses. Exclusively serving Bodington with a 

non-stop shuttle bus service is actually less beneficial to potential Park & 

Ride site users. 

Rebuttal Argument 4: 

2.4. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to the point made in section 4, paragraph 

4.3 that the claim NGT will lead to the creation of 4,000 jobs is dubious.  

2.4.1. Core Document G-4-70 sets out how enhancing transport links in general 

and rapid transit in particular can support redevelopment and 

regeneration in urban areas. As set out in that document improving the 

connectivity of an area can make it a more attractive location to establish 

new businesses and grow existing ones. Core Document C-1-18 sets out 

how using an established modelling framework, the job impact of NGT 
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has been assessed. As introducing NGT reduces the cost in terms of 

both time and money to travel between certain locations, this increases 

the attractiveness of these locations as both places to live and work. 

 
Rebuttal Argument 5: 

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to the point made in section 4, paragraph 

4.4 which questions whether the impact of NGT on the existing bus operators 

(and loss of jobs) has been included in the scheme’s analysis.  

2.5.1. The financial impact on bus operators is consider as part of the Financial 

Case in Core Document C-1 (see Table 21.3). Bus operator employment 

impacts have not been specifically identified, however, the introduction of 

NGT will lead to increase in the overall levels of employment in the 

transport sector in Leeds. In addition, NGT will support the economic 

growth of Leeds and this will support a net increase in employment, 

which is forecast to be in the region of 4000 jobs by 2031 (see Core 

Document C-1-18). 

 
Rebuttal Argument 6: 

2.6. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to the point made in section 4, paragraph 

4.6 which questions whether the impact of congestion on businesses has 

been considered.  

2.6.1. The preliminary design for the NGT scheme, assessed in the March 

2012 Business Case resulted in an increase in traffic congestion which 

gave a £110m disbenefit to highway users over the 60 year appraisal 

period. Since then the NGT scheme design has been significantly 

refined, and the most recent update to the Business Case shows that the 

disbenefit to highway users has been virtually eliminated (down to 

around £4m over the 60 year appraisal period). Further refinements to 

the NGT scheme design are expected to completely eliminate the 

disbenefit and may even result in a benefit for highway travellers due to 
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more efficient operation of the highway network and less cars on the 

road. 

 
Rebuttal Argument 7: 

2.7. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to the point made in section 4, paragraph 

4.7 which proposes NGT may have a negative impact on house prices.  

2.7.1. As set out in Core Document C-1-7, there is empirical evidence that the 

introduction of rapid transit systems has been associated with an 

increase in house prices in the areas that they serve. NGT will have 

many of the characteristics of the systems that have been introduced 

elsewhere and the same effect that has been observed elsewhere would 

result in a net increase in residential property prices. 

 
Rebuttal Argument 8: 

2.8. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to the point made in section 4, paragraph 

4.8 which questions if the impact on small businesses has been considered.  

2.8.1. Core Document G-4-70 sets out how enhancing transport links in general 

and rapid transit in particular can support redevelopment and 

regeneration in urban areas. As set out in that document, improving the 

connectivity of an area can make it a more attractive location to establish 

new businesses and grow existing ones. Core Document C-1-18 sets out 

how using an established modelling framework, the job impact of NGT 

has been assessed. As introducing NGT reduces the cost in terms of 

both time and money to travel between certain locations, this increases 

the attractiveness of these locations as both places to live and work and 

will support an increase in business impact. There will be some short 

term negative impacts on businesses along the NGT route during the 

construction period. These have been considered in the Environmental 

Statement and will be mitigated through the application of a Code of 

Construction Practice 
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Rebuttal Argument 9: 

2.9. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to the point made in section 4, paragraph 

4.9 that the trolley vehicles will need to be purchased from abroad.  

2.9.1. We do not yet know where the vehicles will be purchased from. That 

decision would not be made until later in the process. The company I 

believe you are referring to is the Optare Group, located 25km east of 

Leeds in Sherburn-in-Elmet. In February 2013, the CEO of the Optare 

Group issued a statement declaring the groups intention to enter into the 

bidding process to provide the NGT trolleybus vehicles.  

 
Rebuttal Argument 10: 

2.10. Response prepared by Mr Smith to the point made in section 4, paragraph 

4.10 which claims the NGT scheme includes a lack of proper provision for 

cyclists.  

2.10.1. Mr Sleeman refers to the Leeds Cycle Action Campaign’s objection 

letter. I have contributed to the Promoters rebuttal to their Proof of 

Evidence. A copy of which can be downloaded from the NGT website 

(http://www.ngtmetro.com/Rebuttals/  reference OBJ1470)  

 
Rebuttal Argument 11: 

2.11. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to the point made in section 4, paragraph 

4.11 which claims the Kirkstall Forge housing development is too far from the 

NGT system for residents to use it.  

2.11.1. The Kirkstall Forge housing development was referenced in error. I 

apologise on behalf of the Promoters for this mistake.  

Rebuttal Argument 12: 

2.12. Response prepared by Mr Leather to the point made in section 5, paragraph 

5.2 which claims trolleybuses lead to greater emissions than diesel buses and 

hybrid buses.  

http://www.ngtmetro.com/Rebuttals/
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2.12.1. Further information relating to the fuel efficiency of trolleybuses is 

presented in the Sub Mode Options Report [Document C-1-16].   

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

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. In addition, 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 and Sub Mode Options Report.  It is likely that energy efficient 

criteria will be used in the procurement process for the trolleybus. 

Rebuttal Argument 13: 

2.13. Response prepared by Mr Leather to the point made in section 5, paragraph 

5.4 which claims the felling of trees will lead to an increase in greenhouse 

gases.  

2.13.1. An assessment of potential air quality effects of the Scheme is 

presented within the Environmental Statement [Air Quality Technical 

Appendix (B-2)].  Overall the NGT Scheme is predicted to improve air 

quality at more locations than it will cause deterioration. This change 

however is not considered significant in accordance with the criteria set 

out in paragraph 2.5 of the Air Quality Technical Appendix (B-2). The 

dispersion modelling results used to inform the assessment show that by 

2020 (opening year), concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and fine 

particulates (PM10 and PM2.5) are predicted to be below air quality 

objectives, as described in the Air Quality Technical Appendix (B- 2, 

page 5 paragraph 1.34). Changes in concentrations caused by the NGT 

Scheme are minor adverse at worst, and are therefore not significant. 

 
Rebuttal Argument 14: 
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2.14. Response prepared by Mr Robertson to the point made in section 5, 

paragraph 5.12 which claims the introduction of the NGT scheme will lead to 

an increase in ‘rat running’.  

2.14.1. I state in my Proof of Evidence [APP-6-2] paragraph 4.12 that 

congestion occurs where traffic signals are over capacity. My evidence 

shows on a site by site basis in chapter 5 that in many places the traffic 

signals work better (a lower Degree of Saturation) with the proposed 

design.  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.   

2.14.2. In particular, the situation at Hyde Park Corner is much improved (see 

my Proof of Evidence [APP-6-2] paragraph 5.117ff).  Currently this 

junction is very busy with queues in both peak periods.  With the NGT 

arrangement, Hyde Park Corner and the associated signalled junctions 

all have spare capacity and operate on a slightly shorter cycle time.  The 

signal staging is much better for pedestrians and the lack of queuing 

means drivers have no reason to rat-run. 

Rebuttal Argument 15: 

2.15. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to the point made in section 6, paragraph 

6.4 which claims during peak periods, passengers will need to stand for the 

entirely of their journey.  

2.15.1. As set out in Core Document G-4-42, NGT vehicles are likely to have a 

seating capacity ratio of one person sitting to two standing at maximum 

passenger loading. This is similar to diesel-powered articulated buses. 

Over the operating day the majority of NGT passengers will have a seat. 

Between morning and evening peak times, almost all passengers 

travelling using NGT will be able to sit for their entire journey, should they 

so choose. During peak times it is anticipated that some passengers will 

need to stand for all or part of their journey. However, the NGT vehicles 

will be specified to accommodate standing in greater comfort that 

conventional buses. This will be achieved through the design and 
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specification of the interior of the vehicles which like modern trams will 

have large low floor areas and a seating layout that will accommodate 

standing. Also, and like modern trams, there will be smoother 

acceleration and deceleration and a better ride quality than can be 

achieved with conventional buses. Furthermore, passengers will stand 

for less time than they would on a bus as journey times will be faster. 

Passengers already stand when travelling in peak periods on buses on 

the Otley Road corridor. 

2.15.2. The Promoters have recently published an additional core document 

offering an analysis of seating/standing capacity (APP – 108).  

Rebuttal Argument 16: 

2.16. Response prepared by Mr Smith to the point made in section 6, paragraph 6.5 

which claims the NGT system will not be suitable for the elderly or infirm, 

disabled people or parents with small children.  

2.16.1. There is no set standard for bus stop spacing and it will depend on the 

local context, often being a trade off with service journey time. The 

general spacing that I am aware of is around 400m and this is confirmed 

in the document Accessible Bus Stop Design Guidance (Transport for 

London) which says’ An ideal spacing for bus stops is approximately 

400m, although a closer spacing in town centres and residential areas 

may be necessary to meet passenger  requirements.  Furthermore 

having worked on the design of various tram and bus rapid transit 

schemes in the UK, the stop spacing tends to be between 400m and 

800m reflecting the express nature of the service. The NGT stop spacing 

is on average 577m (26 stop intervals over 15km) and on the north line 

from City Square to Bodington it is 515m (13 stop intervals over 6.7km) 

whilst from City Square to Holt Park it is 559m (17 stop intervals over 

9.6km) whilst from City Square to Stourton it is 600m (9 stop intervals 

over 5.4km). These are typical stop spacings for a rapid transit system. 

There is no reduced standard of service as suggested by the objector as 

NGT services are assumed as being additional to existing bus services, 



  REB-1 OBJ1166 

Page 12 of 13 
 

and have less frequent stopping which is normal for a rapid transit 

service. It should be noted that there are existing limited stopping bus 

services in Leeds such as the X84 which runs along the A660 corridor, 

as does NGT. 

Rebuttal Argument 17: 

2.17. Response prepared by Mr Smith in response to the point made in section 7, 

paragraph 7.3 which raises concerns surrounding pedestrian safety. 

2.17.1. NGT proposals are to introduce trolleybus vehicles into an already 

pedestrianised street along Whitfield Way which has low numbers of 

pedestrians compared to a city centre shopping street, and in which the 

vehicles would be limited to 15mph. Alternative routes through this area 

are covered in section 6.9 of my Proof (APP 3-2).  In addition 

trolleybuses would pass along a short section (around 90m length) of 

Cookridge Street currently closed to general traffic at Millennium Square, 

again with a 15mph speed restriction.  An alternative route along 

Woodhouse Lane, Albion Street and The Headrow would not provide the 

direct linkage to the civic quarter and events at Millennium Square. Other 

areas along the route involve the reduction of general traffic along a 

street to make it pedestrian dominated such as along most of Cookridge 

Street and Woodhouse Lane.  

2.17.2. NGT vehicles would be equipped with a warning bell so that the driver 

could alert pedestrians to its presence. I have witnessed situations in 

Nottingham and Manchester city centres where pedestrians were not 

aware of being in the path of a low speed tram within a pedestrian 

dominated area and the driver slows to a halt, sounds his warning bell or 

horn and waits for pedestrians to clear the route. A similar circumstance 

would occur with NGT.  I acknowledge that a trolleybus does not have 

rail noise to help warn of its approach although for a tram this can be 

relatively quiet in a crowded street on straight track at low speed. It is 

likely that the NGT vehicles would be fitted with a device to constantly 

generate noise, perhaps similar to a motor vehicle, which would help 
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provide an audible cue at all times when in pedestrian dominated 

spaces. The specification for this will be developed in conjunction with 

access and safety groups as well as equipment suppliers as part of the 

detailed design stage. 

2.17.3. The NGT alignments at both Monument Moor and Headingley Hill 

would be on the edge of an open space area and is likely to have low 

height fencing to clearly demarcate the alignment and help prevent 

access to the carriageway. In both cases the NGT vehicles would be 

travelling at low speed (less than 20mph) due to the presence of the 

NGT stop and highway junction. 

2.17.4. Pedestrian safety is discussed within the Transport Assessment (B-9).  

2.17.5. I have covered footway widths in the vicinity of Lawnswood School at 

paragraphs 10.12.4 and 10.12.5, and pedestrian crossing safety at 

paragraphs 10.12.8 and 10.12.9 of my Proof (APP 3-2).  

Rebuttal Argument 18: 

2.18. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to the point made in section 9, paragraph 

9.1 where Mr Sleeman questions whether all the risks associated with the 

NGT project have been considered. 

2.18.1. As set out at Paragraph 2.13 of Core Document C-1, Risk Registers 

have been developed for the project and provide a database of all project 

and strategic risks. The Risk Registers contain details of all risks 

identified, risk owners, risk probability, likely impact and proposed 

mitigation measures. Headline risks for the project are set out in Section 

24 of Document C-1. In addition and as set out at Paragraph 10.12 of 

Core Document C-1, a Quantified Risk Assessment (QRA) has been 

undertaken to calculate the probable financial impact of risks associated 

with the project’s costs. These registers have not been made public as 

they contain commercially sensitive information.  

 
  


