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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 

Thomas, document reference: OBJ1354 submitted on behalf of Weetwood 

Residents Association which was received by the Promoters on 03/04/2014. 

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 responds to the issues raised in Mr Thomas’s Proof of Evidence 

submitted on behalf of the Weetwood Residents Association (the Weetwood 

Proof): 

 Section 3, “Character of the A660”. 

 Section 4, “Site specific concerns”. 

 Appendix A, section A.2: “Populations and public transport access 

in the sector or served by the A660”. 

 Appendix A, section A.3: “Traffic flows on the A660 and its 

tributaries”. 

 Appendix B, section B.1.2: “Benefits to travellers”. 

 Appendix B, section B.1.3: “Delays and improved journey times”. 

 Appendix B, section B.1.4: “Benefits to City”. 

 Appendix B, section B.1.5: “Why here?” 

 Appendix B, section B.2: “Failure to meet aspirations of the city”. 
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 Appendix B, section B.3: “Destruction of a unique contribution to 

Leeds”. 

 Appendix B, section B.4: “Wider cost-benefit assessment”. 

 Revised Statement of Case, point 4 on “the Scheme would take 

revenue from existing bus services”. 

 Revised Statement of Case, point 5 on “separation of the stops for 

the two modes means longer waiting at stops”. 

 Revised Statement of Case, point 6 on “the Business Case 

forecasts 6.6% of its patronage from active modes of transport”. 

 Revised Statement of Case, point 12 on “consultation carried out 

by Metro has been deficient”. 

 Revised Statement of Case, point 13 on “the impacts on local 

businesses”. 

 Revised Statement of Case, under “St Anne’s Road” heading on 

the Scheme proposal at A660/St Anne’s Rd/Shaw Lane/Alma Road 

junction.  

 Revised Statement of Case, under “Lawnswood Roundabout” 

heading on the impact on junction capacity and on safety; the 

Scheme leads to significant loss of trees. 

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 Weetwood 

Residents Association.  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 
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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 on section 3, “Character of the A660”, point 3.2 of the Weetwood 

Proof on A660 and its function as local distributor. 

 The consideration of the existing conditions on the A660 Otley Road 2.1.1.

and its need for a significant transport intervention is addressed in 

paragraphs 3.12 to 3.15 of Mr Haskins’ Proof [APP-2-2].  

2.2. Response on section 3, “Character of the A660”, point 3.3 of the Weetwood 

Proof on the impact on the treatment of access to residential areas in terms 

of parking and connectivity. 

 Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2] addresses the issues on servicing and 2.2.1.

access (section 7.6) and parking (section 7.7).   

2.3. Response on section 3, “Character of the A660”, point 3.4, first bullet point of 

the Weetwood Proof on the aspects of street design in the NGT proposal on 

the impact on the safety of pedestrians. 

 This is addressed in Section 7.3, 10.12.4 and 10.12.5 of Mr Smith’s 2.3.1.

Proof [APP-3-2].  Where the proposals require existing footway to be 

narrowed, the Manual for Streets and local authority’s requirements 

for minimum footway width or better have been provided.  

2.4. Response on section 3, “Character of the A660”, point 3.4, second bullet 

point of the Weetwood Proof on the impact on the safety of cyclists due to 

lack of segregation or narrowness of cycle lanes. 

 This is addressed in section 7.2, 10.2.3 to 10.2.5 of Mr Smith’s Proof 2.4.1.

[APP-3-2].   

2.5. Response on section 3, “Character of the A660”, point 3.4, third bullet point 

of the Weetwood Proof on the segregation of boarding points, and 

relocations and displacement of existing bus stops. 
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 This is addressed in section 5.3, 5.4 and 10.3 of Mr Smith’s Proof 2.5.1.

[APP-3-2].  

 The rationale of relocating existing bus stops is explained in section 2.5.2.

5.3, paragraphs 5.3.2 to 5.3.4 of Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2]. 

2.6. Response on section 3, “Character of the A660”, point 3.4, last bullet point of 

the Weetwood Proof on the impact of reduced parking spaces on amenity 

and small businesses.  

 Allocated of kerbside space for parking is described in section 7.7 of 2.6.1.

Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 2 

2.7. Response by Mr Smith on section 4, “Site specific concerns”, point 4.2: 

“Headingley by-pass” of the Weetwood Proof on the potential application of 

the same principle adopted at Woodhouse Lane/Blenheim Walk in 

Headingley “namely that all public transport (including taxis) should run 

where it is accessible to passengers”. 

 The NGT alignment through Headingley centre by-passes the one of 2.7.1.

most heavily trafficked areas in the city, in particular that part of 

Otley Road between North Lane and Bainbrigge Road. NGT avoids 

this area by running off street to the rear of the Arndale Centre 

between Alma Road and Oakfield.  

 An alternative routeing for NGT along Otley Road was considered as 2.7.2.

part of the project development. It would traverse several busy 

junctions including North Lane, St Michael’s Road, Bainbrigge Road, 

Spring Road, Richmond Avenue, Richmond Road as well as several 

other side roads. All of these junctions experience congestion and 

achieving priority for NGT would not be possible without large scale 

highway infrastructure enhancement which would impact on third 

parties, or else extensively delay other traffic. Without this 

intervention the NGT route would suffer from significant unreliability 
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and journey time penalties resulting in a less attractive system to 

users and no real improvement to public transport. 

 An alternative scheme routeing NGT and other public transport along 2.7.3.

Otley Road through Headingley centre and diverting all other through 

traffic onto a by-pass around the back of the Arndale Centre (the 

proposed NGT route) has been previously considered. Assuming a 

public transport only section on Otley Road somewhere in 

Headingley centre, there would still be considerable traffic volumes 

around North Lane and other junctions. Those not easily able to 

access the by-pass such as traffic from Bainbrigge Road may 

attempt to circumvent the through traffic restriction by rerouting via 

the many side and parallel streets to the west of Otley Road and 

south of Headingley Lane potentially causing more widespread 

congestion 

 There are 2 NGT stops on the Headingley by-pass section of route. 2.7.4.

The Headingley Hill stop is situated adjacent to Headingley Lane, is 

prominent from the main road and has a new footpath link to the 

west to help connect it to pedestrian routes. The Headingley Centre 

NGT stop is around 70m along Wood Lane from the Otley Road. 

Care has been taken in siting the stop and providing clear lines of 

sight so that it is visible from the main road and this will be reinforced 

with signage. 

2.8. Response on section 4, “Site specific concerns”, point 4.3 of the Weetwood 

Proof: “NGT impact on overall traffic flows at A660/Glen Road/Churchwood 

Avenue and A660/ Weetwood Lane end” 

 This junction is already a problem at the moment as described on 2.8.1.

paragraph 8.38 of Mr Robertson’s Proof [APP-6-2].  The impact on 

overall traffic flows as results of the scheme is addressed in Mr 

Robertson’s Proof [APP-6-2] paragraphs 5.66 to 5.69 and in 

Appendix 3 [APP-6-3-3] page 13. 
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2.9. Response by Mr Smith on section 4, “Site specific concerns”, point 4.4 of the 

Weetwood Proof: “Weetwood Lane end”. 

 Relating to Weetwood Lane, this issue is addressed in section 6.5 of 2.9.1.

Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2]. 

 The Weetwood Proof suggests that the proposed new location of the 2.9.2.

number 28 bus stop is too near the crossing and entrances to the 

primary school.   The proposed location is away from the entrances 

to the primary school and is accessible from existing amenities 

nearby.  

2.10. Response on section 4, “Site specific concerns”, point 4.5 of the Weetwood 

Proof: “Glen Road/Churchwood Avenue crossing”. 

 See response 2.8.1 above.  2.10.1.

Rebuttal Argument 3 

2.11. Response on Appendix A, section A.2 of the Weetwood Proof: “Populations 

and public transport access in the sector or served by the A660”, last 

paragraph: “potential for attracting clientele to public transport on A660 from 

beyond the residential area boundaries from which A660 currently draws”. 

 As Mr Hanson explains in his Proof on paragraph 3.18 [APP-5-2], 2.11.1.

the pattern of origins and destinations was derived from extensive 

survey evidences.  The data represent the diverse mix of origins and 

destinations of traffic using the A660.  This is illustrated in Figure 1 

below.
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Figure 1 
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 Chapter 4 of Mr Hanson’s Proof [APP-5-2] explains that the Leeds 2.11.2.

Transport Model has been tested rigorously in accordance with the 

methods set out in WebTAG and he concludes that the model is 

suitable for NGT.  

Rebuttal Argument 4 

2.12. Response on Appendix A, section A.3 of the Weetwood Proof: “Traffic flows 

on the A660 and its tributaries”, last paragraph: “the Scheme does not 

benefit the transverse traffic”. 

 Section 5 of Mr Robertson’s Proof [APP-6-2] shows how the 2.12.1.

junctions accommodate traffic. 

Rebuttal Argument 5 

2.13. Response on Appendix B, section B.1.2 of the Weetwood Proof: “Benefits to 

travellers” on limit of capacity of trolleybuses and therefore a supplementary 

bus service is mandated.  

 This is addressed on paragraphs 6.15 and 6.16 of Mr Chadwick’s 2.13.1.

Proof [APP-7-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 6 

2.14. Response on Appendix B, section B.1.3 of the Weetwood Proof: “Delays and 

improved journey times” on run time benefits can be achieved by other 

means. 

 This is addressed on paragraphs 6.18 to 6.20 of Mr Chadwick’s 2.14.1.

Proof [APP-7-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 7 

2.15. Response on Appendix B, section B.1.4 of the Weetwood Proof: “Benefits to 

City”. 

 This is addressed on paragraph 6.5 of Mr Chadwick’s Proof [APP-7-2.15.1.

2]. 
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Rebuttal Argument 8 

2.16. Response on Appendix B, section B.1.5 of the Weetwood Proof: “Why here?” 

 The consideration of the existing conditions on the A660 Otley Road 2.16.1.

and its need for a significant transport intervention is addressed in 

paragraphs 3.12 to 3.15 of Mr Haskins’ Proof [APP-2-2].  

Rebuttal Argument 9 

2.17. Response on Appendix B, section B.2 of the Weetwood Proof: “Failure to 

meet aspirations of the city”, point B.2.1 on failure to adopt new technology. 

 This is addressed in Mr Haskins’ Proof [APP-2-2] in paragraphs 2.17.1.

11.16 to 11.19.  The Weetwood Proof also states that trolleybuses 

are inflexible, being a fixed line system, like a tram.  Paragraphs 

11.13 to 11.15 of Mr Haskins’ Proof [APP-2-2] address this issue.  

Rebuttal Argument 10 

2.18. Response on Appendix B, section B.3 of the Weetwood Proof: “Destruction 

of a unique contribution to Leeds”. 

 Mr Walker addresses this is section 5 of his Proof [APP-10-2].  2.18.1.

Rebuttal Argument 11 

2.19. Response on Appendix B, section B.4 of the Weetwood Proof: “Wider cost-

benefit assessment”. 

 This is addressed on paragraph 6.27 of Mr Chadwick’s Proof [APP-2.19.1.

7-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 12 

2.20. Response on Revised Statement of Case, point 4 of the Weetwood Proof on 

“the Scheme would take revenue from existing bus services”. 

 This is addressed in section 6 of Mr Henkel’s Proof [APP-4-2]. 2.20.1.
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Rebuttal Argument 13 

2.21. Response on Revised Statement of Case, point 5 of the Weetwood Proof on 

“separation of the stops for the two modes means longer waiting at stops”. 

 This is addressed on paragraphs 6.24 and 6.25 of Mr Chadwick’s 2.21.1.

Proof [APP-7-2] and on paragraphs 10.8 to 10.11 of Mr Hanson’s 

Proof [APP-5-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 14 

2.22. Response by Mr Chadwick on Revised Statement of Case, point 6 of the 

Weetwood Proof on “the Business Case forecasts 6.6% of its patronage from 

active modes of transport”. 

 The most contemporary forecast for NGT demand is set out in Table 2.22.1.

12.14 of Core Document [C-1]. Some trips that without NGT would 

be made by walking or cycling (active modes) are projected to use 

NGT. All trips that use NGT will involve a walk from the destination 

stop and most will involve a walk to the origin stop (noting that some 

will be Park & Ride trips where NGT passengers will drive to the 

NGT stop. NGT will also result in a net increase in facilities for 

cyclists, which will support an increase in cycling. It will also lead to 

an improvement in pedestrian facilities. As a consequence, the 

Appraisal Summary Table (Table 17.12 of Core Document C-1) 

shows that NGT will be beneficial under the heading ‘physical 

activity’. 

Rebuttal Argument 15 

2.23. Response on Revised Statement of Case, point 12 of the Weetwood Proof 

on “consultation carried out by Metro has been deficient”. 

 The evidence as provided in section 6 of Mr Haskins’ Proof [APP-2-2.23.1.

2], together with the detail as set out in Core Document [A-01-13] 

Statement of Consultation, demonstrates that a process of 

consultation and meaningful discussion has been evident across the 
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life of the NGT project.  The designs for a number of key elements of 

the scheme have been shaped by the consultation process in some 

way, as is shown in Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2] in particular sections 

4.2 and 6.  

Rebuttal Argument 16 

2.24. Response on Revised Statement of Case, point 13 of the Weetwood Proof 

on “the impacts on local businesses”. 

 This rationale of kerbside space allocation is discussed in point 2.5 2.24.1.

above and is addressed in section 7.7 of Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 17 

2.25. Response on Revised Statement of Case, under “St Anne’s Road” heading 

of the Weetwood Proof on the Scheme proposal at A660/St Anne’s Rd/Shaw 

Lane/Alma Road junction.  

 The reasons for prohibiting the right turn from Otley Road into St 2.25.1.

Anne’s Road relate to the traffic signal phasing and are dealt with on 

paragraphs 5.82 to 5.89 of Mr Robertson’s Proof [APP-6-2].  The 

issue relating to the impact on the surrounding amenities is 

addressed in section 10.13, paragraphs 10.13.1 to 10.13.3 of Mr 

Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2].   

Rebuttal Argument 18 

2.26. Response on Revised Statement of Case, under “Lawnswood Roundabout” 

heading of the Weetwood Proof on the impact on junction capacity and on 

safety; the Scheme leads to significant loss of trees. 

 The impact on junction capacity is addressed in paragraphs 5.39 to 2.26.1.

5.46 of Mr Robertson’s Proof [APP-6-2] and on page 6 of Appendix 3 

[APP-6-3-3].  The safety issue is addressed in paragraphs 10.13.5 to 

10.13.7 of Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2].  The issue relating to loss of 

trees is addressed in paragraphs 8.17 to 8.22 of Mr Walker’s 

evidence. 


