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QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

 

My name is Stuart Charles Wilkins 

 

I am an Incorporated Engineer, a Member of the Institution of Civil Engineers and 

a Member of the Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation.  I have 

been engaged in all aspects of highway and traffic engineering for over 33 years, 

21 years of which I have spent in consultancy, prior to that I worked in Local 

Government. 

 

I am a Director of Bryan G Hall, Consulting Civil and Transportation Planning 

Engineers, having joined the practice in May 2011; formerly I was Head of 

Development Planning (North of England) at Transport Consultants Steer, Davies 

and Gleave.  Throughout my professional career on behalf of industrial, 

commercial and residential developers, land owners, public bodies, community 

groups and private individuals, I have been involved in highways and traffic 

related matters connected with development projects and highway 

improvement schemes. 

 

I have advised both the public and private sector on a full range of highway and 

transport issues for all types of development, and I have been involved in the 

preparation and presentation of evidence at planning inquiries on numerous 

occasions. 

 

Bryan G Hall was initially instructed by Leeds College of Art in October 2013 to 

consider the transport impact of the New Generation Transport (NGT) proposals 

on the College’s Blenheim Walk Campus based on the scheme submitted as part 

of the September 2013 Final Transport Assessment. 

 

I am familiar with the College site and the impact of the proposed NGT scheme 

on the surrounding highway network for the purposes of giving evidence at this 

Inquiry. 

 

Declaration of Truth 

The evidence which I have prepared and provided in this Proof of Evidence is 

true and to the best of my knowledge correct. I can confirm that the opinions 

expressed are my true and professional opinions as an Incorporated Engineer, a 

Member of the Institution of Civil Engineers and a Member of the Chartered 

Institution of Highways and Transportation. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Metro and Leeds City Council propose a trolley based rapid transit system for 

Leeds known as New Generation Transport (NGT). 

1.2 Powers to construct and operate NGT are sought through an application for an 

order under the Transport and Works Act (1992) and an associated application for 

deemed planning consent under Section 90 (2A) of the Town and Country 

Planning Act (1990). 

1.3 The routes being developed incorporate two radial routes totalling some 14.8 km.  

The north Leeds to City Centre, via Headingley, route passes along the A660 

corridor to a park and ride site at Bodington, and onto Holt Park District Centre. 

1.4 In the vicinity of the University of Leeds and Leeds College of Art, between St 

Mark’s Road and Portland Way there is proposed to be a major reorganisation of 

traffic routing such that all through traffic will be diverted onto the A660 

Woodhouse Lane (eastern leg) and A660 Blenheim Walk, which will have to be 

significantly modified to accommodate two way traffic. 

1.5 Only public transport, cycling and access traffic will be allowed on the A660 

Woodhouse Lane (western leg) in this area, and to help to enforce this change 

only public transport will be allowed to traverse the existing A660 Woodhouse 

Lane (western leg) bridge over the A58 (M) Inner Ring Road. 

1.6 A consequence of this revised traffic management will be to significantly reduce 

traffic flows on the A660 Woodhouse Lane (western leg) creating the potential for 

a pedestrian orientated environment stretching from the University of Leeds 

Parkinson Building Steps, past Leeds Metropolitan University and onto Cookridge 

Street.  Urban realm improvements are proposed to take advantage of this 

opportunity and help create a shared space (simplified streetscape) environment 

better able to accommodate pedestrians, cyclists and public transport, with 
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vehicular access to University of Leeds via Lodge Street and Fenton Street to be 

closed. 

1.7 At the southern end of this section of the route, a signalised roundabout is 

proposed on the A660 Woodhouse Lane, in the vicinity of Portland Way, to 

simplify traffic movements and better accommodate highway users. 

1.8 However, a significant consequence of the proposals is that through traffic along 

the A660 corridor will be diverted along the A660 Woodhouse Lane (eastern leg) 

and A660 Blenheim Walk which will be converted to two way running. 

1.9 On the A660 Blenheim Walk, south of St Mark’s Road, along the Leeds College of 

Art western frontage, this results in an increase in traffic flows of about 1000 

vehicles outbound in the PM peak and 1250 outbound in the AM peak (Table 5.1, 

Page 50 of the January 2014 Transport Assessment North Line Do Minimum and 

Do Something Flows), a similar scale of flow increase to the decrease predicted on 

Woodhouse Lane (western leg).  In order to accommodate this more than 

doubling of the traffic flows on A660 Blenheim Walk the road has to be 

significantly widened on its eastern side, along the Leeds College of Art frontage 

resulting in a significant reduction in the highway verge and public realm area 

available in front of the main College entrance and the only communal outside 

seating area available on the whole of the Campus.   

1.10 The Leeds College of Art site is located about 1.0 kilometre to the north of Leeds 

City Centre.  It is a very constrained site being bordered to the north by St Mark’s 

Road, to the east by existing residential development, to the west by the A660 

Blenheim Walk, which currently operates one way southbound, and to the south 

by residential development off Archery Road and by commercial office 

development which also fronts onto Blenheim Walk. 

1.11 The whole Campus has only one communal seating area which is a relatively small 

grassed area located in the north western part of the site adjacent to the A660 

Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road junction but segregated from it by a wide highway 
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verge and footway and further hard and soft landscape buffers which themselves 

form part of the College’s curtilage. 

1.12 I was originally instructed in October 2013 to undertake a review of the NGT 

proposals, as presented in the Final September 2013 Transport Assessment 

prepared by Consultant Mott MacDonald, in relation to their impact on the road 

network in the vicinity of Leeds College of Art and in particular on the A660 

Blenheim Walk.   

1.13 The traffic impact of the NGT proposals has been assessed by Consultant Mott 

MacDonald.  The Final Transport Assessment prepared in support of the NGT 

proposals (Mott MacDonald Internal Reference 312694/RPT073) was originally 

submitted in September 2013 in support of the CPO Transport Works Act Order 

(TWAO) (TWAO Document Reference A-08h-6). 

1.14 The Transport Assessment considers the transport issues associated with the 

proposed NGT scheme along the full length of its 14.8 km route, including along 

the A660 Blenheim Walk and Woodhouse Lane corridor past the Leeds College of 

Art site. 

1.15 The layout contained within the September 2013 Transport Assessment for 

Blenheim Walk and the St Mark’s Road traffic signal junction and the A660 

corridor between St Mark’s Road and Portland Way are illustrated on Drawing 

Nos 312694/TD/024/P3 and TD/025B/P3 attached at Appendix SCW1.  As can be 

seen from the drawing the existing highway verge and public realm area located 

in front of the Leeds College of Art entrance at the Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road 

junction is completely lost, with only a minimum width 2.0 metre wide footway 

remaining between the main College entrance and the traffic signalised junction. 

1.16 In response to representations made by the Leeds College of Art in relation to this 

original layout, following a reappraisal of what was considered a wholly 

inadequate previously submitted design, Metro and Mott MacDonald developed a 

revised layout for the Blenheim Walk frontage presented in the January 2014 Final 
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Issue Transport Assessment (TWAO Document Reference B-9), and these are the 

proposals being considered at this inquiry.  The revised proposals include for a 

reduction in the number of traffic lanes on the northbound approach to the St 

Mark’s Road traffic signal junction, and as a consequence allow the retention of 

some of the public realm area along the Leeds College of Art Blenheim Walk 

frontage.   

1.17 The Final Issue Transport Assessment was prepared in January 2014 (TWAO 

Document Reference B-9) and considers the impact of the revised NGT scheme 

along the length of the route, again including the A660 Blenheim Walk and 

Woodhouse Lane corridors.  The revised layout for the length of the route outside 

of the College, including the junction arrangements with St Mark’s Road and the 

A660 corridor between St Mark’s Road and Portland Way are shown on Mott 

Macdonald Drawing Nos 312694/TD/024/P4 and TD/025B/P4 attached at 

Appendix SCW2. 

1.18 The Mott MacDonald January 2014 Final Issue Transport Assessment presents an 

assessment of the road capacity along the route, both with and without the NGT 

proposals, including on the road network in the vicinity of the Leeds College of Art 

site.  In this regard analysis of the existing and predicted operation of the 

following junctions has been undertaken: 

• A660 Woodhouse Lane/Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road – Traffic Signal 

Junction 

• A660 Woodhouse Lane/Blackman Lane/Lodge Street – Traffic Signal 

Junction 

• A660 Blenheim Walk/Blackman Lane – Traffic Signal Junction 

• A660 Woodhouse Lane/Portland Way – Traffic Signal Junction 

1.19 In the course of preparing my evidence for this public inquiry, I have requested 

access to the TRANSYT models used to demonstrate the operation of the above 

junctions in scenarios with and without the NGT proposals.  However, I have been 

unable to obtain the actual models, until Friday 28
th

 March 2014, this was too late 
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for me to consider them properly for the purposes of this Proof and in their 

absence I have based my evidence, in relation to the operation of the junctions, 

on the modelling undertaken by Mott MacDonald and the results presented by 

them in their Final Issue January 2014 Transport Assessment. 

1.20 The Mott MacDonald January 2014 Final Issue Transport Assessment suggests 

that the NGT proposals can be satisfactorily accommodated on the road network 

along the route, and that subject to road widening and junction improvements, 

that the traffic reassignment resulting from the proposals in and around the A660 

Woodhouse Lane/Blenheim Walk corridor can be safely and satisfactorily 

accommodated without having a detrimental impact on the local road network. 

1.21 However, in order for the Transport and Works Act Order to succeed, Metro, as 

scheme promoter, need to demonstrate there is a compelling case, in the public 

interest, for them to have conferred upon them power to compulsorily acquire 

and use land for the purposes of the scheme, and it is my view based on the 

evidence presented in the Mott MacDonald January 2014 Final Transport 

Assessment that the scheme proposed is deficient in a number of respects. 

1.22 Firstly, I do not consider that the Transport Assessment adequately assesses the 

retention of the existing general traffic and bus routing arrangements on the A660 

corridor on Woodhouse Lane and Blenheim Walk, i.e. outbound traffic utilising 

the A660 Woodhouse Lane (western leg) and inbound traffic utilising the A660 

Blenheim Walk/Woodhouse Lane (eastern leg). 

1.23 Secondly, I do not consider that the Transport Assessment considers alternative 

arrangements for delivering two way traffic on the A660 Blenheim Walk along the 

Leeds College of Art frontage through the acquisition of property on the west side 

of Blenheim Walk rather than the acquisition of the one remaining area of public 

realm available to the College site on the east side of Blenheim Court. 

1.24 Finally, I do not consider that the road safety implications of introducing two way 

traffic on Blenheim Walk have been adequately assessed, notably in relation to, 



 

Leeds College of Art 
Proof of Evidence 

 
 

 

Stuart C Wilkins 
 

 
6 

13-400-001.04 

pedestrian movements at the A660 Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road traffic signal 

junction, the consequent introduction of a number of additional junctions on 

Blenheim Walk between St Mark’s Road and Blackman Lane as a result of 

Blenheim Walk operating two way including conversion of some limited 

movement junctions to all movement junctions, and the geometric design of the 

A660 Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road traffic signal junction. 

1.25 My evidence to this inquiry responds specifically to the highways Transport 

Assessment and scheme presented in the Final Issue Transport Assessment dated 

January 2014.  I make no further representation in relation to the September 2013 

scheme as I consider this has now been superseded by the January 2014 scheme, 

the highways and transport impacts of which in my view, would not have been 

adequately assessed by the earlier Transport Assessment. 

1.26 Evidence to this inquiry in relation to the noise, vibration and air quality impacts 

of the NGT proposals on Leeds College of Art is provided in the evidence of Mr 

Paul Gray, The EQUUS Partnership Ltd (Noise and Vibration), and Mr Graeme 

Blacklock, SLR Consulting Ltd (air Quality). 

1.27 Although the Leeds College of Art disagrees with the principle of the NGT Scheme, 

as articulated in the Statement of Case for this inquiry, with regard to funding and 

alternative technologies which exist, in relation to these points the College relies 

entirely on the evidence presented on behalf of First West Yorkshire Limited, and 

consequently  I offer no specific evidence in relation to the principle of the NGT 

proposals. 

1.28 Metro as scheme promoter also proposes to acquire land owned by the College at 

its Vernon Street Campus to which the College maintains an objection.  Despite 

earlier reassurances that the land was not actually required, and thus there would 

be no consequential impact on the College at Vernon Street, it is now understood 

that the land is required.  However, the purpose for which the land is required is 

unclear, and I am therefore not in a position to present any evidence in relation to 
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this matter.  I would advise that the College wishes to maintain an objection until 

the rationale behind the acquisition of the Vernon Street land is fully explained. 

1.29 Following this Introduction, the remainder of my evidence will be in sections as 

follows:- 

Section 2 I briefly describe the proposals in the vicinity of Leeds College 

of Art on the A660 Woodhouse Lane/Blenheim Walk; 

Section 3  I briefly describe the existing highway network in the vicinity of 

the Leeds College of Art site; 

Section 4  I set out why I consider retention of the existing arrangements 

for general traffic and public transport on A660 Woodhouse 

Lane between St Mark’s Road and Portland Way would provide 

a satisfactory alternative to the NGT proposals; 

Section 5  I present alternative arrangements for delivering two way 

traffic on the A660 Blenheim Walk along the Leeds College of 

Art frontage through the acquisition of property on the west 

side of Blenheim Walk rather than the acquisition of the one 

remaining area of public realm available to the College; 

Section 6 I set out why I do not consider that the road safety implications 

of introducing two way traffic on Blenheim Walk have been 

adequately assessed; and finally 

Section 7 I summarise my evidence and conclude that there are 

significant transport related reasons why the NGT proposal 

Transport and Works Act order should not be confirmed. 
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2.0 THE NEW GENERATION TRANSPORT (NGT) PROPOSALS 

2.1 A trolley based system is essentially a road based system which operates by 

drawing its power from overhead cables, rather like an electric tram from 

overhead lines.  The trolley buses are equipped with batteries to allow them to 

operate away from the wires where necessary.  

2.2 The proposed layout of the NGT proposals in the vicinity of Leeds College of Art is 

as presented in the January 2014 Final Issue Transport Assessment as shown on 

the Mott MacDonald Drawing No 312694/TD/024/P4 attached at Appendix SCW2. 

2.3 In the vicinity of the University of Leeds and Leeds College of Art, between St 

Mark’s Road and Portland Way there will be a major reorganisation of traffic 

routes so that all through traffic, inbound and outbound, will be routed onto the 

A660 (eastern leg) of Woodhouse Lane and Blenheim Walk, which will have to be 

significantly modified to accommodate the two way traffic flows. 

2.4 Only public transport, cycling and access traffic will be allowed on Woodhouse 

Lane (western leg) in this area, and to help to enforce this change only public 

transport will be allowed to traverse the existing A660 (western leg) bridge over 

the A58 (M) Inner Ring Road. 

2.5 The junction of Woodhouse Lane/Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road to the north of 

the University of Leeds and Leeds College of Art will be significantly modified to 

allow for the two way through movement to be accommodated on the A660 

Blenheim Walk to the south of the junction. 

2.6 The Mott MacDonald January 2014 Final Issue Transport Assessment indicates 

that as part of the modifications to the junction the proposed changes will provide 

controlled crossing facilities allowing pedestrians to cross all arms of this junction, 

where there is currently limited provision for pedestrians.  However, it should be 

noted that the junction is currently being modified to provide ‘green man’ 

crossing facilities across St Mark’s Road and Blenheim Walk and as such this 
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purported benefit of the NGT scheme will actually be a simple retention of what 

will be an existing facility at the junction.  The scheme currently being 

implemented is shown on the Leeds City Council Drawing No UTC/334L/1, dated 

April 2001, and attached at Appendix SCW3. 

2.7 The external footways surrounding the Leeds College of Art site will be retained 

although on the Blenheim Walk frontage the highway verge will be lost in 

entirety, and the footway will be some 7.0 metres closer to the Leeds College of 

Art building to allow for the road widening to take place to accommodate two 

way traffic flows.  This realignment and widening of Blenheim Walk is at the 

expense of around 5.0 metres of the College’s only public realm area, located in 

the vicinity of the main entrance to the College at the north western corner of the 

site adjacent to the existing outside communal seating area, and results in this 

area being reduced from an existing depth at the College entrance of 7.5 metres 

to around 2.5 metres.  

2.8 The existing southbound mandatory cycle lane on Blenheim Walk to the south of 

the Leeds College of Art car park entrance will be maintained, whilst northbound 

cyclists will be able to use the shared space area created in front of the University 

of Leeds on Woodhouse Lane (western leg). 

2.9 Currently there are a number of terraced properties located in the area between 

the western and eastern legs of the A660 between St Mark’s Road and Blackman 

Lane and existing turning heads on Churchill Gardens, Blandford Grove and 

Marlborough Grove will be removed as part of the highway widening work on 

Blenheim Walk with new highway junctions created to maintain access to the 

terrace properties in this area.  Thus the number of turning movements in and out 

of these side roads onto Blenheim Walk will be increased.  The current and 

proposed access arrangements for these roads are illustrated on Bryan G Hall 

Drawing Nos 13/400/TR/024 and 025 respectively, attached at Appendix SCW4. 

2.10 In addition the existing accesses to the Leeds College of Art car park and Blenheim 

Court, the commercial development to the south of the College, will become all 
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ways accesses onto Blenheim Walk with right turns in and out permitted 

(currently these accesses provide left in and left out only provision onto Blenheim 

Walk). 

2.11 Further south on the A660 Woodhouse Lane (eastern leg) there will be a 

requirement to provide traffic signal control at the slip road access to the A58 (M) 

and Woodhouse Lane multi storey car park, to allow northbound traffic on this 

route to turn right across the inbound movement on the A660.  In addition the 

existing southbound Bus Lane on A660 Woodhouse Lane from the A58 (M) slip 

road will be lost as a result of the proposed NGT scheme.  This of course will have 

an impact on the routing of Service Bus No 56 which currently uses Blenheim 

Walk southbound past the College, stopping outside the College, and would need 

to be re-routed along A660 Woodhouse Lane (western leg) if it were to utilise the 

western over-bridge at the A58 (M).   

2.12 In summary in this section I have briefly described the way in which NGT will be 

incorporated into the A660 Woodhouse Lane/Blenheim Walk corridor around 

University of  Leeds and the Leeds College of Art, the impact that this will have on 

the operation of traffic movements through this section of the road network and 

the way in which this will impact on the operation of junctions in the vicinity of 

the College site. 

 

 

  



 

Leeds College of Art 
Proof of Evidence 

 
 

 

Stuart C Wilkins 
 

 
11 

13-400-001.04 

3.0 THE EXISTING HIGHWAY NETWORK IN THE VICINITY OF THE SITE AND 

AN OVERVIEW OF ITS OPERATION 

3.1 To the east of its junction with Clarendon Road the A660 Woodhouse Lane has a 

5.5 metre wide inbound carriageway with an advisory cycle lane, and one general 

traffic lane and a bus lane outbound.  The area is fronted by the University of 

Leeds buildings on the western side and by small retail premises on the eastern 

side. 

3.2 The A660 Woodhouse Lane intersects with Blenheim Walk and St Mark’s Road at 

a traffic signalised junction.  South of this the A660 Woodhouse Lane (western 

leg) is approximately 13 metres wide, with two lanes in the northbound direction, 

one of which is a peak time bus lane, and one lane in the south bound direction.  

Woodhouse Lane is used for local access in the southbound direction, whilst 

through traffic inbound is signed to use Blenheim Walk which operates one-way 

southbound and has two lanes for general traffic and a mandatory cycle lane 

(south of the Leeds College of Art car park entrance). 

3.3 Woodhouse Lane (western leg) continues southbound and is fronted by the 

University of Leeds on the west side, which includes a turning area in front of the 

main entrance at the Parkinson Building, which also incorporates a taxi rank and is 

used for pick-ups and drop offs. 

3.4 Short stay on-street parking is permitted on the eastern side of Woodhouse Lane, 

with loading and waiting restrictions on the western side.  The frontage generally 

consists of offices and retail premises which have large front yards which are 

typically used for private parking 

3.5 At the signalised junction with Blackman Lane, Woodhouse Lane southbound 

traffic turns left onto Blackman Lane before making a right turn to re-join the 

traffic using Blenheim Walk, which operates as one-way southbound from the 

junction with St Mark’s Road to the north.  The Blenheim Walk/Blackman Lane 
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junction is also signal controlled and provides a connection with traffic leaving the 

A58 (M) Inner Ring Road off slips. 

3.6 Between Blackman Lane and Portland Way the A660 Woodhouse Lane diverges 

across two routes for inbound and outbound traffic.  Inbound traffic exits the 

Blackman Lane junction with two general traffic lanes, one lane connecting to the 

A58 (M) Inner Ring Road on slip as well as providing access to the Woodhouse 

Lane multi-storey car park.  One lane continues to the City Centre across the A58 

(M) Inner Ring Road (eastern bridge), widening to provide a 24 hour inbound bus 

lane along part of this section. 

3.7 In the outbound direction Woodhouse Lane (western leg) crosses the A58 (M) 

Inner Ring Road (western overbridge).  The road forms a one way northbound 

carriageway with one general traffic lane and a peak time bus lane which extends 

north beyond Blackman Lane through the St Mark’s Road junction to the 

Clarendon Road junction. 

3.8 The inbound and outbound carriageways converge at the signalised Portland Way 

junction south of Leeds Metropolitan University.  South of this point the A660 

Woodhouse Lane provides two lanes in both directions, with an advisory cycle 

lane alongside the outbound carriageway, until the signalised junction with Clay 

Pit Lane and Cookridge Street. 

3.9 In traffic operation terms the January 2014 Final Issue Transport Assessment 

observes that inbound traffic experiences delays and queuing conditions on the 

approach to St Marks’ Road, and then on the approach to the Blackman Lane 

junction.  The A660 Woodhouse Lane/Portland Way junction typically experiences 

congestion on the A660 inbound and the A58 (M) off slip arms, caused by the 

large volumes of converging traffic on these and the A660 outbound arms. 

3.10 The A660 outbound traffic is generally slow moving until past the junction with 

Blenheim Walk and St Mark’s Road, where queues then block back from 

Clarendon Road. 
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3.11 In order to ascertain the existing traffic flows along the NGT route, manual 

classified turning counts were undertaken by Mott MacDonald at junctions along 

the proposed NGT route in July 2012.  The Do Nothing scenario used to assess the 

existing situation along the route in the January 2014 Transport Assessment is 

based on October 2012 conditions factored from the July 2012 data. 

3.12 The Do Minimum scenario of 2020 has been derived from the Leeds Traffic Model 

(LTM), taking into account predicted land use and growth changes across the 

region interpolating between the two forecast model years of 2016 and 2031 for 

each arm of the junctions being assessed for the AM and PM peak periods.  

Finally, the Do Something scenario consists of the proposed road layout with 

forecast 2020 traffic flows and NGT proposals in place. 

3.13 For the purposes of my evidence I have relied on the results of the operational 

assessments presented in the January 2014 Final Issue Transport Assessment.   

Personal Injury Accidents 

3.14 As part of the January 2014 Transport Assessment work Mott MacDonald have 

obtained personal injury accident data for the 5 years between 1 January 2008 

and 31 December 2012, from Leeds City Council, for the highway network within 

the vicinity of the NGT route.  The area of interest included all of the junctions 

listed in paragraph 1.18 of my evidence as well as the connecting stretches of 

road which link them.  

3.15 The data has allowed the identification of collision clusters along the route, and 

the A660 Woodhouse Lane/Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road junction has been 

identified as a cluster site with 13 accidents including 1 fatality in the period 

considered.  

3.16 At the Woodhouse Lane/St Mark’s Road/Blenheim Walk junction, 10 of the 13 

collisions involved pedestrians, 9 of which were caused by pedestrians walking 

into the path of oncoming vehicles.  This is also the site of the only recorded 

fatality on the line of the NGT route.  This collision involved the casualty crossing 
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Blenheim Walk (where there is not currently any green man crossing facility, 

although one is currently being installed), and walking into the path of an 

oncoming vehicle. 

3.17 The NGT proposal for this junction includes the implementation of pedestrian 

controlled crossings on all arms of the junction.  Currently only dropped kerbs are 

provided across Blenheim Walk and St Mark’s Road.  Whilst I acknowledge that 

crossing facilities are being provided as part of NGT, as I set out later in my 

evidence, I do not consider that the facilities being provided by the NGT scheme 

are as good as those currently being implemented at the junction. 

3.18 No accident cluster has been identified at any of the existing access points on 

Blenheim Walk between St Mark’s Road and Blackman Lane, although as I set out 

later on in my evidence, the introduction of a number of all ways and limited 

access junctions along this stretch of road may well result in more accidents 

occurring on this stretch of road in the future. 

3.19 As part of my evidence I have obtained accident data from Leeds City Council for 

this stretch of Blenheim Walk, which reveals 3 accidents in the last 5 years, 2 of 

which involved vehicles turning into or out of the existing, limited movement, 

accesses on Blenheim Walk.  The accident data is attached at Appendix SCW5.  

3.20 In summary in this section I have briefly described the existing highway network in 

the vicinity of the site and summarised the current operating conditions as 

reported in the January 2014 Final Issue Transport Assessment.  I have also 

discussed the nature of the accidents at the accident cluster site that has been 

identified on the road network in the vicinity of the site. 
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4.0 RETENTION OF THE EXISTING ARRANGEMENTS FOR PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

ON A660 WOODHOUSE LANE BETWEEN ST MARK’S ROAD AND 

PORTLAND WAY  

4.1 In this section of my evidence I set out why, based on the operational 

assessments contained within the January 2014 Final Issue Transport Assessment, 

there is, in my view, no compelling need to change the way in which public 

transport currently operates along the A660 Woodhouse Lane/Blenheim Walk 

corridor between Portland Way and St Mark’s Road.  

4.2 As I have previously indicated, in the outbound direction Woodhouse Lane 

(western leg) crosses the A58 (M) Inner Ring Road (western overbridge), and then 

continues northbound through the Blackman Lane and St Mark’s Road junctions.  

There is a continuous one way northbound peak time bus lane which extends 

along this section of the A660 Woodhouse Lane from Portland Way north beyond 

Blackman Lane through the St Mark’s Road junction to the Clarendon Road 

junction. 

4.3 It is proposed that northbound NGT Trolley Buses and other buses will continue to 

use this route to access University of Leeds and the locations to the north along 

the A660 corridor. 

4.4 Southbound the majority of service buses, including route No’s 1, 6, 28, 28B, 92, 

93, 97, X84, currently turn right onto the A660 Woodhouse Lane (western leg) at 

the St Mark’s Road junction travelling towards the City Centre via Woodhouse 

Lane (passing in front of University of Leeds) before turning left onto Blackman 

Lane at its signalised junction with Woodhouse Lane and Lodge Street, followed 

by a right turn onto A660 Woodhouse Lane (eastern leg) at its junction with 

Blenheim Walk. 

4.5 From here buses continue southbound towards the City Centre, benefitting from a 

24 hour inbound bus lane from the A58 (M) on slip road, at the entrance to 
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Woodhouse Lane multi-storey car park, all the way through to the Portland Way 

traffic signals, via a pre signal, which allows buses to by-pass any southbound 

queue on the A660 approach to the Portland Way junction. 

4.6 Clearly then northbound on the A660 Woodhouse Lane the existing dedicated bus 

lane could be retained and provide a facility for NGT, general buses and cyclists 

more or less as it does now, to provide bus priority along this northbound section 

of the link. 

4.7 In the NGT proposed scheme southbound buses will continue to turn right from 

Woodhouse Lane, north of St Mark’s Road, onto the A660 Woodhouse Lane 

(western leg), utilising the newly created shared space area in front of the 

University of Leeds. All public transport would then continue southbound through 

the Blackman Lane junction, across the A58 (M) western overbridge to the 

Portland Way junction.  In effect the western overbridge is made available to 

public transport vehicles and cycling only, and in order to achieve this, general 

traffic northbound on the A660 Woodhouse Lane, from Portland Way junction, 

has to be diverted onto the eastern overbridge. 

4.8 In terms of improving public transport access this removes the need for buses to 

turn left from A660 Woodhouse Lane (southbound) onto Blackman Lane, and 

then make a right turn from Blackman Lane onto the A660 Woodhouse Lane 

(eastern leg) at the junction with Blenheim Walk.  However, these are the only 

two points along the existing southbound bus route that buses are likely to 

experience delays, as currently on the A660 Woodhouse Lane (eastern leg), south 

of the A58 (M) slip road, buses benefit from a 24 hour bus lane which takes them 

through to the traffic signals at Portland Way via a pre signal on the approach to 

the junction. 

4.9 Although I acknowledge that in the NGT proposal there will be a need to signalise 

the A660 Woodhouse Lane (eastern leg) junction with the A58 (M) on slip road, 

these signals are only required to allow northbound traffic to make the right turn 

towards the A58 (M), and would therefore not be required if the northbound 
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traffic flows were retained on the western leg of the A660 Woodhouse Lane as 

existing.  In addition the proposals would necessitate Service Bus No 56, which 

currently uses Blenheim Walk southbound past the College, stopping outside the 

College, using the A660 Woodhouse Lane (western leg) given that the southbound 

bus lane on the A660 (Woodhouse Lane) eastern leg would be lost.   

4.10 In order to assess the delays to southbound NGT vehicles and buses if the existing 

public transport routing arrangements were retained I have referred to the Mott 

MacDonald Final Issue Transport Assessment from January 2014 which provides 

the results of the analysis of the traffic modelling that has been undertaken, along 

the route, at the signalised junctions. 

4.11 At the A660 Woodhouse Lane (western leg)/Blackman Lane/Lodge Street junction 

in the future Do Minimum design year of 2020 the analysis indicates that the left 

turn lane from Woodhouse Lane to Blackman Lane will operate with a Degree of 

Saturation (DofS) of 35% and a mean maximum queue of just 2 vehicles in the AM 

peak period and a DofS of 42% and a mean maximum queue of 2 vehicles in the 

PM peak period (Table on Page 111 January 2014 Transport Assessment).  In their 

January 2014 Transport Assessment (page 45, paragraph 5.1) Mott MacDonald 

indicate that a DofS of up to 90% indicates an approach/junction with spare 

capacity and it can be concluded therefore at this first ‘non-priority’ point for 

buses along the existing inbound route they will experience no discernible delays. 

4.12 Moving to the right turn from Blackman Lane into the A660 Woodhouse Lane 

(eastern leg), south of Blenheim Walk, the analysis indicates that the right turn 

from Blackman Lane to A660 Woodhouse Lane will operate with DofS of 26% and 

a mean maximum queue of just 3 vehicles in the AM peak period and a DofS of 

44% and a mean maximum queue of just 4 vehicles in the PM peak period (Table 

on Page 109 January 2014 Transport Assessment).  Once again it can therefore be 

concluded that at this second, and only other, non-priority point for buses along 

the existing southbound route they will experience no discernible delays. 
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4.13 In summary through reference to Mott MacDonald’s own analysis I have 

demonstrated that if NGT services, and other buses, were to continue to use the 

existing southbound public transport route between St Mark’s Road and Portland 

Way they would experience minimal delays at the two junctions along this route 

at which they could potentially be expected to experience delays due to the form 

of junction control in place.   

4.14 At St Mark’s Road in the NGT proposals, the NGT vehicles and services buses 

continue to make a right turn from the A660 Woodhouse Lane, north of St Mark’s 

Road, albeit that they now have to give way to outbound through traffic on the 

A660. 

4.15 On the A660 Woodhouse Lane south of Blenheim Walk, the traffic signals at the 

A58 (M) junction are only being introduced as a consequence of NGT, and if the 

NGT scheme did not proceed in its current form the southbound Bus Lane south 

of the A58(M) on slip could be retained all the way to the pre-signals at the 

approach to the Portland Way junction. 

4.16 I have considered the traffic impact of the NGT scheme on the operation of the 

existing southbound bus routing at the St Mark’s Road/A660 Woodhouse 

Lane/Blenheim Walk junction.  As I indicated earlier the majority of service buses 

currently turn right at this point from the A660 Woodhouse Lane (north of St 

Mark’s Road) to the western leg of the A660 Woodhouse Lane in front of the 

University of Leeds.  Once again I have analysed the Mott MacDonald January 

2014 Transport Assessment for the results of the modelling at this junction, and 

this suggests that in the Do Minimum scenario in 2020 the right turn movement 

will operate with a DofS of 42% and a mean maximum queue of just 4 vehicles in 

the AM peak period and a DofS of 21% and a mean maximum queue of just 2 

vehicles in the PM peak period (Table on Page 106 of January 2014 Transport 

Assessment).   

4.17 This contrasts with the results following the introduction of the NGT scheme at 

the junction when the right turn movement will operate with a DofS of 89% and a 
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mean maximum queue of 8 vehicles in the AM peak period and a DofS of 77% and 

a mean maximum queue of 5 vehicles in the PM peak period (Table on Page 106 

of January 2014 Transport Assessment).  This suggests that in the AM peak the 

right turn NGT movement will be approaching a DofS of 90% the point at which 

Mott MacDonald identify, in the January 2014 Transport Assessment (Page 45), 

that the junction is operating above the ideal acceptable limit of capacity.  

Therefore, it is reasonable to infer that the junction will start to experience some 

queuing, essentially double that predicted for the scenario without the NGT 

proposals.  The reason for this significant increase in DofS and associated queuing 

is that southbound NGT vehicles and buses will, in the future, be in conflict with 

general outbound traffic whereas the current traffic arrangement means that 

these two movements are not in conflict with each other. 

4.18 In addition the modelling indicates that the northbound movement on Blenheim 

Walk will operate with a DofS of 89% and a mean max queue of 23 vehicles in the 

AM peak and a DofS of 77% and a mean max queue of 15 vehicles in the PM peak.  

This compares with 2020 Do Minimum modelling results, when northbound traffic 

is accommodated on the A660 Woodhouse Lane (western leg), which is predicted 

to experience a DofS of 70% and an associated queue of 12 in the AM peak, and a 

DofS of 63% and a queue of 9 in the PM peak. 

4.19 In particular with regard to the northbound queuing on Blenheim Walk I would 

note that this approach currently experiences no queuing northbound traffic, and 

that this queuing traffic will be immediately outside the Leeds College of Art’s only 

outside communal space. 

4.20 On the basis of this evidence then, there is clearly no compelling need, in the 

public interest, to allow Metro to compulsorily acquire and use land for the 

purposes of delivering the NGT scheme, as a perfectly satisfactory southbound 

NGT and bus route into Leeds City Centre can be provided via the existing 

arrangements.  Indeed based on the evidence presented in the Mott MacDonald 

Final Issue Transport Assessment from January 2014 the scheme is likely to result 

in more delay to NGT vehicles and buses given the increased queuing and 
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consequent delay experienced at the St Mark’s Road/A660 Woodhouse Lane 

junction. 

4.21 Clearly, I acknowledge the removal of northbound through traffic on the A660 

Woodhouse Lane (western leg) allied to the closure of the accesses to Leeds 

University via Lodge Street and Fenton Street, allows for public realm 

improvements along this stretch of the road, but this is at the expense of the 

A660 Blenheim Walk corridor which will experience a more than doubling of the 

traffic flows along its length.  In the flow diagrams included on Page 105 of the 

Transport Assessment, following the reappraisal of the previously submitted 

design, the AM peak northbound flow on Blenheim Walk is 1235 whilst the PM 

peak flow is 1024, currently of course this flow is 0 (nil).   

4.22 These increases will particularly be at the expense of conditions for those 

properties on the eastern side of the A660 Blenheim Walk (eastern leg), including 

Leeds College of Art, which as a result of the proposals will be located 11.5 metres 

closer to the road, which will be made two way, with double the volume of traffic 

travelling along it compared to the scenario if the scheme does not proceed. 

4.23 I have considered shortly the implications for NGT stops of not pursuing the 

currently proposed scheme through this section of the route.  The NGT stops for 

University of Leeds on the A660 Woodhouse Lane would be unaffected.  The 

proposals allow for the introduction of Leeds Metropolitan University stops on the 

section of the A660 Woodhouse Lane (western leg) outside of the University.  

However, the northbound stop could be retained whether or not the NGT 

proposals were implemented in their current form, and it is clear that the 

southbound stop could either be located on the A660 Woodhouse Lane (eastern 

leg) outside of the Woodhouse Lane multi-storey car park or be provided on the 

proposed NGT only section of the route just to the south of the reconfigured 

Portland Way junction. 

4.24 Finally, whilst I have shown that there is clearly no compelling need for the NGT 

scheme to utilise the existing A58 (M) western overbridge in both directions, I 
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would note that a similar scheme to that currently proposed but retaining the 

existing northbound general traffic lane, could be delivered on the section south 

of the Blackman Lane junction if the existing A58 (M) western overbridge were 

widened to three lanes. 

4.25 In this way the existing outbound arrangements on the A660 (western leg) could 

be maintained through the provision of a two lane northbound carriageway with 

one general traffic lane and a peak time bus lane which extends north beyond 

Blackman Lane, with a southbound contra flow bus lane provided over a widened 

overbridge. 

4.26 Although I have not undertaken any preliminary design of this alternative scheme, 

the approaches to the western overbridge north and south of the A58 (M) appear 

to provide sufficient land to readily provide widened approaches to an increased 

width bridge.  Indeed it may even be possible to cantilever a lightweight 

pedestrian and cyclist only structure off the existing bridge, thereby allowing the 

existing footways to be converted to traffic lanes (subject to bridge loading 

assessments). At the very minimum I would have expected the Environmental 

Statement to have considered this bridge widening option, and to have 

articulated the reasons why it has been dismissed. 

4.27 In this section of my evidence I have demonstrated that the proposals for the NGT 

scheme provide no additional priority to outbound public transport, either NGT or 

service bus, over and above that which is already delivered by the existing 

outbound Bus Lane between Portland Way and St Mark’s Road.  Southbound I 

have demonstrated that there is no traffic capacity need to reroute buses 

southbound on the A660 Woodhouse Lane (western leg) south of Blackman Lane, 

as the traffic signal junctions they would have to pass through to maintain their 

existing routing via Blackman Lane and A660 Woodhouse Lane (eastern leg) offer 

a more than satisfactory level of operation for the non-priority movements they 

would have to make. 



 

Leeds College of Art 
Proof of Evidence 

 
 

 

Stuart C Wilkins 
 

 
22 

13-400-001.04 

4.28 Indeed it is apparent from the Mott MacDonald Final Issue Transport Assessment 

from January 2014 that the introduction of the NGT proposals at the A660 

Woodhouse Lane/St Mark’s Road junction, has the potential for additional delays 

to NGT and other bus traffic as they will be required to give way to the outbound 

A660 Corridor movement at this junction, whereas currently they are not in 

conflict with this movement. 

4.29 Whist the rerouting of the through movements on the A660 Woodhouse Lane 

does provide the opportunity for the creation of a shared space environment and 

associated public realm improvements on the A660 Woodhouse Lane in front of 

the University of Leeds this is at the expense of conditions on the A660 Blenheim 

Walk in front of Leeds College of Art which will experience the introduction of two 

way traffic across the site frontage and the doubling of the traffic flows passing 

the site, as well as a reduction of 11.5 metres in the buffer between the College 

entrance and the highway.  
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5.0 ALTERNATIVE PROPOSALS FOR DELIVERING TWO WAY TRAFFIC ON 

BLENHEIM WALK PAST THE LEEDS COLLEGE OF ART SITE 

5.1 In the previous section of my evidence I have shown that there is clearly no 

compelling need for the NGT scheme to utilise the existing A660 Woodhouse Lane 

(western leg) in both directions, between St Mark’s Road and Portland Way, and 

that southbound NGT vehicles and buses could readily continue to use the 

existing southbound public transport routing into the City Centre without 

experiencing delays. 

5.2 Whilst I acknowledge the NGT scheme offers the potential for the creation of a 

shared space facility on the A660 Woodhouse Lane (western leg) this is clearly to 

the detriment of the frontages on the east side of the A660 Blenheim Walk for 

whom traffic flows will double, and in the case of Leeds College of Art the road 

will be shifted 11.5 metres closer to the building to provide the additional traffic 

lanes required on the approach to the Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road junction. 

5.3 As I indicate earlier in my proof of evidence the Leeds College of Art is constructed 

on a very constrained site and the only area where the College has any 

meaningful communal space and public realm is on its western frontage at the 

junction with St Mark’s Road, where an outdoor seating area is provided on the 

western side of the building, protected from the A660 Blenheim Walk, by a wide 

landscape buffer, highway footway and highway verge. 

5.4 As a consequence of the NGT scheme the wide grass highway verge area (4.5 

metres wide at its widest), is completely lost, as is a large portion of the Leeds 

College of Art’s existing public realm area (a further 5.0 metres).  It should be 

noted that in the original September 2013 scheme all of this public realm area 

was lost, but in representations made by the College to the scheme promoters a 

proportion of the landscape buffer between the outdoor communal seating area 

and the revised footway has now been retained. 
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5.5 It is unclear from the January 2014 Final Issue Transport Assessment, whether in 

developing the options for achieving two way traffic flows on the A660 Blenheim 

Walk, any consideration was given to providing the widening required on the west 

side of the A660 Blenheim Walk.  To that end I have prepared an alternative 

preliminary scheme layout which shows how the necessary widening could be 

achieved on the western side of the A660 Blenheim Walk and this is illustrated in 

Bryan G Hall Drawing No 13/400/TR/002 Rev B, included as Appendix SCW6. 

5.6 The alternative alignment option has used the identical geometric layout to the 

Mott MacDonald January 2014 Final Issue scheme in relation to the determination 

of the number and length of traffic lanes on the approach to and exit from the St 

Mark’s Road junction on the Blenheim Walk approach.  In essence the scheme 

replicates the latest NGT junction layout, and simply moves the Blenheim Walk 

approach across to the west to retain the existing Leeds College of Art frontage as 

existing, including retention of the existing highway verge, footway and public 

realm and landscape buffer in front of the seated communal area. 

5.7 The seating and public realm are on the western side of the College building at the 

junction with St Mark’s Road, and are virtually the only piece of open space on the 

whole of the Leeds College of Art campus.  Although the January 2014 Final Issue 

NGT scheme proposes to realign St Mark’s Road to the north of the Campus to 

create a new potential public realm area on the northern side College frontage, 

this area would not relate well to the College building or the existing communal 

seating area and to all intents and purposes would be superfluous and of little 

amenity value to the College, and as such simply a maintenance liability. 

5.8 Clearly, as shown on the Bryan G Hall Drawing No 13/400/TR/002/Rev B widening 

the road on its western side would result in the need to acquire in the order of 7 

existing properties on the western side of Blenheim Walk, and given the evidence 

I have already presented in relation to the retention of the southbound bus 

routing, I would have serious reservations whether the acquisition of these 

properties could be justified.  However, this alternative scheme would allow the 

College to retain the protection to the existing communal seating area, afforded 
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to it by the public realm, landscape buffer and existing highway verge and 

footway. 

5.9 In addition whilst this alternative scheme delivers a junction which is virtually 

identical in capacity terms to that proposed by the Mott MacDonald scheme, 

submitted as part of the January 2014 Transport Assessment, in my view it 

provides a better alignment through the junction for northbound traffic, and as 

such is a better scheme from a highway geometry point of view than the currently 

proposed scheme.  At the very minimum I would have expected the 

Environmental Statement to have considered this option, and to have articulated 

the reasons why it has been dismissed.  

5.10 In this section of my evidence I have demonstrated that if there was deemed to 

be a need to utilise the existing A660 Woodhouse Lane for NGT in both directions, 

between St Mark’s Road and Portland Way, even in the absence of any compelling 

need in bus priority terms, there are alternative options for delivering a widened 

A660 Blenheim Walk to the south of St Mark’s Road.  Whilst the alternative option 

that I have drawn up does impact on properties on the west side of Blenheim 

Walk, it would allow the retention of the existing highway verge, footway and 

public realm and landscape buffer in front of the existing seated communal area 

at the College. 
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6.0 CONSIDERATION OF HIGHWAY ROAD SAFETY ISSUES RELATED TO THE 

PROPOSED NEW GENERATION TRANSPORT JANUARY 2014 PROPOSALS 

General 

6.1 In this section I consider the highway safety issues raised by the January 2014 

Mott McDonald Transport Assessment NGT Scheme proposals on Blenheim Walk 

and the Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road junction as illustrated on Drawing Nos 

312694/TD/024/P4 and TD/025B/P4. 

Pedestrian Safety at St Mark’s Road/A660 Woodhouse Lane/ 

Blenheim Walk junction 

6.2 As I indicated earlier in my evidence, the junction of A660 Woodhouse 

Lane/Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road to the north of Leeds College of Art will have 

to be significantly modified to allow for the two way through movement to be 

accommodated on Blenheim Walk to the south of the junction. 

6.3 The January 2014 Mott MacDonald Final Issue Transport Assessment indicates 

that the modifications to the junction will allow the introduction of controlled 

pedestrian crossing facilities allowing pedestrians to cross all arms of this junction, 

where there is currently limited provision for pedestrians. 

6.4 However, as I have already pointed out it should be noted that the junction is 

currently being modified to provide ‘green man’ crossing facilities across St Mark’s 

Road and Blenheim Walk and as such this purported benefit of the NGT scheme is 

simply retaining what will be an existing facility at the junction. 

6.5 The facilities currently being provided at the junction will allow pedestrians to 

cross Blenheim Walk in one movement, given that it currently operates one way 

southbound.  In the NGT scheme Blenheim Walk is proposed to operate two way, 

and as a consequence pedestrians will have to cross the road in two separate 
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movements with a central splitter island provided as a holding area for 

pedestrians to allow them to wait midway through crossing the road. 

6.6 Clearly this is a significant reduction in the level of the pedestrian priority 

provided, across Blenheim Walk, particularly in the context of the accident cluster 

analysis undertaken within the January 2014 Transport Assessment which 

revealed that 9 of the 13 accidents at this junction in the five year period under 

consideration had involved pedestrians. 

6.7 In addition it would appear that no consideration has been given to the volume of 

pedestrians crossing at this junction in the peak periods, and therefore no 

consideration has been given as to whether the islands that are being provided 

either on Blenheim Walk or on Woodhouse Lane are sufficient to accommodate 

the likely level of pedestrian movements. 

6.8 To this end I have undertaken pedestrian surveys at the Woodhouse Lane/St 

Mark’s Road/Blenheim Walk signal junction on Tuesday 19 and Thursday 21 

November 2013 during the periods of 8:00am – 10:00am, 11:30am – 2:00pm and 

4:00pm to 5:30pm to ensure I have a better understanding of the pedestrian 

movements at the junction at peak times. 

6.9 In addition to establishing pedestrian movements at the stop lines at the junction, 

pedestrians crossing Blenheim Walk between St Mark’s Road and Blackman Lane 

were also surveyed along with pedestrian movements across St Mark’s Road and 

both arms of Woodhouse Lane crossing within 50 metres of the signalised 

junction with Blenheim Walk.  A summary of the peak hourly pedestrian flows for 

each movement in the surveyed periods, plus the peak 10 minute periods within 

the surveyed periods, along with a full description of each pedestrian movement 

counted is attached at Appendix SCW7. 

6.10 As can be seen in considering the movement across Blenheim Walk the peak 

hourly flow across this arm is 593 pedestrians (12.30 to 13.30 on Thursday 21
st
 

November 2013), whilst in the peak 10 minute period of 9.50 -10.00 am on 
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Thursday 21st November there were some 187 pedestrians crossing which 

equates to in the order of 20 pedestrians a minute or based on a 72 second cycle 

time (derived from the Transport Assessment from January 2014) over 22 

pedestrians a cycle. 

6.11 The central splitter island on the Blenheim Walk approach contains a holding area 

for pedestrians which will be around 2.0 metres wide (allowing for guardrailing) 

by around 7.5 metres long, and no assessment has been undertaken within the 

Transport Assessment of the ability of this island size to accommodate the volume 

of pedestrians likely to be making this crossing movement.  There is clearly a risk 

that large groups of pedestrians will not all be able to access the holding area, and 

as a consequence a risk that they will spill into the live carriageway either side of 

the splitter island. 

6.12 Although I acknowledge there is no existing ‘green man’ crossing facility for this 

arm, such a facility is currently being provided, which will enable pedestrians to 

cross from either side of Blenheim Walk in one movement as the road currently 

operates one way southbound, I therefore consider that the NGT proposals will 

result in a significant reduction in the standard of pedestrian crossing facility 

provided when compared with what will exist at the junction following the 

scheme which is currently under construction, primarily because pedestrians will 

have to cross Blenheim Walk in two separate movements via a small central 

splitter island, when based on the current scheme they can cross in one 

movement.   

6.13 Similarly the splitter island being provided on the A660 Woodhouse Lane between 

the northbound left turn from Blenheim Walk, and the ahead movement from St 

Mark’s Road to A660 Woodhouse lane (western leg) varies in width but at its 

narrowest point is only 1.0 metre wide.  This island will need to accommodate 815 

movements in the peak hour 12.30 to 13.30 recorded during the Thursday surveys 

on 21
st

 November, with a peak 10 minute flow of 222 pedestrians almost 25 a 

cycle.  Once again it is difficult to envisage how such a small splitter island can 
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accommodate such a large number of pedestrians, without them spilling into the 

live carriageway areas. 

6.14 In addition to the above the NGT proposals increase the number of separate 

crossing movements that pedestrians will be required to use to cross the junction.  

For instance to cross from the A660 Woodhouse Lane (western side) to the A660 

Blenheim Walk (eastern side), pedestrians currently need to cross in four distinct 

crossing movements (A660 Woodhouse Lane northbound ahead, A660 

Woodhouse Lane northbound right turn, Blenheim Walk Southbound and St 

Mark’s Road left turn).  However, to make this movement following the 

introduction of the NGT scheme pedestrians will need to make this same crossing 

movement in five distinct phases (A660 Woodhouse Lane (western leg), St Mark’s 

Road westbound ahead movement, A660 Blenheim Walk northbound left turn, 

A660 Blenheim Walk northbound ahead and right turn and A660 Blenheim Walk 

southbound ahead). Once again I therefore consider that the NGT proposals will 

result in a significant reduction in standard of provision in relation to pedestrian 

crossing facilities at the junction when compared with what will exist at the 

junction following the scheme which is currently under construction. 

The Creation of additional and ‘all movement’ junctions on 

Blenheim Walk between St Mark’s Road and Blackman Lane 

6.15 Currently the Leeds College of Art car park access and Blenheim Court office car 

park access on the east side of Blenheim Walk operate as left in/left out only 

junctions.  However, as part of the NGT proposals to make the A660 Blenheim 

Walk two way, they will become all movement junctions with right turns in and 

right turns out of these car park access points allowed. 

6.16 Within the January 2014 Final Issue Transport Assessment, no consideration has 

been given to the road safety and traffic capacity implications as vehicles 

attempting to turn either right in or right out at either of these two accesses onto 

Blenheim Walk.  Clearly right turners out will be required in future to turn across 

two opposing flows of traffic, three lanes wide, carrying in the order of 2,350 
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vehicles in the AM peak period and 2,050 vehicles in the PM peak (Do Something 

Flows, Table 5.1, Page 50 of January 2014 Transport Assessment). 

6.17 A further point can be made in relation to vehicles attempting to turn right into 

either of these accesses from Blenheim Walk.  Northbound traffic wishing to turn 

right into the access points will have to turn right across two southbound lanes 

carrying 1100 vehicles in the AM peak and 1050 vehicles in the PM peak, (Table 

5.1, Page 50 of January 2014 Transport Assessment) without the benefit of a right 

turn holding lane or ghost island right turn lane on Blenheim Walk.  The 

northbound carriageway on Blenheim Walk at this point is only a single lane wide, 

and therefore any queuing right turners will simply block the northbound 

outbound movement which is estimated to be 1250 vehicles in the AM peak and 

1000 in the PM peak (Table 5.1, Page 50 of January 2014 Transport Assessment).  

One vehicle waiting within the northbound lane on Blenheim Walk to turn right 

will block the straight ahead movement and a queue will quickly form, potentially 

having a knock on effect for traffic movements along Blenheim Walk and at the 

Blackman Lane junction. 

6.18 In addition to the existing junctions on the east side of Blenheim Walk, on the 

west side of Blenheim Walk there are currently just two existing residential 

streets which are accessed from the west side of Blenheim Walk, namely 

Marlborough Gardens and Blandford Gardens. 

6.19 However, there are a number of terraced properties located in the area between 

the western and eastern legs of the A660 between St Mark’s Road and Blackman 

Lane and existing turning heads on Churchill Gardens, Blandford Grove and 

Marlborough Grove will be removed as part of the highway widening work on 

Blenheim Walk with new highway junctions created to maintain access to the 

terrace properties in this area.  Thus the number of turning movements in and out 

of these side roads onto Blenheim Walk will be increased. 

6.20 Marlborough Gardens/Blenheim Walk and Blandford Gardens/Blenheim Walk are 

currently right in/right out only priority junctions onto Blenheim Walk, although 
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as Blenheim Walk operates one way southbound at this point, the movements are 

similar in conflict terms to the left turning movements associated with the car 

park accesses on the east side of the road. 

6.21 As part of the NGT proposals it is proposed to reopen the additional three 

junctions onto Blenheim Walk by way of Marlborough Grove, Blandford Grove, 

and Churchill Gardens.  Marlborough Gardens will become an all moves junction 

as part of the proposals with Blandford Gardens becoming entry only.  Churchill 

Gardens will become entry only with Marlborough Grove and Blandford Grove 

becoming exit only.  As part of the proposals, a one-way system is to be 

introduced with Back Blenheim Terrace becoming one-way northbound between 

Blackman Lane and Woodhouse Lane. 

6.22 The proposals mean that there will be five accesses on the west side of Blenheim 

Walk which could potentially have a number of road safety implications as 

vehicles attempt to turn right out of Marlborough Gardens, Marlborough Grove 

and Blandford Grove onto Blenheim Walk.  The same point applies to vehicles 

attempting to turn right into Marlborough Gardens, Blandford Gardens and 

Churchill Gardens from Blenheim Walk.  Once again a vehicle will be required to 

wait for safe gaps to turn across a lane of traffic potentially carrying up to 1,250 

vehicle movements during the AM peak period and 1,000 in the PM peak (Table 

5.1, Page 50 of January 2014 Transport Assessment). 

6.23 This combination of two all movements accesses on the east side and five 

junctions on the west side of Blenheim Walk will have implications in terms of 

road safety which have not been properly considered in the January 2014 Final 

Issue Transport Assessment.  As I indicate earlier in my Proof of Evidence there 

have already been 2 injury accidents associated with the limited movement access 

points on Blenheim Walk, and there is a risk that the increase in the number of 

accesses and the movements permitted will result in more accidents along this 

stretch of Blenheim Walk. 
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Alignment of northbound through movement on A660 between 

Blenheim Walk and Woodhouse Lane at St Mark’s Road junction  

6.24 It is my view that the rerouting of the northbound through movement on the 

A660 corridor to Blenheim Walk results in an unsatisfactory through alignment at 

the St Mark’s Road junction. 

6.25 In order to illustrate this I have undertaken swept path analysis which illustrates 

that a maximum length articulated vehicle would cross the southbound stop line 

on the A660 Woodhouse Lane approach to the A660 Woodhouse Lane (western 

leg) at the junction, thus encroaching into the southbound lane.  The swept path 

analysis is indicated on Drawing No 13/400/TR/023 included as Appendix SCW8.   

6.26 This will need to be addressed at the detailed design stage, and at the very 

minimum will result in the southbound stop line having to be relocated further to 

the north along the A660 Woodhouse Lane to ensure northbound vehicles 

travelling through the junction do not encroach into the southbound lane.  This is 

not an issue in relation to the existing junction layout, as these movements are 

not in conflict with each other. 

6.27 In summary in this section I have demonstrated that that the road safety 

implications of introducing two way traffic on Blenheim Walk have not been 

adequately assessed, notably in relation to pedestrian movements at the A660 

Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road traffic signal junction, the introduction of a 

number of all movement and limited movement junctions on Blenheim Walk 

between St Mark’s Road and Blackman Lane as a result of Blenheim Walk 

operating two way, and the geometric layout of the proposed A660 Blenheim 

Walk/St Mark’s Road junction. 
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7.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

7.1 Metro and Leeds City Council are seeking to obtain consent for a trolley based 

rapid transit system for Leeds known as New Generation Transport (NGT). 

7.2 In the vicinity of the University of Leeds and Leeds College of Art, between St 

Mark’s Road and Portland Way there will be a major reorganisation of traffic 

routes so that all through traffic will be diverted onto the A660 (eastern leg) and 

Blenheim Walk, which will have to be significantly modified to accommodate two 

way traffic.  Only public transport, cycling and access traffic will be allowed on 

Woodhouse Lane (western leg) in this area, and to help to enforce this change 

only public transport will be allowed to traverse the existing A660 (western leg) 

bridge over the A58 (M) Inner Ring Road. 

7.3 A consequence of the proposals is that through traffic along the A660 corridor will 

be diverted along the A660 Woodhouse Lane (eastern leg) and Blenheim Walk 

which will be converted to two way running.  Along the A660 Blenheim Walk 

along the Leeds College of Art frontage this results in an increase in traffic flows of 

about 1000 vehicles outbound in the PM peak and 1250 outbound in the AM peak 

(Table 5.1, Page 50 of January 2014 Transport Assessment), a similar scale of flow 

increase to the decrease predicted on Woodhouse Lane (western leg).  In order to 

accommodate this virtual doubling of the traffic flows on Blenheim Walk the road 

has to be significantly widened on its eastern side, along the Leeds College of Art 

frontage resulting in a significant reduction in the highway verge and College 

public realm space available in this area.  

7.4 In my evidence I have demonstrated that the proposals for the NGT scheme 

provide no additional priority to outbound public transport over and above that 

which is already delivered by the existing outbound Bus Lane between Portland 

Way and St Mark’s Road.  Southbound I have demonstrated that there is no traffic 

capacity need to reroute southbound NGT vehicles and buses on the A660 

Woodhouse Lane (western leg) south of Blackman Lane, as the traffic signal 
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junctions they would have to pass through to maintain their existing routing via 

Blackman Lane and A660 Woodhouse Lane (eastern leg) offer a more than 

satisfactory level of operation to accommodate these non-priority movements. 

7.5 Indeed I have shown that it is apparent from the Mott MacDonald Final Issue 

Transport Assessment from January 2014 that the introduction of the NGT 

proposals at the A660 Woodhouse Lane/St Mark’s Road junction, has the 

potential for additional delays to NGT vehicles, and other buses, as they will be in 

conflict with the outbound movement on the A660 Blenheim Walk at this 

junction, whereas currently they are not in conflict with this movement. 

7.6 Whist the rerouting of the through movements on the A660 Woodhouse Lane 

does provide the opportunity for the creation of a shared space environment and 

associated public realm improvements on the A660 Woodhouse Lane in front of 

the University of Leeds this is at the expense of conditions on the A660 Blenheim 

Walk in front of Leeds College of Art which will experience the introduction of two 

way traffic across the site frontage and the doubling of the traffic flows passing 

the site.   

7.7 I have further demonstrated that even in the absence of a compelling need for the 

NGT scheme to utilise the existing A660 Woodhouse Lane in both directions, 

between St Mark’s Road and Portland Way, if there were deemed a need for this 

element of the scheme there are alternative options for delivering a widened 

A660 Blenheim Walk to the south of St Mark’s Road, which, whilst they impact on 

properties on the west side of Blenheim Walk, do allow for the retention of the 

only area of public realm on the whole of the Leeds College of Art Campus. 

7.8 Finally, I do not consider that the road safety implications of introducing two way 

traffic on Blenheim Walk have been adequately assessed, notably in relation to 

pedestrian movements at the A660 Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road traffic signal 

junction, the introduction of a number of all movement and limited movement 

junctions on Blenheim Walk between St Mark’s Road and Blackman Lane as a 
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result of Blenheim Walk operating two way and the geometric layout of the 

proposed A660 Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road junction. 

7.9 In the conclusions to the January 2014 Final Issue Transport Assessment it is 

claimed that the NGT will connect people inter alia to educational facilities, 

however, in my evidence I believe I have demonstrated that this is not the case in 

relation to Leeds College of Art, and that in actual fact the proposals result in the 

College being severed from public transport and the wider University of Leeds 

Campus, through the significant modifications to traffic flows on Blenheim Walk. 

7.10 In light of my evidence to this inquiry I respectfully suggest that Metro as scheme 

promoter have not demonstrated that there is a compelling case in the public 

interest to have conferred upon them the power to compulsorily acquire and use 

land for the purposes of the scheme, and it is my view based on the evidence 

presented in the Mott MacDonald January 2014 Transport Assessment that the 

scheme proposed is deficient in a number of respects.  As such I request that their 

application for an order under the Transport and Works Act (1992) and an 

associated application for deemed planning consent under Section 90 (2A) of the 

Town and Country Planning Act (1990) be not confirmed. 
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QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

 

My name is Stuart Charles Wilkins 

 

I am an Incorporated Engineer, a Member of the Institution of Civil Engineers and 

a Member of the Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation.  I have 

been engaged in all aspects of highway and traffic engineering for over 33 years, 

21 years of which I have spent in consultancy, prior to that I worked in Local 

Government. 

 

I am a Director of Bryan G Hall, Consulting Civil and Transportation Planning 

Engineers, having joined the practice in May 2011; formerly I was Head of 

Development Planning (North of England) at Transport Consultants Steer, Davies 

and Gleave.  Throughout my professional career on behalf of industrial, 

commercial and residential developers, land owners, public bodies, community 

groups and private individuals, I have been involved in highways and traffic 

related matters connected with development projects and highway 

improvement schemes. 

 

I have advised both the public and private sector on a full range of highway and 

transport issues for all types of development, and I have been involved in the 

preparation and presentation of evidence at planning inquiries on numerous 

occasions. 

 

Bryan G Hall was initially instructed by Leeds College of Art in October 2013 to 

consider the transport impact of the New Generation Transport (NGT) proposals 

on the College’s Blenheim Walk Campus based on the scheme submitted as part 

of the September 2013 Final Transport Assessment. 

 

I am familiar with the College site and the impact of the proposed NGT scheme 

on the surrounding highway network for the purposes of giving evidence at this 

Inquiry. 

 

Declaration of Truth 

The evidence which I have prepared and provided in this Proof of Evidence is 

true and to the best of my knowledge correct. I can confirm that the opinions 

expressed are my true and professional opinions as an Incorporated Engineer, a 

Member of the Institution of Civil Engineers and a Member of the Chartered 

Institution of Highways and Transportation. 
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1.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

1.1 Metro and Leeds City Council propose a trolley based rapid transit system for 

Leeds known as New Generation Transport (NGT). 

1.2 In the vicinity of the University of Leeds and Leeds College of Art, between St 

Mark’s Road and Portland Way there will be a major reorganisation of traffic 

routes so that all through traffic will be diverted onto the A660 (eastern leg) and 

Blenheim Walk, which will have to be significantly modified to accommodate two 

way traffic.  Only public transport, cycling and access traffic will be allowed on 

Woodhouse Lane (western leg) in this area, and to help to enforce this change 

only public transport will be allowed to traverse the existing A660 (western leg) 

bridge over the A58 (M) Inner Ring Road. 

1.3 A consequence of the proposals is that through traffic along the A660 corridor will 

be diverted along the A660 Woodhouse Lane (eastern leg) and Blenheim Walk 

which will be converted to two way running.  Along the A660 Blenheim Walk, 

along the Leeds College of Art frontage, this results in an increase in traffic flows 

of about 1000 vehicles outbound in the PM peak and 1250 outbound in the AM 

peak (Table 5.1, Page 50 of January 2014 Transport Assessment), a similar scale of 

flow increase to the decrease predicted on Woodhouse Lane (western leg).  In 

order to accommodate this doubling of the traffic flows on Blenheim Walk the 

road has to be significantly widened on its eastern side, along the Leeds College of 

Art frontage resulting in a significant reduction in the highway verge and College 

public realm space available in this area.  

1.4 In my evidence I have demonstrated that the proposals for the NGT scheme 

provide no additional priority to outbound public transport over and above that 

which is already delivered by the existing outbound Bus Lane between Portland 

Way and St Mark’s Road.  Southbound I have demonstrated that there is no traffic 

capacity need to reroute southbound NGT vehicles and buses on the A660 

Woodhouse Lane (western leg) south of Blackman Lane, as the traffic signal 
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junctions they would have to pass through to maintain their existing routing via 

Blackman Lane and A660 Woodhouse Lane (eastern leg) offer a more than 

satisfactory level of operation to accommodate bus movements. 

1.5 Indeed I have shown that it is apparent from the Mott MacDonald Final Issue 

Transport Assessment from January 2014 that the introduction of the NGT 

proposals at the A660 Woodhouse Lane/St Mark’s Road junction, has the 

potential for additional delays to NGT vehicles, and other buses, as they will be in 

conflict with the outbound movement on the A660 Blenheim Walk at this 

junction, whereas currently they are not in conflict with this movement. 

1.6 Whist the rerouting of the through movements on the A660 Woodhouse Lane 

does provide the opportunity for the creation of a shared space environment and 

associated public realm improvements on the A660 Woodhouse Lane in front of 

the University of Leeds this is at the expense of conditions on the A660 Blenheim 

Walk in front of Leeds College of Art which will experience the introduction of two 

way traffic across the site frontage and the doubling of the traffic flows passing 

the site. 

1.7 I have shown that there is clearly no compelling need for the NGT scheme to 

utilise the existing A58 (M) western overbridge in both directions, however I have 

suggested that a similar scheme to that currently proposed but retaining the 

existing northbound general traffic lane, could be delivered on the section south 

of the Blackman Lane junction if the existing A58 (M) western overbridge were 

widened to three lanes.  The approaches to the western overbridge north and 

south of the A58 (M) appear to provide sufficient land to readily provide widened 

approaches to an increased width bridge, and it may be possible to cantilever a 

lightweight pedestrian and cyclist only structure off the existing bridge.  

1.8 I have further demonstrated that even in the absence of a compelling need for the 

NGT scheme to utilise the existing A660 Woodhouse Lane in both directions, 

between St Mark’s Road and Portland Way, if there were deemed a need for this 

element of the scheme there are alternative options for delivering a widened 
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A660 Blenheim Walk to the south of St Mark’s Road, which, whilst they impact on 

properties on the west side of Blenheim Walk, do allow for the retention of the 

only area of public realm on the whole of the Leeds College of Art Campus. 

1.9 Finally, I have demonstrated that the road safety implications of introducing two 

way traffic on Blenheim Walk have not been adequately assessed, notably in 

relation to pedestrian movements at the A660 Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road 

traffic signal junction, the introduction of a number of all movement and limited 

movement junctions on Blenheim Walk between St Mark’s Road and Blackman 

Lane as a result of Blenheim Walk operating two way and the geometric layout of 

the proposed A660 Blenheim Walk/St Mark’s Road junction. 

1.10 In the conclusions to the January 2014 Final Issue Transport Assessment it is 

claimed that, inter alia, the NGT will connect people to educational facilities.  

However, in my evidence I believe I have demonstrated that this is not the case in 

relation to Leeds College of Art, and that in actual fact the proposals result in the 

College being severed from public transport and the wider University of Leeds 

Campus, through the significant modifications to traffic flows on Blenheim Walk. 

1.11 In light of my evidence to this inquiry I respectfully suggest that Metro, as scheme 

promoter, have not demonstrated that there is a compelling case in the public 

interest to have conferred upon them the power to compulsorily acquire and use 

land for the purposes of the scheme, and it is my view based on the evidence 

presented in the Mott MacDonald January 2014 Transport Assessment that the 

scheme proposed is deficient in a number of respects.  As such I request that their 

application for an order under the Transport and Works Act (1992) and an 

associated application for deemed planning consent under Section 90 (2A) of the 

Town and Country Planning Act (1990) be not confirmed. 
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APPENDIX SCW 1 



New Generation

Transport
(cycles, pedestrians, access and others)

(and cyclists where indicated)

(and cyclists where indicated)

(showing ramps and plaza surround)

(and cyclists where indicated)

(pedestrians and cyclists)

Colours are not representative of those to be implemented on the ground but are intended to help convey functionality and proposed infrastructure



New Generation

Transport
(cycles, pedestrians, access and others)

(and cyclists where indicated)

(and cyclists where indicated)

(showing ramps and plaza surround)

(and cyclists where indicated)

(pedestrians and cyclists)

Colours are not representative of those to be implemented on the ground but are intended to help convey functionality and proposed infrastructure
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New Generation

Transport
(cycles, pedestrians, access and others)

(and cyclists where indicated)

(and cyclists where indicated)

(showing ramps and plaza surround)

(and cyclists where indicated)

(pedestrians and cyclists)

Colours are not representative of those to be implemented on the ground but are intended
to help convey functionality and proposed infrastructure



New Generation

Transport
(cycles, pedestrians, access and others)

(and cyclists where indicated)

(and cyclists where indicated)

(showing ramps and plaza surround)

(and cyclists where indicated)

(pedestrians and cyclists)

Colours are not representative of those to be implemented on the ground but are intended
to help convey functionality and proposed infrastructure
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Summary of Pedestrian Movements - Hourly Peak
Tuesday 19th November 2013

Survey Period A B C D E F G H I J K L M N

8:00am - 10:00am 234 34 514 128 24 177 292 18 501 87 540 359 308 0

11:30am - 2:00pm 249 38 528 205 40 178 733 49 773 530 447 408 314 0

4:00pm - 5:30pm 316 26 545 86 7 151 326 16 451 82 474 510 227 0

A = Crossing St Marks Road at stop line in both directions
B= Crossing St Marks Road within 50 metres of the stop line in both directions
C= Crossing Blenheim Walk at the junction with St Marks Road and Woodhouse Lane in both directions
D= Crossing Blenheim Walk between its junction with St Marks Road and Leeds College of Art and Design car park entrance in both directions
E= Crossing Blenheim Walk between the Leeds College of Art and Design car park entrance and Blenheim Court in both directions
F= Crossing Blenheim Walk between Blenheim Court and Blackman Lane in both directions
G= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane at stop line, north of St Marks Road in both directions
H= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane north of St Marks Road within 50 metres of the stop line in both directions (excluding movements at stop line)
I= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane at stop line, south of St Marks Road in both directions
J= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane south of St Marks Road within 50 metres of the stop line in both directions (excluding movements at the stop line)
K= Southern footway on St Marks Road - frontage of the Leeds College of Art and Design.
L= Eastern footway on Blenheim Walk - frontage of the Leeds College of Art and Design.
M= Main access to the Leeds College of Art and Design on the corner of St Marks Road/Blenheim Walk.

N= Secondary access to the Leeds College of Art and Design further down Blenheim Walk. However this was closed for security reasons and is 
closed all the time.



Summary of Pedestrian Movements - Hourly Peak
Thursday 21st November 2013

Survey Period A B C D E F G H I J K L M N

8:00am - 10:00am 175 36 479 133 28 212 282 23 550 167 481 389 320 0

11:30am - 2:00pm 229 28 593 216 49 144 729 25 815 661 472 439 566 0

4:00pm - 5:30pm 387 37 470 80 12 121 395 11 417 118 453 553 260 0

A= Crossing St Marks Road at stop line in both directions
B= Crossing St Marks Road within 50 metres of the stop line in both directions
C= Crossing Blenheim Walk at the junction with St Marks Road and Woodhouse Lane in both directions
D= Crossing Blenheim Walk between its junction with St Marks Road and Leeds College of Art and Design car park entrance in both directions
E= Crossing Blenheim Walk between the Leeds College of Art and Design car park entrance and Blenheim Court in both directions
F= Crossing Blenheim Walk between Blenheim Court and Blackman Lane in both directions
G= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane at stop line, north of St Marks Road in both directions
H= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane north of St Marks Road within 50 metres of the stop line in both directions (excluding movements at stop line)
I= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane at stop line, south of St Marks Road in both directions
J= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane south of St Marks Road within 50 metres of the stop line in both directions (excluding movements at the stop line)
K= Southern footway on St Marks Road - frontage of the Leeds College of Art and Design.
L= Eastern footway on Blenheim Walk - frontage of the Leeds College of Art and Design.
M= Main access to the Leeds College of Art and Design on the corner of St Marks Road/Blenheim Walk.
N= Secondary access to the Leeds College of Art and Design further down Blenheim Walk. However this was closed for security reasons and is 



Summary of Pedestrian Movements - 10 minute Peak
Tuesday 19th November 2013

Survey Period A B C D E F G H I J K L M N

8:00am - 10:00am 75 10 185 33 7 59 75 13 183 26 208 109 95 0

11:30am - 2:00pm 60 14 132 41 11 44 226 21 185 137 123 92 70 0

4:00pm - 5:30pm 115 11 142 19 3 28 120 6 126 26 113 183 50 0

A = Crossing St Marks Road at stop line in both directions
B= Crossing St Marks Road within 50 metres of the stop line in both directions
C= Crossing Blenheim Walk at the junction with St Marks Road and Woodhouse Lane in both directions
D= Crossing Blenheim Walk between its junction with St Marks Road and Leeds College of Art and Design car park entrance in both directions
E= Crossing Blenheim Walk between the Leeds College of Art and Design car park entrance and Blenheim Court in both directions
F= Crossing Blenheim Walk between Blenheim Court and Blackman Lane in both directions
G= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane at stop line, north of St Marks Road in both directions
H= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane north of St Marks Road within 50 metres of the stop line in both directions (excluding movements at stop line)
I= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane at stop line, south of St Marks Road in both directions
J= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane south of St Marks Road within 50 metres of the stop line in both directions (excluding movements at the stop line)
K= Southern footway on St Marks Road - frontage of the Leeds College of Art and Design.
L= Eastern footway on Blenheim Walk - frontage of the Leeds College of Art and Design.
M= Main access to the Leeds College of Art and Design on the corner of St Marks Road/Blenheim Walk.

N= Secondary access to the Leeds College of Art and Design further down Blenheim Walk. However this was closed for security reasons and is 
closed all the time.



Summary of Pedestrian Movements - 10 minute Peak
Thursday 21st November 2013

Survey Period A B C D E F G H I J K L M N

8:00am - 10:00am 43 12 187 47 10 66 82 8 222 42 195 87 109 0

11:30am - 2:00pm 53 9 146 54 14 35 205 10 189 155 108 101 119 0

4:00pm - 5:30pm 172 12 132 24 5 28 131 7 165 39 134 203 55 0

A= Crossing St Marks Road at stop line in both directions
B= Crossing St Marks Road within 50 metres of the stop line in both directions
C= Crossing Blenheim Walk at the junction with St Marks Road and Woodhouse Lane in both directions
D= Crossing Blenheim Walk between its junction with St Marks Road and Leeds College of Art and Design car park entrance in both directions
E= Crossing Blenheim Walk between the Leeds College of Art and Design car park entrance and Blenheim Court in both directions
F= Crossing Blenheim Walk between Blenheim Court and Blackman Lane in both directions
G= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane at stop line, north of St Marks Road in both directions
H= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane north of St Marks Road within 50 metres of the stop line in both directions (excluding movements at stop line)
I= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane at stop line, south of St Marks Road in both directions
J= Crossing the A660 Woodhouse Lane south of St Marks Road within 50 metres of the stop line in both directions (excluding movements at the stop line)
K= Southern footway on St Marks Road - frontage of the Leeds College of Art and Design.
L= Eastern footway on Blenheim Walk - frontage of the Leeds College of Art and Design.
M= Main access to the Leeds College of Art and Design on the corner of St Marks Road/Blenheim Walk.
N= Secondary access to the Leeds College of Art and Design further down Blenheim Walk. However this was closed for security reasons and is 
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1 QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 
 

1 I am Paul Gray. I am an Associate of The Equus Partnership Limited, consulting engineers 

specialising in the fields of noise and vibration.  

 

2 I graduated from the University of Manchester Institute of Science and Technology in 1989 with 

an honours degree in Mechanical Engineering. Following graduation, I joined Hann Tucker 

Associates, (Consultants in Acoustics, Noise and Vibration) as an Assistant Consultant. I left Hann 

Tucker Associates in 1995 in the position of Senior Consultant to join Sound Research 

Laboratories Ltd.  I joined The Equus Partnership in 1996. 

 

3 I am a corporate Member of the Institute of Acoustics (since 1994). The Equus Partnership Ltd is a 

member practice of the Association of Noise Consultants. 

 

4 I have over twenty four years practical acoustic consultancy experience. My day to day work 

responsibilities include undertaking environmental noise impact assessments for a wide variety of 

environmental, residential, commercial and industrial projects, including assessments of the 

noise and vibration impacts arising from the infrastructure necessary to facilitate such 

development, and new development that may be impacted upon by existing infrastructure.  

 

5 I have given expert witness representation in connection with numerous appeal hearings, public 

inquiries before the Planning Inspectorate and Transport Commissioner, civil and criminal court 

proceedings.  
 

6 Statements of fact within this evidence are within my own knowledge except where indicated, in 

which case the matters stated are true to the best of my information and belief. I confirm that 

insofar as the facts stated in my evidence are within my own knowledge I have made clear which 

they are and I believe them to be true, and that the opinions I have expressed represent my true 

and complete professional opinion, developed in accordance with the code of conduct of my 

professional institution (the Institute of Acoustics).  
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2 INTRODUCTION 
 

7 This Public Inquiry relates to an Order promoted by Metro and Leeds City the Council made under 

the Transport and Works Act 1992 for the “Leeds Trolley Vehicle Scheme” (LTVS) and an 

application for deemed planning approval for the scheme made under section 90(2A) of the Town 

and Country Planning Act 1990 as well as applications for conservation area and listed building 

consent.  

 

8 The LTVS is also more colloquially referred to as the “New Generation Transport” (NGT) scheme.  

 

9 The Promoters of the Order have served a “Rule 15” Notice on the Leeds College of Art (whose 

premises are situate at Blenheim Walk, Leeds, LS2 9AQ) identifying the need to compulsorily 

purchase part of its land in order to deliver the LTVS.  
 

10 The Leeds College of Art has submitted an objection to the Order. One of the grounds for 

objection relates to the noise and vibration Impacts of the LTVS – in particular, the College’s 

concern that no proper assessment of the implications of the impacts arising from the scheme on 

the College has been undertaken.  
 

11 The Transport and Works Act Order is accompanied by an Environmental Statement (ES). This 

includes an assessment of noise and vibration prepared by Mott MacDonald (Technical Appendix 

I: TWAO Document Ref. A-08e-2 dated September 2013).  
 

12 A supplement to the Environmental Statement was published in January 2014.  This includes 

Document Ref. B-4 entitled “The Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order: Updated Environmental 

Statement: Technical Appendix I - Noise and Vibration: January 2014”. The introduction to this 

document (paragraph 1.6) states: 

 

“This technical appendix forms an Addendum to that presented in the Environmental 

Impact Assessment (EIA) prepared in support of the Transport and Works Act (TWA) 

Application for the NGT Scheme.”  

 

13 Whilst the introduction to the noise and vibration technical appendix suggests that it is an 

“addendum” to the original ES, the revision change control accompanying the appendix actually 

indicates that the document represents a full replacement revision to the earlier appendix (TWAO 

Document Ref. A-08e-2). That intent also appears to directed in the “Supplement to the 

Environmental Statement” (TWAO  Document Ref. B-1) which states  
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“Technical Appendix I – Noise and Vibration Technical Appendix (TWAO Document 

Reference: A07e-2) to be replaced in its entirety he updated version is included in B-4 

of the Core Document List;…”. 

 

The reference to A07e-2 is clearly incorrect (i.e. no document with that reference exists) and 

it is assumed this is intended to read A08e-2 

 

14 The “Supplement to the Environmental Statement” ( TWAO Document Ref. B-1) also states, in 

respect of “Volume  III: Figures” of the ES: 

 

 “Noise and Vibration Figures to be replaced in their entirety. The updated Noise and 

Vibration Figures are included in B-7 of the Core Document List;…”. 

 

15 For the purpose of this Proof of Evidence, I have assumed that the reference material for 

consideration at this Public Inquiry constitutes the “Technical Appendix I – Noise and Vibration” 

(TWAO Documents Ref: B-4) and accompanying figures presented in TWAO Document Ref: B-7.  

 

16 When considering the noise and vibration impacts arising from transport infrastructure it is 

necessary to rely on the findings of other assessment protocols, i.e. information relating to traffic 

counts/predictions, traffic flow composition, etc. necessary to inform noise prediction modelling. 

In that regard, I note that the “Supplement to the Environmental Statement” indicates that the 

original Transport Assessment is to be replaced in its entirety by TWAO Document Ref. B-9 (albeit 

that the original document appears to be incorrectly referenced as “A-07h-6” in the supplement). 
 

17 It is also relevant to note that the output of a noise and vibration assessment will inform the 

conclusions of other impact assessments (e.g. Health Impact Assessment). I note that the 

“Supplement to the Environmental Statement” indicates that the original Health Impact 

Assessment is to be replaced in its entirety by TWAO Document Ref. B-8 (albeit that the reference 

to the original document (A-07h-6) is also incorrect).  
 

18 I have been instructed by the Leeds College of Art to undertake an independent review of the 

noise and vibration impacts that will arise from the Works Order on the College and comment on 

the robustness of the Promoter’s assessment.  
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19 In order to give my conclusions on this, I have considered the following principal questions: 

 

(a) What noise impacts are likely to be experienced by the College by virtue of the Works 

Order?  

 

(b) Are these noise and vibration impacts addressed in the Technical Appendices of the ES 

accompanying the order?  

 

(c)  Is the assessment of such impacts robust?  

 

(d) Will the College experience an adverse noise and vibration impact as a consequence of 

the Order? 

 

(e) Is any mitigation proposed?  

 

(f) Is such mitigation adequate to prevent unacceptable impacts to the College? 
 

20 My evidence is divided into the following sections: 

 

Section 3 presents a general discussion regarding the way in which noise is measured, 

the subjective perception of noise and the noise nomenclature used in this evidence. 

 

Section 4 presents my observations made during attendance to the Leeds College of Art, 

in particular with regarding to the current general arrangement of the buildings and 

external building fabric constructions. 

 

Section 5 presents the results of noise measurements I have undertaken at the College.  

 

Section 6 presents my assessment of the “acceptability” of existing noise levels currently 

experienced by the College.  

 

Section 7 considers possible sources of temporary and operational noise and vibration 

associated with the scheme that may impact on the College.  

 

 Section 8 considers noise impacts of demolition works necessary to enable the scheme.  
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Section 9 considers noise impacts during the construction phase of the scheme.  

  

Section 10 considers the vibration impacts of construction activities.  

 

Section 11 considers vibration impacts when the scheme is operational.  

  

Section 12 considers operational noise impacts.  

 

My conclusions are presented in Section 13. 
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3 NOISE AND VIBRATION – PRELIMINARY CONISDERATIONS 
 

21 A general discussion regarding the measurement of noise and vibration, and a detailed glossary of 

acoustic terminology used in this proof of evidence is presented at Appendix A.  

 

22 To aid the understanding of this proof, it is, however, considered appropriate to highlight some of 

the more fundamental considerations relating to the measurement of noise; how noise is 

perceived and how such factors may influence the assessment of noise impact arising from 

proposed development.  

 

Measurement Units 
 

23 Sound is quantified on a logarithmic scale – the “decibel” (dB) scale.  

 

Frequency Characteristics   
 

24 Noise audible to a human (with “normal” hearing), typically covers the frequency range 20 Hertz 

to 20,000Hertz. However, the ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies – the ear is most 

sensitive at frequencies towards the middle of the audible range and less sensitive to the lower 

and higher frequencies.  To take account of this frequency response, sound pressure fluctuations 

are normally quantified by applying a frequency-weighting network or filter which simulates the 

frequency response of the ear.  In essence, this means that more significance is given to the 

frequencies at which the ear is most sensitive and less significance to those at which the ear is 

less sensitive. Noise measurements relating to human reaction are generally made using an “A-

weighting” network.  These measurements are reported as A-weighted decibels or dB(A). The A-

weighted sound pressure level is written in “acoustic shorthand” as LA. 

 

Variation With Time  
 

25 fact It will be appreciated that the sound pressure level of most noise environmental noise 

sources will fluctuate with time. In order to take account of the way in which the human ear 

perceives noise, it is normal for the sound pressure level to be quantified using a time weighting 

network, to mimic the speed of response of the human ear. The standardised setting for most 

types of environmental noise is a “Fast” time weighting. 
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26 The manner in which sound fluctuates with time can also influence the subjective manner in 

which noise is perceived. Noise can be continuous (showing no significant variation with time as 

in the case of a mechanical services plant; intermittent (i.e. the noise is transient in its nature, 

such as a train pass-by) or impulsive (i.e. there is a sudden build-up of noise - this can range from 

“clanking” types sounds as might be experienced next to railway goods yard or a high energy 

discharge such as an explosion).  

 

Acoustic Terminology  

 

27 In order to assist with the characterization of the temporal fluctuations of a noise source, a 

variety of noise parameters and statistical indices are commonly used to help describe noise. The 

most commonly used noise parameters are described below: 

 

LAmax,fast  This is maximum A-weighted sound pressure measured with a fast frequency 

response recorded during the stated measurement period. It is typically used to 

characterise the highest sound level caused during a noise event. 

 

LAeq,T  This is the equivalent continuous A-weighted sound level measured over a 

specified time period “T”. This is the notional continuous sound level which, over 

the time T, contains the same amount of energy as the actual fluctuating sound 

being measured.  

 

LA90,T This is the A-weighted sound pressure level exceeded for 90% of the specified 

time period “T”. It is normally used to describe the underlying ‘background’ noise 

level of an environment since it inherently excludes the effects of transient noise 

sources. 

 

LA10,T This is the A-weighted sound pressure level exceeded for 10% of the specified 

time period “T”. It is used to principally used describe to describe road traffic 

noise and is the parameter used to determine a statutory entitlement to sound 

insulation under the Noise Insulation Regulations 1975 (as amended).  

 

 

 

 

 



PUBLIC INQUIRY  
The Transport and Works Act 1992 and The Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order and Application  
for Deemed Planning Permission Under Section 90(2A) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990   
  
 

Proof Of Evidence Of Paul Gray 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Page| 8 | 

Addition of Sound Levels 

 

28 The logarithmic nature of the decibel scale does not allow “normal” arithmetic addition. This 

means that two noise sources generating 60dB (A) will not generate a combined noise level of 

120dB(A). The values must be added logarithmically, which would actually yield a combined 

sound level of 63dB (A) in this example. 

 

Subjective Perception of Sound Levels Changes 

 

29 For sounds which are very similar in all but magnitude, it is generally accepted that: 

 

• A change or difference of 1dB is just perceptible; 

 

• A change or difference of 3dB is perceptible under most normal conditions; 
 

• A change or difference of 4-5dB would be “noticeable”; 
 

• An increase of 10dB appears to be twice as loud (and, conversely, a decrease of 10dB 

would appear to be half as loud). 
 

30 The above subjective perception effects primarily relate to a direct comparison of ‘steady state’ 

or maximum ‘pass-by’ type noises, and it may not be appropriate to apply such subjective 

responses to energy-averaged noise indices, (e.g. LAeq,T) or statistical noise indices (e.g. LA10,T).  

 

‘Limitations’ of Noise Indices 

 

31 Whilst noise indices assist us in being able to quantify noise sources, including the ability to take 

account of temporal fluctuations, such indices cannot fully convey important information 

regarding the characteristics of individual sound sources. It should be appreciated that there may 

well be a different community reaction to two different noise sources, even if in terms of 

magnitude the noise sources are similar. In general, noise sources that have distinct features (i.e. 

impulsive or rhythmic characteristics, tonal components or information content) are likely to 

prove more disturbing than noise sources exhibiting more continuous, broadband characteristics. 

For transportation noise sources, it is also important to note that individuals are most tolerant to 

noise from railways; least tolerant to aircraft noise, with road noise between these upper and 

lower tolerance responses.  
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Noise Impact Considerations 

 

32  The aim of any Noise Impact Assessment is to robustly assess the effects of any change in the 

noise environment that will result from a proposed development. The noise descriptors discussed 

above help quantify the magnitude of noise, and will therefore assist in defining any ‘noise 

change’. Different descriptors are likely to be appropriate for different types of noise and good 

practice guidance should be followed in the selection of the most appropriate assessment 

parameter. 

 

33 Notwithstanding the above, it is equally important to appreciate that ‘noise change’ is not the 

only assessment tool that may influence the ‘impact’ of a development. In that regard, the 

IOA/IEMA draft “Guidelines for Noise Impact Assessment” suggest that, in addition to a 

consideration of noise change, other quantitative and qualitative factors may also need to be 

considered. Possible factors to consider include:  
 

• Averaging Time Period  - Is the averaging time so long that it might mask a greater impact, or 

does the impact occur for only a small proportion of the time and can therefore be 

considered a smaller impact? 

 

• Time of Day - Is the change occurring at a time of day which might cause a different impact? 
 

• Nature of the Noise Source - Is there a change in the nature of the noise source which might 

alter its impact? 
 

• Frequency of Occurrence - How does the frequency of the occurrence of the noise source 

affect the impact? 
 

• Spectral Characteristics – Is there a change in the spectral characteristics which might affect 

the impact? 
 

• Absolute Level - How does the change relate to guidelines? 
 

• Noise Indicator - Has the change which  would be heard been identified? 
 
 

34 The specific use and “sensitivity” of buildings/open areas that may be affected by noise will also 

need to be considered, i.e. the same criteria may not be appropriate for all types of noise 

sensitive receptor. It follows that the use of “best practice” techniques recommended for the 
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assessment of noise impacts on dwellings may not be appropriate for other non-residential noise 

sensitive receptors, such as educational, healthcare, religious building or community uses. It is 

therefore normally appropriate to specifically identify non-residential noise sensitive receptors to 

when assessing noise impacts, and for these premises to be subject to a more specific impact 

assessment taking into full account:  
 

• The specific use of the premises (e.g. educational, healthcare, religious buildings or 

community uses); 

 

• Industry standard guidance relating to such uses; 
 

• The times of use; 
 

• Existing noise levels experienced by the receptor; 
 

• The design of the receptor (esp. windows, doors and ventilation systems) and hence ability of 

receptor to experience changes in external noise environment without significant change in 

internal noise conditions); and 
 

• The sensitivity of the occupants. 
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4 LEEDS COLLEGE OF ART 
 

35 Leeds College of Art is one of the leading art and creative technology institutions in the UK. The 

College was found in 1846 and currently has over 2000 students and around 350 staff.  

 

36 The College operates from two sites – one in Vernon Street (which it has occupied since 1903), 

the other at the junction of Blenheim Walk / St Marks Road, which was constructed and occupied 

in the mid-1980’s. The Blenheim Walk site has been the subject of subsequent development, 

which includes an extension to the St Mark’s Road frontage (which I understand was constructed 

c. 2000) and the ‘DCB’ extension to the Blenheim Walk frontage (which I understand was 

constructed c. 2004).  
 

37 The location of the site and its general environs are shown on Figure B/1 attached at Appendix B. 
 

38 The internal general arrangements of the College are shown on Figures C/1 to C/5 attached at 

Appendix C. These general arrangement drawings show that the buildings offer a wide mix of 

educational and ancillary uses.  
 

39 Table 4.1 below identifies room uses facing onto Blenheim Walk:  
 
Table 4.1: Rooms fronting Blenheim Walk 
 

Floor Level Room No. Room Use 

2 

206 Seminar Room 

216 Seminar Room 

205 Library (principally a “resources” area, but with 
 quiet study facilities on an open mezzanine).  

219 Library Room (Resource Area) 

218 Store 

236 Seminar 

237 Studio 

238 Studio 

-- External Balconies with Amenity Seating 

 
 

1 
 

109 Boardroom 

108 Studio 
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1 

106 Studio 

105 Studio 

104 Studio 

103 Office 

135 Office 

133 Studio 

-- External Balconies with Amenity Seating 

G 

-- Main Entrance 

G12 Gallery 

-- Mosaic Cafe  

-- Recording Studio 

-- Recording Studio 

-- Theatre (double height space, extending to lower ground floor) 

-- External Terrace with Amenity Seating  

 

40 Table 4.2 below identifies rooms facing onto St Mark Road:  
 
Table 4.2: Rooms fronting St Marks Road 
 

Floor Level Room No. Room Use 

2 

208 Office 

209 Office 

210 Office 

212 Studio 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 
 
 
 
 

110 Kitchen 

111 Office 

112 Office 

113 Office 

114 Office 

115 Office 
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1 

116 Office 

-- HR Office 

121 Studio 

122 Office 

G 

G15 Office 

G16 Office 

G19 Office 

G20 Office 

G21 Office 

-- Student Admin. 

G27 Studio 

G45 Studio 

G46 Studio 

G48 Office 

 

41 I understand that core hours of access for students to the college are 07.00 hours to 21.00 hours 

weekdays and 10.00 to 16.00 hours on Saturdays. I further understand that these core hours may 

be seasonally extended, and that ancillary use of the café and theatre can frequently extend into 

the late evening period.  

 

42 The oldest part of the College (1980’s) appears to be a masonry cavity wall construction with 

punched windows at ground and first floor level, but with a continuous window band at 3rd floor 

level. The windows have timber frames with top hung opening casements. The window lights 

appear to be double glazed. The cavity spacer sizing suggests a relatively small cavity and panes 

do not appear to be particularly thick, although the precise construction could not be determined 

from a superficial visual inspection.   
 

43 The café on the ground floor of the building is mechanically ventilated, but upper floors do not 

have mechanical ventilation/air conditioning and are therefore reliant on opening windows to 

provide background/purge ventilation and provide thermal control over internal temperatures 

when required.  
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44 The c.2000 addition to the building on St Marks Road appears to be a similar in design to the 

original College building.  
 

45 The more recent (c. 2004) “DCB” addition to the college has a more contemporary feel. At ground 

floor level there is a blank masonry façade facing onto Blenheim Road comprising a mix of 

brick/facing blockwork. This “solid” areas of external fabric principally define a double height 

lecture theatre occupying the corner of this building. The lecture theatre is fully ventilated/air 

conditioned and is not therefore reliant on natural ventilation. The lecture theatre has a double 

external doorset in its southern elevation, overlooking the college’s car park. Subjectively, 

however, no significant flanking sound transmission was observed through these doors. 
 

46 At first floor level, the façade is principally facing blockwork with vertical glazed slots lights and a 

continuous band of clerestory glazing. This extension to the college projects forward relative to 

the line of the original building (i.e. comes closer to Blenheim Walk). The returning flank walls are 

fully glazed, including glazed access doors onto the adjoining terraces. The windows appear to 

aluminum framed double glazed units. The clerestory glazing also appear to be double glazed and 

includes vertically opening casement lights to provide ventilation / thermal comfort.  
 

47 At 2nd floor level, constructions appear to be broadly similar at 1nd floor levels save that externally 

the building appears to be clad with composite insulating panels.  
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5 EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT 
 

Initial Observations 
 

48 Since being instructed by the London College of Art, I have visited the site and its environs on a 

number of occasions to familiarize myself with its location and the existing noise environment 

which characterises the area.  

 

49 Based on these visits, it is clear that the site is dominated by an underlying level of background 

noise, which is interspersed with more dominant pass-by noise from local traffic movements on 

Blenheim Walk. Traffic entering Blenheim Walk is controlled by the existing light controlled 

junction at its northern intersection with St Mark Road. As such, there tend to be “peaks” and 

“troughs” in the flow, as dictated by the phasing of the lights. Traffic movements can generally be 

perceived as discrete individual pass-by events (i.e. each movement showing a significant rise 

above the underlying background noise, rather than that the sound being perceived as 

continuous noise.    
 
 

Environmental Noise Surveys 
 

50 In order to quantify the existing noise environment, I have undertaken environmental noise 

measurements at the site using a combination of automated and manned measurement 

equipment. 

 

Measurement Locations  

 

51 An automated noise data logger was installed at 1m from the 2nd floor window of the library 

between Monday 23 March 2014 and Wednesday 25 March 2014. The approximate location of 

the measurement position is shown as Position A1 on Figure D/1 attached at Appendix D.  

 

52 Manned noise measurements were also undertaken during the afternoon of 23 March 2014 at 

supplementary measurement locations as follows: 

 

Position M1: At 1m from the western façade of the college, within the terrace 

outside the Mosaic Café. The sound level meter was positioned 

approximately 1.5m above ground level.  
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Position M2: On the east side pavement on Blenheim Walk, at the bottom of the 

steps providing the emergency exist route from the DCB block. The 

measurement microphone was positioned approximately 3m from the 

corner of the building and 1.5m above ground level.  

 

Position M3: On the south side pavement of St Marks Road. The measurement 

microphone was positioned approximately 1m from the façade and 

1.5m above ground level. 

  

53 The approximate locations of these measurement positions are shown on Figure D/1 attached at 

Appendix D.  

 

54 The meter used for the manned measurements was also re-configured to undertake automated 

measurements and installed at a location on the balcony outside Room 236 (Seminar Room) 

between Tuesday 24 March 2014 and Wednesday 25 March 2014. The approximate location of 

the measurement position is shown as Position A2 on Figure D/1 attached at Appendix D.  

 

 Survey Procedure 

 

55 The automated dataloggers were programmed to record measurements of the LA90, LAeq, LA10 and 

LAmax,fast sound levels were made over consecutive 15 second time periods. The instrumentation at 

Position A2 was also configured to record continuous instantaneous fluctuations (LAF) of sound 

pressure. 

 

56 The attended noise measurements were undertaken over a notional 15 minute time period in 

each hour at each measurement location. The noise level during this period is taken to be 

representative of the noise climate in that 1 hour period. Measurements were made of the LA90, 

LAeq, LA10 and LAmax,fast sound levels, together with corresponding octave band spectra. 

 

57 During the attended monitoring, contemporaneous notes were kept to identify the source of 

observed noise events.  

 

Instrumentation 

 

58 The following instrumentation was used for the survey: 
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 Automated Datalogger Installed At Location A1 
 

  Svantek Precision Grade Sound Level Analyser  Type SV948 

 Svantek Precision Preamplifier    Type SVE12L 

01dB ½" Condenser Microphone     Type MCE12 

Brüel and Kjær Sound Level Calibrator    Type 4231 

Svantek 3m Extension Cable     Type SV26/3M 

Outdoor Microphone Kit     

 
 Manned Measurements (M1, M2 and M3) and Automated Datalogger Installed At A2 
 

Brüel and Kjær Precision Grade Sound Level Analyser Type 2260 

Brüel and Kjær Preamplifier    Type ZC0026 

Brüel and Kjær ½” Condenser Microphone   Type 4189  

 Brüel and Kjær Sound Level Calibrator    Type 4230 

Brüel and Kjær Outdoor Microphone Kit   Type UA1404  

  

59 The sound level analysers were calibrated prior to the survey and the calibration was checked 

upon completion.  No drift was found to have occurred. 

 

 Survey Results 

 
60 Figures E/1 and E/2 attached at Appendix E present the results of the automated data collection, 

in terms of a 15 minute time history profile.  

61 The results of the attended noise measurements (Position M1, M2 and M3) are summarised on 

Figure E/3 attached at Appendix E. 

 

Weather Conditions 

  

62 Weather conditions during the initial part of the survey were fine and dry, with a maximum 

daytime temperature of around 8-9°C and moderate south-easterly winds. It became cloudier 

during the evening of 23 March, with light rain starting at around midnight and continuing until 

around 04.00 hours. The minimum night-time temperature was around 3°C. After a period of 

drier, overcast weather, much of the daytime of 24 March 2014 was characterized by very light 

drizzle, light easterly winds and feeling chilly with a typical daytime temperature of around 5°C.  

The evening, night-time of 24 March and daytime period of 25 March were then characterized by 

dry, overcast condition with light variable winds.  
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Discussion of Results 

 

63 During the core access hours of the college (07.00 to 09.00 hours), the measured LAeq,15minute 

values at Position A1 ranged between 64 and 70 dB(A) (excluding measurements on 24 March 

2014 when roads were wet from drizzle). The average value over the same time period is 

calculated to be 68 dB. 

  

64 Table 5.1 below sets out this range of noise levels and a similar comparison of measurements at 

other locations:  
 
Table 5.1: Comparison of Measured LAeq,15minute values 

 

Measurement Location Range of Measured  
LAeq,15minute Values 

“Average” LAeq,15minute 
Measurement Value 

A1 64 – 70 68 

A2 66 – 73 70 

M1 64 - 65 65 

M2 65 - 69 68 

M3 65 - 66 66 
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6 “ACCEPTABILITY” OF CURRENT NOISE LEVELS EXPERIENCED BY COLLEGE 
 

In this section, I consider the likely acceptability of current levels of noise intrusion experienced 

by the college, based on the existing environmental noise levels reported in Section 5, sound 

reduction performance expectations of the external fabric (established either by initial site 

measurements of theoretical performance expectations) and ‘industry standard’ design guidance 

for educational buildings.  

 

Sound Reduction of External Fabric 
 

65 In addition to the external noise measurements summarized above, comparative outside/inside 

measurements were made to determine the sound insulation offered by the existing façade of 

the original 1980’s building. The results of these measurements indicate that with windows open 

for ventilation, external noise levels (as measured at 1m from the outside of the building) will be 

reduced by around 17dB(A) (as measured at 2m from the window within the test room).  

 

66 When windows were closed, sound reduction improved significantly and is estimated to be 

around 31dB(A).  
 

67 Measurements were not undertaken on windows to the newer DCB block. For the purpose of this 

proof, I have assumed that with open windows an “outside to inside” sound reduction of 17dB(A) 

could be expected and that a reduction of around 33dB(A) will be provided when windows are 

closed (both in line with typical ‘industry standard’ published guidance values).  
 

68 The sound reduction offered by the solid masonry elements enclosing the lecture theatre could 

not be established by field testing at the time of my site attendances, but I would expect adopted 

constructions to be capable of providing a sound reduction performance in excess of 50dB(A).  
 

Noise Intrusion Guideline Values  
 

69 The most up to date guidance relating to the acoustic design of educational buildings is set out in 

the “Acoustic Performance Standards for the Priority School Building Programme”. Section 1 .4.5 

of that guidance suggests that whilst the design targets set out in the document are intended for 

“schools”, the recommendations set out therein are “desirable and can be used as a guide for the 

design of” universities and colleges of further education.  

 

70 Recommended indoor ambient noise levels (IANL) are presented below:  
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Table 6.1: Indoor Ambient Noise Level Design Recommendations for PSPB Programme 
 

Room Type Recommended Indoor Ambient 
Noise Level, LAeq,30min 

“Worst Case” Recommended 
Alternative Performance Standard 

LAeq,30mins 

Dining Rooms 45 45 

Library 40 45 

Design and Technology Areas - 
Electronics, Textiles, Food, 

Graphics, Design/Resource Area, 
ICT Rooms, Art  

40 45 

Seminar Rooms 40 45 

Offices 45 45 

Lecture Theatre 35 40 

Recording Studio 35 40 

 

71 The above Table suggests that most room types fronting the Blenheim Walk and St Marks Road 

elevations of the College should not exceed a ‘worst case’ value of 45dB LAeq,30mins, with the 

lecture theatre and recording studios requiring a more stringent ‘worst case’ value of 40dB 

LAeq,30mins.  

 

72 The values specified in Table 5.2 provide the Education Funding Authority’s recommendations for 

new school development and refurbishment projects. Other ‘industry standard’ documents, for 

example, the guidance given in the recently updated BS 8233: 2014: “Sound Insulation and Noise 

Reduction for Buildings – Code of Practice”, also provides guidance for indoor ambient noise 

levels within buildings. For rooms intended for “study and work requiring concentration”, (such as 

libraries) a maximum indoor ambient noise level of 50dB LAeq,T is recommended.  
 

73 With regard to external areas, I am not aware of any specific published documents that prescribe 

design standards for universities. The Department for Education and Skills publication “Building 

Bulletin 93: Acoustic Design of Schools: A Design Guide” does offer the following the advice in 

Section 2.2 of that document:  
 

“Although Requirement E4 does not apply to external noise, the following 

recommendations are considered good practice for providing good acoustic conditions 

outside school buildings. For new schools, 60 dB LAeq,30min should be regarded as an upper 

limit for external noise at the boundary of external premises used for formal and informal 

outdoor teaching, and recreational areas. 



PUBLIC INQUIRY  
The Transport and Works Act 1992 and The Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order and Application  
for Deemed Planning Permission Under Section 90(2A) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990   
  
 

Proof Of Evidence Of Paul Gray 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Page| 21 | 

 …….. 

Noise levels in unoccupied playgrounds, playing fields and other outdoor areas should not 

exceed 55 dB LAeq,30min.” 

 

74 The above values are “free-field” values (i.e. noise levels measured away from the facades of 

adjoining buildings). 

 
Acceptability of Existing Noise Levels - Library 
 

75 With windows closed, internal noise levels within the library should be controlled to a worst case 

value no greater than 39dB LAeq,T. As such, noise intrusion into the library should be controlled to 

acceptable values inferred from both the government’s Priority Schools Building Programme and 

BS 8233: 2014.  

 

76 When windows are opened, (as necessary to ventilate the space and/or provide thermal relief), 

levels of noise intrusion will increase significantly to a value over the core working hours of 51dB 

LAeq,T, with typical short term values ranging from 47 to 53dB LAeq,T. I understand that during the 

year it is often frequently necessary to open the windows in order to ensure that the library 

temperature and ventilation is made conducive to study. 

 

77 The average value is calculated to be 6dB higher than the design requirements proposed for the 

government’s Priority Schools Building Programme. The average value is also marginally (1dB) 

above the upper limit of the design guidance for libraries given in BS 8233: 2014.  
 

78 In light of the above, it is concluded that traffic noise intrusion into the College’s library is already 

higher than desirable. 
 

79  I discuss the ability of the College to absorb the further noise impacts that will arise from the 

proposed works later in this Proof of Evidence  
 
 
Acceptability of Existing Noise Levels – Design Studios (Fronting Blenheim Walk) 
 

80 With windows closed, internal noise levels within the 1st floor design studios should be controlled 

to a worst case value no greater than 37dB LAeq,T. As such, noise intrusion into the studios should 

be readily controlled to acceptable values inferred from both the government’s Priority Schools 

Building Programme and BS 8233: 2014.  
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81 When windows are opened, (as necessary to ventilate the studios and/or provide thermal relief 

during warmer months), levels of noise intrusion will increase significantly to an value over the 

core working hours of 49dB LAeq,T, with typical short term values ranging from 45 to 51dB LAeq,T.  

 

82 The average value is calculated to be 4dB higher than the “worst case” values recommended for 

the government’s Priority Schools Building Programme.  
 

83 In light of the above, I conclude that noise intrusion into the 1st floor design studios is already 

higher than desirable. 
 

84 I discuss the ability of the College to absorb the further noise impacts that will arise from the 

proposed works later in this Proof of Evidence  

 
Acceptability of Existing Noise Levels – External Amenity Spaces 
 

85 Noise levels measured on the café terrace show that existing traffic noise levels are already 

higher that industry standard recommendations for external amenity areas.  

 

86 I discuss the ability of the College to absorb the further noise impacts that will arise from the 

proposed works later in this Proof of Evidence  

 
Acceptability of Existing Noise Levels – Mosaic Café (Fronting Blenheim Walk) 

 

87 With windows closed, internal noise levels within the café should be controlled to a value of 

around 34dB LAeq,T. As such, noise intrusion into the café should be readily controlled to 

acceptable values inferred from the government’s Priority Schools Building Programme.  

 

88 Since the café is mechanically ventilated, it is assumed that there is no reliance on opening 

windows to provide natural ventilation. As such, it is concluded that current levels of traffic noise 

intrusion experienced by the café should be considered acceptable.  
 

89 Notwithstanding the above conclusion, it is relevant to note that the café provides direct access 

by means of single, non-lobbied doorsets to the external amenity area fronting Blenheim Walk.  

Higher levels of noise intrusion will therefore be experienced when doors are in use. Obviously 

the effects experienced within the café will be determined by the frequency with which doors are 

open, and periods of frequent usage may well reduce the qualitative acceptability of the café. 
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90 I discuss the ability of the these areas to absorb the further noise impacts that will arise from the 

proposed works later in this Proof of Evidence  

 
Acceptability of Existing Noise Levels – Lecture Theatre (DCB Building Fronting 
Blenheim Walk) 

 

91 The solid masonry elements of the lecture theatre should provide robust protection against traffic 

noise. Current levels of noise intrusion are not therefore considered to be problematic.  

 
Acceptability of Existing Noise Levels – Recording Studios (DCB Building Fronting 
Blenheim Walk) 

 

92 The recording studios are proprietary “standalone” sound booths. This form of construction, in 

conjunction with the solid external fabric, should therefore provide robust protection against 

direct traffic noise intrusion. Notwithstanding the above conclusion, the recording studios also 

have glazed elements onto the adjoining circulations space, which in turn has a glazed frontage 

onto Blenheim Walk. I have not had an adequate opportunity to fully review potential 

implications of possible flanking sound transfer to the studios via the adjoining space, but the 

obvious acoustic sensitivity of a recording studio does warrant further consideration which has 

not been addressed in the work which I have seen presented on behalf of the promoters. 

 
Acceptability of Existing Noise Levels – Design Studios (DCB Building Fronting 
Blenheim Walk) 
 

93 With windows closed, internal noise levels within the design studios should be controlled to a 

worst case value no greater than 37dB LAeq,T. As such, noise intrusion into the studios should be 

readily controlled to acceptable values inferred from both the government’s Priority Schools 

Building Programme and BS 8233: 2014.  

 

94 When windows are opened, (as necessary to ventilate the studios and/or provide thermal relief 

during warmer months), levels of noise intrusion will increase significantly to an average value 

over the core working hours of 53dB LAeq,T, with typical short term values ranging from 49 to 56dB 

LAeq,T.  

 

95 The average value is calculated to be 8dB higher than the “worst case” values recommended for 

the government’s Priority Schools Building Programme.  
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96 In light of the above, it is concluded that noise intrusion into the upper levels of the DCB block is 

already higher than desirable, when windows are open.  
 

97 I discuss the ability of the College to absorb the further noise impacts that will arise from the 

proposed works later in this Proof of Evidence  

 
Acceptability of Existing Noise Levels – Offices (St Mark Road frontage) 
 

98 With windows closed, traffic noise break-in to the rooms fronting the St Marks Road elevation of 

the building are calculated to be in order of 35LAeq,T. As such, noise intrusion into all rooms should 

be adequately controlled.  

 

99 When windows are opened, (as necessary to ventilate the space and/or provide thermal relief 

during warmer months), levels of noise intrusion will increase significantly to around 49dB LAeq.T. 

The PSBP recommends a maximum value of 45dB LAeq,T for offices. Noise levels would therefore 

exceed that guidance value. 
 

100 Whilst BS8233: 2014 does not provide any specific guidance for general office areas, the upper 

limit recommended for rooms intended for “study and work requiring concentration” is 50dB 

LAeq,T.  
 

101 In light of the above, industry standard design guidance is considered to provide a positive 

indication that current levels of noise intrusion already exceed, or are at the upper limit of, 

appropriate design values.  
 

102 I discuss the ability of the College to absorb the further noise impacts that will arise from the 

proposed works later in this Proof of Evidence  
 
General Conclusions 
 

103 The preceding assessments clearly show that the Leeds of College of Art is already ‘challenged’ by 

road traffic noise.  

 

104 The external terrace to the café provides an important external amenity and social space for the 

College. The existing space is currently separated from the adjoining highways by a landscaped 

buffer, which helps provide some degree of aesthetic seclusion from the adjoining highways. 

However, existing noise levels are dominated by noise from road vehicle movements and are 

already higher than desirable for an external amenity space. 
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105 The ground floor café is located beyond the external terrace. When doors between these areas 

are closed, traffic noise intrusion into the café is uncontentious and should be well within design 

recommendations compatible with the room usage. Increased level of traffic noise intrusion 

break-in are, however, clearly audible when doors are open and it is possible that, at times of 

greater usage, noise intrusion via the doors will present a notable qualitative degradation to the 

acoustic environment of the space.  
 

106 The 1st and 2nd floor of the original building fronting Blenheim Road are reliant on natural 

ventilation (i.e. opening windows). When windows are open, the intrusion of road traffic noise 

into the library and the studios is already higher than desirable.  
 

107 Whilst noise intrusion to the lecture theatre and recording studios on the ground floor of the DCB 

block currently appear to be acceptable, the intrusion of road traffic noise into the 1st and 2nd 

floor areas is, again, already higher than desirable.  

 

108 The administration areas of the College are principally accommodated on the St Marks Road 

elevation of the College. Current levels of traffic noise intrusion are judged to exceed or be at the 

upper limit of appropriate design values.  
 

109 In light of the above conclusions, it is clear that noise levels currently affecting many areas of the 

College are already undesirable.  
 

110 Perhaps the greatest difficulty faced by the College is the current need to rely on natural 

ventilation. My own observations suggest that that “need” may not be restricted to warmer 

summer months. During my attendances to the College on rather cool dates in March, I have 

observed windows to the 2nd floor library and 1st floor studios being opened. It would therefore 

appear that the need to open windows (and thus need to tolerate higher levels of noise) is not 

restricted to a limited number of months during the year, but represents a daily consideration for 

the college.  
 

111 As a contextual point here, it is perhaps worth noting that when the College was originally 

constructed (in the 1980’s) traffic flows on Blenheim Walk and the adjoining road network are 

likely to have been significantly lower. For example, I note that Department for Transport Annual 

Traffic Estates 2012 suggests that between 1984 and 2012 there was a general 59% increase in 

vehicle movements. In that context, the “original” noise environment experienced by the College 

(when constructed) will have changed with a gradual incremental increase in traffic noise levels 

over the passing years. In broad terms, a traffic flow change of 59% would itself be responsible 
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for a sound change of around 2dB LA10,T. However, in the context of a college environment, I 

believe that traffic flows 59% lower than “current” values will have given a significantly different 

subjective perception of noise – i.e. there would have been 59% fewer transient noise events 

(vehicle pass-bys that have the potential to cause disturbance). It follows that whilst the site 

would still have been affected by traffic noise implications, changes over time are likely to have 

substantially changed the significance of those impacts and have now reached a point whereby 

the level of traffic noise intrusion to many areas of the College is now undesirable.   

 

112 The corollary that inevitably evolves from the above conclusion, is the obvious need to consider 

the ability of the College to absorb any additional noise impacts that may arise as a result of the 

proposed Works Order. The following sections of this Proof therefore review the Promoter’s 

assessment of the temporary and operational impacts of the proposed works, proposed 

mitigation and my own opinions regarding the likely significance of possible impacts.  
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7 POTENTIAL NOISE IMPACTS OF LTVS 
 

113 The proposed routing of the LTVS is shown on Mott MacDonald drawing no. 312694/TD/024 (Rev. 

P4), forming part of TWAO Document Reference A-11. The summary to these latest amendments 

(March 2014) indicates that this latest technical drawing incorporates two design changes. Design 

change 24.002 is stated to have been implemented following consultation with the Leeds College 

of Art and is described as: 

 

“Realignment of the junction of Woodhouse Lane with St Mark's Road (maintaining the 

outdoor seating area)”. 
 
114 Notwithstanding this latest amendment to technical drawings, the design proposals for the LTVS 

show the following:  

 

• The route of the LTVS will not directly pass the Leeds College of Art. At its closest point, 

the LTVS is estimated in the order of 50m from the proposed routing of trolley buses. 

 

• A major re-organisation of traffic routes is proposed between for Woodhouse Lane and 

Blenheim Walk, between St Marks Road and Portland Way. This is proposed in order to 

segregate the LTVS along Woodhouse Lane in the vicinity of the University. However, in 

order to implement that segregation, there is a consequential need for Blenheim Walk to 

offer a two way traffic flow, to accommodate outbound traffic which currently uses 

Woodhouse Lane.  
 

• In order to accommodate the two way flow, there is a need for Blenheim Walk to be 

widened to provide an additional new, outbound carriageway.  
 

• The junction of St Marks Road / Woodhouse Lane and Blenheim Walk is to be modified, 

including a significant realignment of the carriageways (bringing them closer to the 

College).  
 

• In order to facilitate that realignment, existing buildings within the ownership of the 

Promoters on the northern side of St Marks Road (directly opposing the College) will be 

demolished.  
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115 In light of the above, the proposed works have an obvious potential to give rise to significant 

noise impacts on the College during both the construction and operational phases of the project. 

To help explain this, I would draw attention to the following matters:  
 

• The re-organisation of traffic routes will introduce a substantial additional volume of 

traffic onto Blenheim Walk. Table 5.1 of the latest Transport Assessment (TWAO 

Document Ref. B-9), gives the following summary of expected revised peak hour flows: 

 
Table 5.1: “Do Minimum” and “Do Something” Peak Hour Flows: Blenheim Walk 

 

Do-Minimum Do-Something Difference 

AM PM AM PM AM PM 

In  Out In Out In Out In Out In Out In Out 

1100 0 1150 0 1100 1250 1050 1000 0 1250 -100 1000 

 

The above table shows an increase in traffic flow of 114% during the AM Peak and 78% 

during the PM peak.  

 

• The proposed junction modification will bring traffic significantly closer to the College. To 

help illustrate this change, as can be seen on the Mott MacDonald drawing no. 

312694/TD/024 (Rev. P4) (TWAO Document Reference A-11) which shows the current 

and proposed alignment of the road relative to the college. 

 

• 14/15 Eldon Terrace (which are to be demolished as part of the construction proposals) 

are located directly opposite the College on the far side of St Marks Road.  
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8 TEMPORARY WORKS - DEMOLITION 
 

116 Section 4.39 to 4.41 of “Technical Appendix I – Noise and Vibration” (TWAO Document Ref. B-4) 

highlights that:  

 

“Demolition works are required at a number of locations in order to facilitate 

construction of the NGT carriageway and associated infrastructure”.  

 

117 These demolition works include the removal of 14/15 Eldon Terrace, which is located to the north 

of the College on the opposite side of St Marks Road.  

 

118 The predicted impacts of the identified demolition works are identified in Tables 4.8 and 4.9 of 

the Promoter’s “Noise and Vibration Assessment”.  

 

Initial Comments 
 

119 I have a number of difficulties with the assessment presented on behalf of the Promoter:  

 

(a) Whilst Tables 4.8 and 4.9 identify 14/15 Eldon Terrace as premises to be demolished, the 

only noise sensitive receptor for which noise levels are predicted are the residential 

properties in Eldon Court.  Whilst I fully accept that these are closer to the demolition 

area than the College, the acoustic protection requirements for residential and 

institutional buildings are not the same. In that regard, therefore, I do consider that the 

Promoter’s noise and vibration assessment is sufficiently robust in solely considering the 

impact on Eldon Court.  

  

(b) The information presented in Tables 4.8 and 4.9 includes an identification of the 

receptor, the distance between the works and receptor, the baseline noise level at the 

receptor and the predicted increase in noise level during construction.  Whilst the 

absolute level of noise likely to be generated by the works can be calculated (i.e. by 

adding the predicted increase in noise level to the baseline value), I consider that the 

presentation of data lacks transparency, i.e. the absolute magnitude of noise to which 

properties may be exposed may not be immediately obvious to a lay reader.  
 

(c) To amplify on the preceding point, I note that the Table 4.9 identifies that the demolition 

of 14/15 Eldon Terrace will result in a noise level increase of 28dB(A) relative to existing 
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baseline conditions (65dB LAeq). The Promoter’s assessment therefore indicates that the 

sound level incident on Eldon Court is in the order or 93dB(A).  

 

Whilst the Promoter’s noise and vibration assessment appears to accept that “there is 

the potential for significant effects”, the potential impact then appears to be dismissed, 

suggesting:  

 

“Although the demolition works are relatively noisy, they are generally short 

lived in duration and may be complete in a matter of days”.  

 

In my view, an incident demolition noise level of up to 93dB(A) equates to an extremely 

high level of noise and is likely to prove highly intrusive and disruptive, even if for only for 

short periods of time.  

 

In order to add some context to the above concern, I am mindful of “example” guidance 

regarding the provision of noise insulation to protect against the temporary impacts of 

constructions works given in Annex E-4 of BS 5228-1: 2009:  “Code of practice for noise 

and vibration control on construction and open sites – Part 1: Noise”. This states:  

 

“Noise insulation or the reasonable costs thereof will be offered by the developer 

or promoter to owners, where applied for by owners or occupiers, subject to 

meeting the other requirements of the proposed scheme, if either of the 

following apply to property lawfully occupied as a permanent dwelling:  

 

• where the predicted noise level exceeds the noise insulation trigger level, 

as presented in Table E.2; or 

 

• where the total noise (pre-construction ambient plus construction noise) 

is 5 dB above the existing airborne noise level for the corresponding 

times of day, whichever is the higher; and 
 

• for a period of ten or more days of working in any fifteen consecutive 

days or for a total of days exceeding 40 in any 6 month period. 

 

For this site, the noise level that would be determined from Table E.2 would be 70-75 dB 

LAeq,08.00 to 19.00 hours and 65dB LAeq,19.00-22.00 hours.  
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It can therefore be seen that the expected level of noise would substantially exceed this 

example trigger threshold for noise insulation.  

 

Notwithstanding the above conclusion based on the magnitude of the noise, the duration 

of the impact should also be considered. That is difficult since the Promoter’s “Noise and 

Vibration Assessment” does not explicitly quantify the duration, alternatively suggesting 

that works can be completed in an (undefined) “matter of days”.   

 

Given the proximity of Eldon Court to the proposed demolition site (and other works that 

will then follow at that location), it is highly likely that residents of Eldon Court will be 

exposed to significant levels of noise (in the context of the trigger threshold values 

discussed above), even during the site set-up and other activities necessary to enable the 

works. It is therefore my view, that the Promoter’s “Noise and Vibration Assessment” 

does not adequately consider the need for providing noise mitigation to dwellings that 

may be affected by demolition activities, nor offer any protocol through which 

entitlement to such insulation would be assessed.  

 

(d) A supplementary point worth noting is that whilst Tables 4.8 and 4.9 both identify Eldon 

Court as a “receptor”, this property is actually a substantial multi-residential unit, and 

thus contains a significant number of individual “noise sensitive receptors”. Whilst it is 

accepted that, for scoping purposes, the identification of a single property address may 

be appropriate, additional care is needed to ensure any quantification of noise “impact” 

fully addresses the impacts on multi-tenanted buildings. In my view, the potential 

number of individual noise sensitive receptors that may be affected by the demolition of 

14/15 Eldon Terrace, is not robustly conveyed by Tables 4.8 and 4.9 or supporting 

conclusions.  

 

Impact of Demolition Works on College 

 

120 As highlighted in my initial comments above, the noise and vibration assessment presented by 

the Promoter does not give any consideration regarding the potential noise impacts arising from 

the demolition of 14/15 Eldon Mews on the College.  

  

121 Extrapolating the data contained within Tables 4.8 and 4.9 of the “Noise and Vibration 

Assessment”, I estimate that demolition noise levels incident on the closest windows of the 

College will be 79dB LAeq,T. 
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122 With windows open (as necessary to provide ventilation and thermal control) this would equate 

to an internal noise level of around 62dB. Such a value is significantly above internal guidance 

values for educational buildings, as highlighted earlier in this evidence. In addition to the general 

annoyance/disturbance that may be caused, this level of noise intrusion may also impact on the 

ability of building occupants to communicate (i.e. will affect speech intelligibility).  
 

123 In light of the above, I conclude that based on ‘source’ noise levels determined from the 

Promoter’s “Noise and Vibration Assessment”, the demolition of 14/15 Eldon Terrace will have a 

significant adverse impact on the College. 
 

124 It is accepted that any impacts will be “temporary”. However, there is a lack of any objective 

information within the Promoter’s assessment to define the potential duration of this element of 

the works. It is also relevant to note that the cleared site will also be subsequently subject to 

other temporary construction works, and thus the potential cumulative impacts of temporary 

works should also be considered.   There has been no consideration of the particular needs of the 

College and the particular impacts these works could have upon matters particular to the college, 

such as its ability to recruit and retain students as well times when noise levels should be low 

such as when examinations are in being carried out.  I understand that the duration and the 

timing of such works is of particular concern to the college.   
 

125 Even if works are temporary in nature, in the context of an educational establishment, such 

impacts still need to be carefully considered since acoustic conditions form an important 

environmental factor that can influence the ability to learn. Even temporary noise disturbance 

can therefore represent a fundamental impediment to the ability of the College to provide 

education in a suitable environment.  
 

126 Whilst occupants of the College will clearly have the ability to close windows to help mitigate any 

adverse noise impact, such mitigation will inevitably be provided at the expense of other 

environmental factors that may provide personal comfort to the room occupants, such as the 

provision of fresh air/and or thermal control. 
 

127 Unfortunately, the potential dilemma that will be faced by the College is not addressed in the 

Promoters noise and vibration assessment, i.e. the Promoter does not explore any specific 

mitigation that can be implemented to minimise these adverse impacts on the College or present 

any protocol such as a “Noise and Vibration Control Policy” that sets out the assessment 

procedures that will be determined to assess and implement additional mitigation.   

Conclusions 
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128 I do not consider that the Promoters’ noise and vibration assessment presents a robust 

assessment of the potential noise impacts that may arise from the demolition of 14/145 Eldon 

Terrace. That conclusion is drawn not only in respect of possible impacts of the College, but in 

respect of adjoining dwellings in Eldon Court which will be exposed to extremely high levels of 

demolition noise.  

 

129 My own assessment of demolition noise affecting the College suggests that the College will be 

exposed to significant levels of demolition noise that will impact on the acoustic comfort of 

building occupants (not only in terms of potential annoyance/disturbance but impacts on speech 

communication).  
 

130 Whilst it is accepted that the demolition phase impacts will be temporary, these will still 

represent a “day to day” impediment to the acceptable functioning of the College and such 

impacts have not been purposely assessed or discussed with the College.   
 

131 Whilst the College could mitigate impacts by closing windows, such mitigation will be at the 

expense of the ability of room occupants to provide ventilation and thermal comfort.  
 

132 The Promoter has not undertaken any specific investigation seeking to resolve how this conflict 

between acoustic and other comfort parameters  might be addressed. In particular, the Promoter 

does not explore any specific mitigation that can be implemented to minimise their predicted 

noise impacts (for example additional noise insulation / providing alternative means of 

ventilation) and has not formulated any “Noise and Vibration Control Policy” that sets out the 

assessment procedures that will be used to determine entitlement to and implementation of 

mitigation.   
 

133 In my view, the Promoter has failed to demonstrate that the temporary noise impacts arising 

from demolition activities associated with the scheme have been addressed or that appropriate 

mitigation or detailed design stage protocols for the determining the provision of such mitigation 

have been put in place.  
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9 CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACTS 
 

134 Section 4.17 to 4.38 of “Technical Appendix I – Noise and Vibration” (TWAO Document Ref. B-4) 

presents an assessment of noise impacts during the construction phase of the works. Various 

phases of construction works are identified, including: 

 

• Enabling Works 

• Carriageway Construction 

• OLE and Other Electrical Work 

• Stop Construction 

• Substation Construction 

• Park and Ride Construction 

• Depot Construction 

• Temporary Construction Compounds 

 

135 As noted previously, the Leeds College of Art is not directly located on the route of the LTVS and, 

as such, some of the work phases identified above (e.g. OLE works) are likely to be at some 

distance from the college. Similarly, the College is not in the immediate vicinity of a substation, 

the park and ride facilities, depots or temporary construction compounds. In light of this, the 

primary construction phase impacts that may be experienced by the College will be the widening 

of Blenheim Walk and associated junction remodeling of Blenheim Walk/St Marks Road and 

Woodhouse Lane.  
 
 
The Promoter’s Assessment of Construction Noise Impacts on the College 
 

136 Tables 4.2 and 4.3 of the Promoters’ noise and vibration assessment summarise construction 

phase noise and vibration impacts. However, no impact assessment is presented for the Leeds 

College of Art.  

 

137 Furthermore, I note that no assessment actually appears to be presented for any properties 

fronting (or with access to) Blenheim Walk, including the significant concentration of residential 

properties in adjoining side streets (Marlborough Gardens, Marlborough Grove, Blandford 

Gardens, etc), and other non-domestic properties including the Student Health Centre and 

further south, Blenheim Primary School.  
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138 In my view, the above is significant omission and fundamentally questions the robustness of the 

Promoters’ “Noise and Vibration Assessment”. 
 

139 The seriousness of the omission is particularly unsatisfactory in light of the extensive nature of 

the highways modifications proposed for Blenheim Walk area (i.e. widening the road to provide 

three carriageways, junction re-modelling, etc.). Furthermore, it is also clear that these significant 

works will need to take place in very close proximity to existing building on both sides of 

Blenheim Walk, which should, as part of any scoping assessment, raise obvious construction noise 

impact concerns.  
 

140 To amplify on the above, I note that the edge of the proposed realigned outbound carriageway 

will be around no more than around 5m from the flank elevation of no. 3 Marlborough Gardens, 

whilst the newer DCB block of the College is around 6m from the realigned/modified carriageway.  

 

Impact of Construction Works on College 

 

141 As highlighted in my initial comments above, the noise and vibration assessment presented by 

the Promoter does not give any consideration as to the potential noise impacts on the College 

arising from the highways works associated with the re-modelling of Blehaim Walk.  

 

142 The data presented in Table 4.2 suggests that construction phase activities will generate the 

following typical noise levels at a distance of 10m:  
 

• Enabling works:   84dB LAeq,08.00 – 19.00 hours 

• Carriageway Construction:  81dB LAeq,08.00 – 19.00 hours 

 

143 With windows open (as necessary to provide ventilation and thermal control) the above noise 

levels would equate to an internal noise level of up to 67dB. Such a value is significantly above 

indoor ambient noise level guidance values for educational buildings, as highlighted earlier in this 

evidence. In addition to the general annoyance/disturbance that may be caused, this level of 

noise intrusion is also likely to impact on the ability of building occupants to communicate (i.e. 

will impact on speech intelligibility).  
 

144 In light of the above, I conclude that based on ‘source’ noise levels determined from the 

Promoter’s noise and vibration assessment, the enabling and carriageway construction phases of 

the Works will have a significant adverse impact on the College. 
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145 As noted earlier in relation to the demolition phase of the works, construction impacts will be 

“temporary”. However, as also previously noted, even temporary impacts need to be carefully 

considered in the context of an educational establishment - acoustic conditions form an 

important environmental factor that can influence the ability to learn and even temporary noise 

disturbance can therefore represent a fundamental impediment to the ability of the College to 

provide education in a suitable environment. I also understand that the temporary construction 

may also impact upon the College’s ability to attract students and also to retain them. 
 

146 Whilst occupants of the College will have the ability to close windows to help mitigate any 

adverse noise impact, such mitigation will inevitably be provided at the expense of other 

environmental factors that may provide personal comfort to the room occupants, such as the 

provision of fresh air/and or thermal control. 
 

147 It is perhaps inevitable that, having omitted to consider possible noise impacts arising from the 

construction phase of the Works, the Promoter’s do not explore any additional mitigation that 

could be implemented to minimise adverse impacts on the College or present any “Noise and 

Vibration Control Policy” that sets out the assessment procedures that will be determined to 

assess and implement additional mitigation.   
 

Conclusions 

 

148 I do not consider that the Promoters’ noise and vibration assessment presents a robust 

assessment of the potential noise impacts that may arise from the construction phases of the 

works. That conclusion is drawn not only in respect of possible impacts of the College, but in 

respect of other building in the vicinity of Blenheim Walk which have been not been included in 

the assessment.  

 

149 My own assessment of demolition noise affecting the College suggests that the College will be 

exposed to significant levels of construction noise that will impact on the acoustic comfort of 

building occupants (not only in terms of potential annoyance/disturbance but impacts on speech 

communication).  
 

150 Whilst it is accepted that the construction phase impacts will be temporary, these will still 

represent a “day to day” impediment to the acceptable functioning of the College and the 

significant extent of highways modifications and junction realignment raise obvious inevitable 

concerns regarding the actual period of disturbance likely to be encountered. The cumulative 

impact of various works phases should also be borne in mind, i.e. the impact of one phase of 
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construction works should not be considered in isolation, but should be considered as a 

constituent part of the combined overall “temporary” noise impact that may arise taking into 

account the demolition, enabling, carriageway construction phases, etc.    
 

151 There has been no consideration by the Promoters in their documentation of the particular needs 

and sensitivities of the College. 
 

152 Whilst the College could mitigate impacts by closing windows, such mitigation will be at the 

expense of the ability of room occupants to provide ventilation and thermal comfort.  
 

153 In my view, the Promoter has failed to demonstrate that the temporary noise impacts arising 

from construction activities associated with the scheme have been addressed or that appropriate 

mitigation or detailed design stage protocols for the determining the provision of such mitigation 

have been put in place.  
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10  CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION IMPACTS 
 
The Promoter’s Assessment of Construction Vibration Impacts on the College 

 
154 The potential effects of construction vibration are dealt with in Sections 4.57 to 4.60 of “Technical 

Appendix I – Noise and Vibration” (TWAO Document Ref. B-4). Section 4.60 states:  

 

“The vast majority of sensitive receptors are located more than 8m from the works. 

Representative receptors assessed within this report which fall within 8m of the works 

and therefore have some potential to experience slight of moderate adverse effects (as 

defined in Table 2.8) from construction vibration are listed below.”  

 

155 However, I note that Table 4.19 to which reference is made in the above report extract, does not 

include the identification of the Leeds College of Art, which will be located less than 8m from the 

proposed realigned carriageways of Blenheim Walk.  

 

156 I also note that no assessment actually appears to be presented for other properties in this area 

including dwellings in Marlborough Gardens which will also be closer than 8m to the new 

additional outbound carriageway of Blenheim Walk 
 

157 In my view, this is a significant omission and fundamentally questions the robustness of the 

Promoters’ assessment of construction vibration impacts.  
 

158 Section 2.40 of the Promoter’s noise and vibration assessment states: 

 

“It is not realistic to undertake a detailed prediction and assessment of construction 

vibration as it is a complex subject comprising many factors”.  

 

159 Whilst I would tend to agree with that statement in general , it is clearly necessary for any impact 

assessment to adopt an adequate screening process to identify properties that may experience 

adverse impacts. In this instance, the Promoter’s noise and vibration assessment clearly fails to 

identify properties that meet its own declared scoping parameters.   The College is a particularly 

noise sensitive receptor with particular requirements.  This should have been clearly identified 

and addressed in the promoter’s assessment.   
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Impact of Construction Vibration on College 

 

160 At this stage, there is an acknowledged dearth of technical detail regarding possible works 

scheduling and equipment necessary to enable a detailed assessment of possible vibration 

impacts to be undertaken. I am, however, happy to agree with the Promoter’s preliminary view 

that adverse impacts may well be experienced where construction activities need to occur within 

8m of a noise sensitive receptor. On that basis, I am of the view that construction vibration may 

result in adverse impacts on the College.   Given the sensitive nature of the College, these works 

could result in significant adverse consequences for the College. 

 

161 I am also mindful of the secondary effects that can be caused by groundborne/structureborne 

vibration (i.e. structures re-radiating vibration as audible noise). A need to consider such effects 

increases the potential environmental sensitivity of the College, by virtue of the room uses that 

will be closest to the proposed works (e.g. the theatre occupying the lower and ground floors of 

the DCB building).  
 

162 From a practical point of view, the College is unlikely to have any ability to mitigate construction 

vibration or associated re-radiated noise. As such, the College will be beholden to the Promoter 

to ensure that works are undertaken in an “appropriate” manner that minimises noise and 

vibration.  

 

163 At the moment, the declared intent for the mitigation of construction vibration effects 

experienced by “close” receptors, is set out in Table 4.30 of the Promoter’s noise and vibration 

assessment:  
 

Receptor Summary of Effect Mitigation 

Residences and institutions located 
within 8m of construction works 
(Listed in Table 4.19 above)”,  

 

Effects arising from vibration due to 
the passage of construction plant 

As vibratory effects are likely to be 
transient and unlikely to occur for 
durations of 1 hour or more, no 

specific mitigation is proposed. The 
potential for a vibration impact will 
be considered on a case by case 

basis where there is a requirement 
for heavy plant to approach within 

8m of a sensitive receptor. 
Alternative plant or approach to the 
works will be considered if practical. 

 

164 A number of difficulties arise from the above: 
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165 First, it is noted that the “summary of effect” appears to be limited to vibration arising from the 

“passage of construction plant”, rather than any substantive impact of the works themselves. 

From the Colleges point of view, it will obviously need to be satisfied that there is adequate 

control over vibration arising from the works themselves, not solely during the passage of 

construction equipment.  
 

166 Second, whilst I accept that restrictions on working methods can usefully help minimise impacts, 

it is possible that even having implemented ‘best practice’ working methods, construction 

vibration and re-radiated noise experienced in an educational facility may be undesirable. An 

equally important aspect of mitigation is, therefore, for the timing and duration of works to be 

carefully controlled to ensure that times of greatest sensitivity for the College are avoided and 

daily exposure times do not unreasonably impede the use of the College’s facilities. As such, the 

“alternative approaches” to the works suggested as proposed mitigation, should include detailed 

liaison with the College to establish appropriate programming of works. 
 

167 Third, and perhaps most critically, is perhaps the obvious point that the receptors identified in 

this Table do not include the Leeds College of Art. Therefore, whilst the current noise and 

vibration assessment suggests mitigation will be considered “on a case by case basis”, the College 

is not identified as a receptor to which such consideration will actually be given.  
 

Conclusions 

 

168 I do not consider that the Promoters’ vibration assessment presents a robust assessment of the 

potential vibration impacts that may arise from the construction phases of the works. Indeed, 

despite the College being located in very close proximity to the highways modifications proposed 

for Blenheim Walk, the College is not even identified as a potential noise sensitive receptor that 

may be adversely impacted by the works.  

 

169 The Promoter’s scoping criteria for the existence of adverse construction vibration impacts is a 

spatial benchmark of receptors being located closer than 8m to the works. The College fulfils that 

criterion but is still unaccounted for in the “Noise and Vibration Assessment”. Other properties, 

including dwellings on the western side of Blenheim Walk, are similarly unaccounted for.  
 

170 The College has no ability to mitigate vibration or secondary effects from construction vibration 

(such as re-radiated audible noise). Whilst the adoption of construction best practice can help 

reduce vibration/structureborne noise, some rooms closest to the works are highly sensitive 

(such as the theatre occupying the lower ground and ground floors of the DCB block) and may 
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therefore require additional controls, such as restrictions regarding the timing and/or duration of 

works.  
 

171 Whilst the Promoter appears to acknowledge the need to look at the mitigation of construction 

vibration impacts on a case by case basis, the College is not included as a receptor to which such 

consideration will actually be given.  
 

172 In my view, the Promoter has not given adequate consideration to the vibration impacts that may 

be caused by construction activities or ensure that appropriate mitigation or detailed design 

stage protocols for the determining the provision of such mitigation have been put in place.  
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11  OPERATIONAL VIBRATION IMPACTS 
 
173 The Promoter’s noise and vibration assessment does not present a quantitative assessment of the 

potential operational vibration impacts of the scheme.  

 

174 Instead, section 2.72 to 2.75 of the assessment present a general discussion relating to the 

possible vibration effects caused by road vehicles, and reference is made to an assessment of 

vibration of an earlier bus scheme (using diesel powered vehicles) which concluded that “there 

was no perceptible vibration in the ground beyond 4m of the busway”.  
 

175 Based on these considerations, the Promoter’s assessment concludes: 
 

“Therefore, the NGT is unlikely to generate significant levels of vibration during operation 

and therefore operational vibration is not considered further in this assessment”.   
 

176 I would tend to agree with that conclusion in relation to possible levels of vibration generated by 

NGT vehicles, given that they will not pass directly in front of the Leeds College of Art.  

 

177 I am also happy to accept that ‘airborne vibration’ associated with NGT vehicles is less likely to be 

experienced given their electric, rather than diesel, propulsion system.  
 

178 Notwithstanding the above common ground, I am also mindful of the fact that the works will 

result in a significant increase in traffic flows on Blenheim Walk; that the proposed road widening 

will bring the edges of carriageways closer to the building lines of existing buildings (including the 

Leeds College of Art) and that the proposed road widening will also relocate the existing bus stop 

outside the College on Blenheim Walk (bringing buses closer to the line of the existing building).  
 

179 I therefore question whether the Promoter’s cursory assessment of possible operational impacts 

is sufficiently robust.  
 

180 In that regard, I am also mindful of Section 2.17 of the Promoter’s “Noise and Vibration 

Assessment” which reports on the outcome of consultation with the Department for Transport 

regarding the scheme. This states:  
 

“A specific request was received from the DfT that the ES should address: operational 

noise at an appropriate period after opening; the ES should consider airborne and 

ground borne vibration impacts of road traffic displaced by the NGT; and the ES should 
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explain measures to maintain the condition of the road surface beyond the construction 

phase of the project in order to mitigate ground borne vibration.”  
 

(My emphasis added) 

 

181 The Promoter’s response to the DfT request appears to constitute the following statement made 

at Section 2.74 of their assessment:  

 

 “Any carriageway to be introduced under the NGT scheme are expected to be 

constructed to a high standard and free from surface irregularities. Existing roads that 

are to be modified (e.g. widening) will be resurfaced thereby improving the general 

condition of the carriageway”.  

 

182 In my view, the implied benefit that road resurfacing is a ‘benefit’ of the scheme is rather 

disingenuous and actually runs contrary to the guidance set out at paragraph A5.26 of the Design 

Manual for Roads and Bridges. This clearly states:  

   

“Significant ground-borne vibrations may be generated by irregularities in the road 

surface. Such vibrations are unlikely to be important when considering disturbance from 

new roads and an assessment will only be necessary in exceptional circumstances. 

Furthermore, as the irregularities causing ground-borne vibration can be rectified during 

maintenance work, relief of these vibrations should not be presented as a benefit of a 

new road project.” 
 

 (My emphasis added). 
 
 

183 Whilst I have no dispute that good road surface conditions will help minimise ground borne 

vibrations from highways, the above guidance clearly highlights that this should not be promoted 

as a “benefit” of a road scheme. 

 

184 The above extract from the DMRB also indicates that an assessment of vibration should only be 

necessary in “exceptional circumstances”. That need and direction appears to have been explicitly 

articulated by the Department of Transport in relation to this project. (This is presumably to 

ensure adverse effects do not arise as a result of the proposed road widening and junction 

modifications, which may alter the current line of traffic flows and proximity to existing noise 

sensitive receptors).  
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185 I therefore do not consider that the Promoter has satisfactorily discharged the Department of 

Transport’s specific request that operational vibration impacts of the road traffic displaced by the 

NGT are assessed.  
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12 OPERATIONAL NOISE IMPACTS 
 

The Promoter’s Assessment of Operational Noise Impacts  
 
186 The potential effects of operational noise are dealt with Sections 2.47 to 2.56 of “Technical 

Appendix I – Noise and Vibration” (TWAO Document Ref. B-4). Section 2.53 explains the 

assessment of operational noise impacts, as follows:  

 

“2.53 In order to assess the impact of changes in noise levels from roads including those 

shared with NGT vehicles, in a such a way that is compatible with the assessment on 

segregated sections this assessment has broadly followed the DMRB procedure for 

highways but uses LAeq level instead of LA10 levels for the period 06.00 to 24.00 as this 

covers the proposed operating period of the NGT service. 

….…. 

2.55 Noise impacts for the DM condition are determined condition are determined from 

the difference in predicted noise levels for the DM2020 and DM 2035 scenarios. Those for 

the DS condition are determined from the difference in predicted noise levels for the 

DM2020 and DS2020 and DM2020 and DS2035 scenarios. These impacts include the 

effect of long term traffic growth over this period. Results are presented in the form of 

noise assessment summary table, based on the format shown in DMRB HD213/11.  

 

187 The outcome of this assessment are presented on a series of Mott MacDonald drawings: 

 

• Drawings nos. 312694/NOI/001 to /044 presenting “Noise Difference Contours: dB 

LAeq,18hour, Opening Year Change”. 

 

• Drawings nos. 312694/LTN/001 to /044 presenting “Noise Difference Contours: dB 

LAeq,18hour, Long Term Change With Scheme”. 

 

188 Changes in traffic noise levels for various DM/DS scenarios are presented in Tables 4.20, 4.21, 

4.22 and 4.23 with a summary of mitigation and significant residual effects presented in Table 

4.3. 
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Initial Comments  
 

189 Having reviewed the information provided in the report, adopted assessment methodology and 

presentation of impacts, I have a number of concerns regarding the Promoter’s approach to the 

assessment of operational noise.  

 

Noise Level Change Noise Contour Drawings  
 
190 First, I note the a revised Technical Drawing showing a revised road layout for Blenheim Walk was 

issued in March 2014. As such, the noise level change contours presented on Mott MacDonald 

drawings no. 312694/NOI/024 and 312694/LTN/024 referenced in the Promoter’s noise 

assessment are not current.   

 

Adoption of LAeq,18hour Noise Index  
 
191 The second query arises by virtue of the assessment’s adoption of the LAeq,18hour noise index. 

Whilst I understand the Promoter’s wish to adopt an energy average based noise indicator (i.e. 

LAeq) to assist in the calculation of the noise component of LTVS vehicles, the “downside” of that 

decision is that the LAeq,18hour noise index is not directly determinable from the DMRB assessment 

methodology (which relies on the procedures set out in HMSO publication “Calculation of Road 

Traffic Noise” to determine LA10,18hour noise values). The difference between LA10,18hour and LAeq,18 

hour values can vary, depending on the individual hourly traffic flows and the composition of the 

traffic. The Promoter’s assessment does not describe the methodology adopted to “convert” 

between these noise indices. It is not, for example, clear if individual LA10 hourly noise values have 

been calculated and the period LAeq values then determined based on projected traffic 

flows/compositions, or whether the LAeq,18hour value is a ‘simple’ approximation following the 

direct calculation of an LA10,18hour value, subsequently adjusted with an overall correction value. 

Other potential implications also arise from the use of ‘alternative’ noise index to that prescribed 

in the DMRB. For example, it “removes” the ability to compare predicted noise levels with other 

guideline values, such as those prescribed in associated Statutory Instruments for determining 

entitlement to sound insulation (e.g. the Noise Insulation Regulations 1975, as amended). As a 

minimum, I would expect the “Noise and Vibration Assessment” to provide a clear articulation of 

the calculation procedure implemented in the assessment to determine the “alternative” noise 

index it has elected to adopt.  
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Reliance on “Noise Change” 
 

192 The Promoter’s assessment of impacts for receptors on non-segregated sections of the track, 

appear to solely relate to a consideration of the “noise level change” in opening year “Do 

Minimum” noise levels with opening and design year “Do Something” noise levels. No 

information appears to be presented which defines the “absolute” magnitude of noise levels at 

these relevant dates/conditions. In my view, that is a fundamental omission, since an 

understanding of “how loud” before and after impacts are provide critical contextual information 

that may inform the potential noise impact of a scheme. Indeed, that very consideration is 

perhaps amply illustrated by the fact that Statutory Instruments which trigger a Statutory 

entitlement to sound insulation are not only defined in terms of noise level change, but include a 

mutually inclusive need to verify an absolute trigger value has also been reached.  

 

193 I am also mindful of guidance set out in the IOA/IEMA draft “Guidelines for Noise Impact 

Assessment” which suggest that, in addition to the consideration of noise change, other 

quantitative and qualitative factors may also influence an impact judgment, including the 

absolute level of noise. Paragraph 7.39 of this guidance highlights the following:  
 

“7.39 Relying solely on the change in noise is not appropriate because it gives scope for what 

is often called creeping incrementalism. This is the gradual increase in noise level as a result of 

a succession of small, but finite, increases in level which in themselves might not be regarded 

as significant, but cumulatively gain in significance. To provide the necessary protection, 

therefore, consideration must also be given lo the absolute levels being encountered and how 

they compare with recognised standards and guidelines. There are two aspects to this 

element:  
 

• How the existing or before level compares with the appropriate guideline; and 

 

• How the change in level relates to the guideline. 

 

7.40 A proposal which would cause an increase on an existing level which is already well 

above an existing guideline should probably be regarded as worse than if the existing level 

were below the guideline. If the existing noise environment is regarded as so unsatisfactory 

that ideally every effort should be made to reduce it, then almost any increase regardless how 

small is an impact which should be considered.” 
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194 I also consider that the omission of absolute noise levels is deficient in respect of the reporting 

procedures prescribed in the DMRB 213/11. To support that contention, I refer to paragraph 7.9 

of the DMRB which identifies the information to be reported when considering permanent noise 

impacts of road scheme following a “Detailed” noise impact assessment. The reporting 

requirement set out in the third bullet point is:  
 

“Provide a list of predicted noise levels at all sensitive receptors used in the assessment, 

including the associated magnitude of change. Where a large number of sensitive 

receptors exist it may be suitable to include these in an Annex to the main report”. 

 

195 I am unable to find any information within the Promoter’s assessment that provides information 

relating to the magnitude of operational noise that will be experienced by individual noise 

sensitive receptors. Without such important context, it is my view that the assessment presented 

by the Promoter is incomplete - it does not provide all of the information necessary to provide an 

informed noise impact judgment, nor indeed consider possible implications that may arise where 

noise levels are likely to exceed other relevant guideline values or Statutory trigger thresholds. 
 

196 As an further point here, I note that despite Section 2.29 of the Noise and Vibration Statement 

stating that “reference has been made to the following documents” and reference being made to 

the “Noise Insulation Regulations 1975, and Amendment (1988)”, there is actually no subsequent 

reference to this document or reference to the noise conditions that would need to be met to 

trigger an entitlement to such sound insulation. That is, however, perhaps not surprising given 

that the operational noise impacts presented in the report do not (a) adopt the sound metric 

required by the those Regulations, or (b) provide information regarding “absolute” noise levels 

that form one of the trigger criteria.  
 

Road Traffic Data 
 

197 There appears to be limited information available within the “Noise and Vibration Assessment” or 

and supporting “Transport Assessment”, which provides the data necessary to support the noise 

modelling calculations of LAeq,18hour that has been undertaken. For example, the only traffic flow 

information for Blenheim Walk made available within the updated Transport Assessment are AM 

and PM peak flows. In order to properly consider potential noise impacts over an 18 hour period 

(as adopted for the Noise and Vibration Assessment), traffic flow information for all hours 

between 06.00 to 24.00 hours, or at least the total traffic flows over that period, is required. Such 

information does not, however, appear to be provided. As such, the technical information 

supporting the Environmental Statement does not permit scrutiny of assumed levels of traffic 
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generation for opening or future year scenarios and associated noise levels that may be predicted 

from such data.  

 

The Promoter’s Conclusion on Operational Impacts 
 
198 Section 5.7 of the Promoter’s Noise and Vibration Assessment acknowledges that the scheme will 

have significant adverse impacts, in both the short and long term, on dwellings and other noise 

sensitive receptors on the route of the LTVS.  

 

199 In light of the above, I do not agree with the Promoter’s assertions that the scheme does not run 

counter to governmental planning policy. Section 109 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

clearly identifies that: 

 

 “The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment by:  

…. 

preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at 

unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, 

water or noise pollution or land instability; and 

…..”  

 

200 Since the noise impact assessment clearly concludes that the scheme will have an overall net 

adverse impact, it is difficult to see how the noise generated by the scheme can be asserted to 

“contribute to or enhance” the local environment.  

 

201 In Section 5.9 of the Noise and Vibration Assessment, it is asserted that “planning policy should 

recognise that development will often create some noise”. Whilst the NPPF does make that 

assertion, it is important to retain the context of that statement – it is made in relation to the 

third objective set out in Paragraph 123 of the NPPF, i.e. that planning policies and decisions 

should aim to:  

 

“…..recognise that development will often create some noise and existing businesses 

wanting to develop in continuance of their business should not have unreasonable 

restrictions put on them because of changes in nearby land uses since they were 

established;” 
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202 The statement is therefore clearly made in relation to possible impacts on the continuance of 

existing businesses, rather than a general acceptance that there is an inevitability that “new” 

development will generate some degree of noise. 

 

203 On the contrary, the NPPF clearly identifies that planning policies and decision should aim to 

avoid “significant” noise impacts from new development and should aim to “mitigate and reduce 

to a minimum” other adverse noise impacts.  
 

204 The Promoter’s own assessment confirms that the scheme will fail to avoid “significant” adverse 

noise impacts. The question that arises is perhaps whether they have “aimed” high enough to 

avoid those impacts. In my view, the answer to that is clearly “no”. To support that assertion, I 

note that in Section 5.8 of the “Noise and Vibration Assessment” the Promoter states:  

 

“Further opportunities for mitigation of these identified significant effects will be explored 

during the detailed design phase”.  
 

205 Unfortunately, there is no further articulation as to what “further opportunities” might be 

considered, nor the feasibility of their possible adoption or potential efficacy. I would respectfully 

suggest that if “options” for further mitigation might be available, then these should actually be 

considered as part of the scheme design process, as I believe would be necessary to comply with 

the NPPF. If specific measures cannot be defined at this time, then there should at least be a clear 

“Noise and Vibration Policy” setting out what further opportunities for mitigation exist, how such 

mitigation will be further investigated and, indeed, implemented.    
 
 

Operational Noise Impact on the Leeds College of Art 
 

206 Noise change contours for the Blenheim Walk area are presented in Mott MacDonald drawings 

numbered 312694/NOI/024 and 312694/LTN/024. Whilst these are now outdated (in light of the 

more recent issue of Technical Drawing no. 312694/TD/024), no updated drawings have been 

issued as an addendum to the “Noise and Vibration Assessment” and my subsequent comments 

are therefore based on these drawings (as the “latest” statement of noise impact provided by the 

Promoter).  

 

207 The noise change contours suggest that noise levels incident on the façades of the College will 

increase by 1 to 3dB(A). Unfortunately, there is insufficient data within the Noise and Vibration 
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Assessment and Transport Assessment to be able to verify the calculations informing the noise 

level change contours. 
 

208 Setting that aside, I would, as a matter of course, question the appropriateness of using a long 

time period metric to review traffic noise impacts on an educational facility (i.e. the “average” 

sound level between 06.00 hours to 24.00 hours). As noted earlier in this evidence, when 

considering the acceptability of existing noise levels experienced by the College, industry 

standard guidance relating to the design of schools promotes the use of shorter time periods (for 

example, the Priority School Building Programme adopts the use of LAeq,30mins values). It follows 

that the “real” impacts experienced by an educational building may not be well indicated by an 

average value established over a long time, particularly when a significant proportion of the time 

period to which the metric relates would equate to periods when the College will not be 

occupied.  
 

209 The only traffic flow data for Blenheim Walk that appears to be presented in Transport 

Assessment appears to relate to AM and PM peak hour flows. These data suggest that during the 

morning peak hour, flows on Blenheim Walk will more than double, due to the creation of an 

additional carriageway and introduction of two way traffic flows. Such an increase in traffic flow 

would typically equate to a sound level increase of 3dB(A). That, combined with the realignment 

works to Blenheim Walk, lead me to conclude that the proposed Works may well result in a 

increase in noise levels experienced by the College of around 4dB(A)  
 

210 In my view, that is a significant increase.  
 

211 However, as noted earlier, noise impacts should not be considered solely in terms of a 

consideration of the “change” in noise levels. Appropriate consideration should also be given to 

the effect arising from such change on the absolute magnitude of noise experienced.  
 

212 In Section 6 of the proof of evidence, I concluded that noise levels currently affecting many areas 

of the College are already undesirable (i.e. already exceed or are at the upper limit of industry 

standard guideline values for educational buildings). It follows that any increase to these existing 

noise levels will cause an even greater exceedance of recommended guidance values. I therefore 

conclude that the operational noise levels that are likely to result from the significant re-

organisation of traffic flows in the vicinity of the College and associated highway modifications, 

will result in existing undesirable levels of noise intrusion to the College being further worsened 

to an unacceptable level. 
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213 Whilst noise intrusion could be reduced by keeping windows closed, many areas of the College 

are reliant on opening windows for natural ventilation/thermal comfort, and thus any mitigation 

that might be achieved by closing windows would be at the expense of other environmental 

factors influencing the comfort of occupants. Having visited the site I do not consider a 

requirement or expectation to keep the windows shut a reasonable response.  There are not only 

comfort but also health implications which may arise if the College is expected to keep its 

windows shut in order to “self-mitigate” the noise disturbance caused to it by the proposed 

Works. 
 

214 Whilst the Promoter has recently presented a revised highways scheme (marginally increasing the 

depth of public realm outside of the College), the proposed realignment is not significant in noise 

impact terms and will not mitigate the adverse noise impacts concluded above.  
 

215 In such circumstances, the only practicable option for further mitigation to address the adverse 

operational impact resulting from the LTVS scheme will be for an appropriate sound insulation 

scheme to be implemented. The key element of such a scheme will be to provide alternative 

means of ventilation/thermal control to affected rooms, in order that windows can remain 

closed. A more detailed assessment of existing windows and possible enhancement will also need 

to be considered.  
 

216 An appropriate sound insulation scheme should help mitigate the adverse operational impacts of 

the scheme on internal areas of the College. Such works will not, however, assist in providing 

mitigation to the café external seating area. To provide mitigation to this space, the use of 

additional screening  along the boundary of the amenity space would need to be considered to 

provide a physical “barrier” between the road and amenity space.  
 

Conclusions 

 

217 I do not consider that the Promoters’ “Noise and Vibration Assessment” presents a robust 

assessment of the potential operational impacts of the LTVS. In particular, I note that the 

Promoter adopts an “alternative” noise index to that prescribed in the DMRB; primarily relies on 

an assessment of “noise change” for assessing noise impacts, without consideration of how 

“absolute” noise levels compare with other guidelines values and does not present adequate 

information to enable noise impact summaries to be validated.  

 

218 I disagree with the Promoters’ view that the scheme complies with noise related policies of the 

National Planning Policy Framework.  
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219 With regard to the specific impact of operational noise on the Leeds College of Art, I conclude 

that the proposed highways modifications and increased traffic flows will result in a significant 

increase in noise levels incident on the college. Given the undesirability of existing traffic noise 

already experienced by the College, the increased noise levels resulting from the operation of the 

LTVS scheme will not be acceptable.  
 

220 I have considered the latest proposed modifications to the road scheme outside the College 

(made in response to recent consultation with the College), but conclude that the proposed 

amendment will not provide any significant acoustic protection. 
 

221 I therefore conclude that the only practicable means of mitigating the impacts of the proposed 

scheme on the College will be for an appropriate sound insulation scheme to provided, in 

particular the provision of alternative means of ventilation that would enable the College to keep 

windows closed.  
 

222 Given that significant adverse impacts are also expected during the construction phase of the 

works, I consider it necessary for any sound insulation scheme to be implemented prior to 

commencement of the demolition and construction phases of the project, in order that the 

temporary construction impacts can also be mitigated.  
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13  CONCLUSIONS 
 

Existing Noise Levels 
 

223 I have undertaken an assessment of existing noise levels experienced by the College. I conclude 

that noise levels currently affecting many areas of the College are already undesirable, (i.e. they 

exceed or are at the upper limits of industry standard guideline values for educational buildings). 

  

224 The greatest difficulty faced by the College is the current need to rely on natural ventilation, i.e. 

the need to open windows to provide ventilation and/or thermal comfort. Open windows do not 

provide high levels of sound insulation.   
 

Temporary Works - Demolition 
 

225 I do not consider that the Promoters’ “Noise and Vibration Assessment” presents a robust 

assessment of the potential noise impacts during proposed demolition works. 

 

226 My own assessment of proposed demolition activity suggests that the College will be exposed to 

significant levels of demolition noise that will impact on the acoustic comfort of the College’s 

occupants (not only in terms of potential annoyance/disturbance but impacts on speech 

communication).  
 

227 Whilst the College could mitigate impacts by closing windows, such mitigation will be at the 

expense of the ability of room occupants to provide ventilation and thermal comfort.  
 

228 In my view, the Promoter has failed to demonstrate that the temporary noise impacts arising 

from demolition activities associated with the scheme have been addressed or that appropriate 

mitigation or detailed design stage protocols for the determining the provision of such mitigation 

have been put in place.  

 

Construction Noise Impacts 
 

229 I do not consider that the Promoters’ “Noise and Vibration Assessment” presents a robust 

assessment of the potential noise impacts during proposed construction phase of the scheme. 
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230 My own assessment of proposed construction activities will have a significant impact on the 

acoustic comfort of building occupants (not only in terms of potential annoyance/disturbance but 

impacts on speech communication).  
 

231 Whilst the College could mitigate impacts by closing windows, such mitigation will be at the 

expense of the ability of room occupants to provide ventilation and thermal comfort.  

 

232 In my view, the Promoter has failed to demonstrate that the temporary noise impacts arising 

from construction activities associated with the scheme have been addressed or that appropriate 

mitigation or detailed design stage protocols for the determining the provision of such mitigation 

have been put in place.  
 

Construction Vibration Impacts 
 

233 I do not consider that the Promoters’ “Noise and Vibration Assessment” presents a robust 

assessment of the potential vibration impacts during the proposed construction phase of the 

scheme. 
 

234 Whilst the Promoter appears to acknowledge the need to look at the mitigation of construction 

vibration impacts on a case by case basis, the College is not included as a receptor to which such 

consideration will actually be given.  
 

235 In my view, the Promoter has failed to give adequate consideration relating to vibration impacts 

caused by construction activities or ensure that appropriate mitigation or detailed design stage 

protocols for the determining the provision of such mitigation have been put in place.  
 

Operational Vibration Impacts 
 

236 The Promoter’s noise and vibration assessment does not present a quantitative assessment of the 

potential operational vibration impacts of the scheme. As such, I do not consider that the 

Promoter has satisfactorily discharged the specific request made by the Department of Transport 

(when they were consulted on the scheme) for operational vibration impacts of the road traffic 

displaced by the LTVS to be assessed.  
 

Operational Noise Impacts 
 

237 I do not consider that the Promoter’s “Noise and Vibration Assessment” presents a robust 

assessment of the potential operational impacts of the LTVS. In particular, I note that the 
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Promoter adopts an “alternative” noise index to that prescribed in the DMRB; primarily relies on 

an assessment of “noise change” for assessing noise impacts, without consideration of how 

“absolute” noise levels compare with other guidelines values and does not present adequate 

information to enable noise impact summaries to be validated.  

 

238 I disagree with the Promoters’ view that the scheme complies with noise related policies on the 

National Planning Policy Framework.  
 

239 With regard to the specific impact of operational noise on the Leeds College of Art, I conclude 

that the proposed highways modifications and increased traffic flows will result in a significant 

increase in noise levels incident on the college. Given the undesirability of existing traffic noise 

experienced by the College, the increased noise levels resulting from the operation of the LTVS 

scheme will not be acceptable.  
 

240 I have considered the latest proposed modifications to the road scheme outside the College 

(made in response to recent consultation with the College), but conclude that the proposed 

amendment will not provide any significant acoustic protection. 
 

241 I therefore conclude that the only practicable means of mitigating the impacts of the proposed 

scheme on the College will be for an appropriate sound insulation scheme to provided, in 

particular the provision of alternative means of ventilation that would enable the College to keep 

windows closed.  
 

242 Given that adverse impacts are also expected during the construction phase of the works, I 

consider it necessary for any sound insulation scheme to be implemented prior to 

commencement of the construction phase of the project, in order that the temporary 

construction impacts can also be mitigated.  
 

243 Based on the above, I do not consider that either the temporary or permanent noise and 

vibration impacts associated with the scheme have been assessed robustly. I also do not consider 

that adequate consideration has been given to the provision of mitigation and in light of that do 

not consider that the scheme complies with relevant guidance and planning policy.  
 

244 In light of the above, I respectfully request that an order under the Transport and Works Act 

(1992) and the associated application for deemed planning consent under Section 90 (2A) of the 

Town and Country Planning Act (1990) is not confirmed. 
 

------------------------------------------------- 
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QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 
 

I am Paul Gray. I am an Associate of The Equus Partnership Limited, consulting engineers specialising in 

the fields of noise and vibration.  

 

I am a corporate Member of the Institute of Acoustics (since 1994). The Equus Partnership Ltd is a 

member practice of the Association of Noise Consultants. 

 

I have over twenty four years practical acoustic consultancy experience. My day to day work 

responsibilities include undertaking environmental noise impact assessments for a wide variety of 

environmental, residential, commercial and industrial projects, including assessments of the noise and 

vibration impacts arising from the infrastructure necessary to facilitate such development, and new 

development that may be impacted upon by existing infrastructure.  

 

I have given expert witness representation in connection with numerous appeal hearings, public inquiries 

before the Planning Inspectorate and Transport Commissioner, civil and criminal court proceedings.  
 

Statements of fact within this evidence are within my own knowledge except where indicated, in which 

case the matters stated are true to the best of my information and belief. I confirm that insofar as the 

facts stated in my evidence are within my own knowledge I have made clear which they are and I believe 

them to be true, and that the opinions I have expressed represent my true and complete professional 

opinion, developed in accordance with the code of conduct of my professional institution (the Institute of 

Acoustics).  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PUBLIC INQUIRY  
The Transport and Works Act 1992 and The Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order and Application  
for Deemed Planning Permission Under Section 90(2A) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990   
  
 

Summary Proof Of Evidence Of Paul Gray 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Page| 2 | 

1 INTRODUCTION 
 

1 This Public Inquiry relates to an Order promoted by Metro and Leeds City the Council made under 

the Transport and Works Act 1992 for the “Leeds Trolley Vehicle Scheme” (LTVS) and an 

application for deemed planning approval for the scheme made under section 90(2A) of the Town 

and Country Planning Act 1990 as well as applications for conservation area and listed building 

consent.  
 

2 I have been instructed by the Leeds College of Art to undertake an independent review of the 

Promoter’s assessment of noise and vibration impacts that will arise from the Works Order; 

implications for the College and comment on the robustness of such assessment.  

 
2 EXISTING NOISE LEVELS 

 

3 In order to inform my assessment of possible impacts from the LTVS, I have undertaken an 

assessment of existing noise levels experienced by the College. I conclude that noise levels 

currently affecting many areas of the College are already undesirable, (i.e. they exceed or are at 

the upper limits of industry standard guideline values for educational buildings). 

  

4 The greatest difficulty faced by the College is the current need to rely on natural ventilation, i.e. 

the need to open windows to provide ventilation and/or maintain thermal comfort. (Open 

windows do not provide high levels of sound insulation).   
 
 

3 POTENTIAL NOISE AND VIBRATION IMPACTS OF LTVS 
 

5 The design proposals for the LTVS show the following:  

 

• The route of the LTVS will not directly pass the Leeds College of Art.  

 

• A major re-organisation of traffic routes is proposed between for Woodhouse Lane and 

Blenheim Walk, between St Marks Road and Portland Way. This is needed to create a 

two way flow along Blenheim Walk to accommodate outbound traffic which currently 

uses Woodhouse Lane and will be displaced by the Works. Existing hourly traffic flows 

will more than double.  
 

• Blenheim Walk will be widened to provide an additional new, outbound carriageway.  



PUBLIC INQUIRY  
The Transport and Works Act 1992 and The Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order and Application  
for Deemed Planning Permission Under Section 90(2A) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990   
  
 

Summary Proof Of Evidence Of Paul Gray 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Page| 3 | 

• The junction of St Marks Road / Woodhouse Lane and Blenheim Walk is to be modified, 

including a significant realignment of the carriageways (bringing them closer to the 

College).  
 

• Existing buildings on the northern side of St Marks Road (directly opposing the College) 

are to be demolished.  
 
 

4   TEMPORARY WORKS - DEMOLITION 
 

6 I do not consider that the Promoter’s “Noise and Vibration Assessment” presents a robust 

assessment of the potential noise impacts during proposed demolition works. 

 

7 My own assessment of proposed demolition activity suggests that the College will be exposed to 

significant levels of demolition noise that will impact on the acoustic comfort of the College’s 

occupants (not only in terms of potential annoyance/disturbance but impacts on speech 

communication).  
 

8 Whilst the College could mitigate impacts by closing windows, such mitigation will be at the 

expense of the ability of room occupants to provide ventilation and thermal comfort.  
 

9 In my view, the Promoter has failed to demonstrate that the temporary noise impacts arising 

from demolition activities associated with the scheme have been addressed or that appropriate 

mitigation or detailed design stage protocols for the determining the provision of such mitigation 

have been put in place.  

 

5 CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACTS 
 

10 I do not consider that the Promoters’ “Noise and Vibration Assessment” presents a robust 

assessment of the potential noise impacts during the proposed construction phases of the 

scheme. 

 

11 My own assessment of proposed construction activities concludes that these will have a 

significant impact on the acoustic comfort of building occupants (not only in terms of potential 

annoyance/disturbance but impacts on speech communication).  
 

12 Whilst the College could mitigate impacts by closing windows, such mitigation will be at the 

expense of the ability of room occupants to provide ventilation and thermal comfort.  
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13 In my view, the Promoter has failed to demonstrate that the temporary noise impacts arising 

from construction activities associated with the scheme have been addressed or that appropriate 

mitigation or detailed design stage protocols for the determining the provision of such mitigation 

have been put in place.  
 

 

6  CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION IMPACTS 
 

14 I do not consider that the Promoters’ “Noise and Vibration Assessment” presents a robust 

assessment of the potential vibration impacts during the proposed construction phase of the 

scheme. 
 

15 Whilst the Promoter appears to acknowledge the need to look at the mitigation of construction 

vibration impacts on a “case by case” basis, the College is not included as a receptor to which 

such consideration will actually be given.  
 

16 In my view, the Promoter has failed to give adequate consideration relating to vibration impacts 

caused by construction activities or ensure that appropriate mitigation or detailed design stage 

protocols for the determining the provision of such mitigation have been put in place.  
 
 

7 OPERATIONAL VIBRATION IMPACTS 
 

17 The Promoter’s “Noise and Vibration Assessment” does not present a quantitative assessment of 

the potential operational vibration impacts of the scheme. As such, I do not consider that the 

Promoter has satisfactorily discharged the specific request made by the Department of Transport 

(when they were consulted on the scheme) for operational vibration impacts of the road traffic 

displaced by the LTVS to be assessed.  
 
 

8 OPERATIONAL NOISE IMPACTS 
 

18 I do not consider that the Promoter’s “Noise and Vibration Assessment” presents a robust 

assessment of the potential operational impacts of the LTVS. In particular, I note that the 

Promoter adopts an “alternative” noise index to that prescribed in the DMRB; primarily relies on 

an assessment of “noise change” for assessing noise impacts, without consideration of how 

“absolute” noise levels compare with other guidelines values and does not present adequate 

information to enable noise impact summaries to be validated.  
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19 I disagree with the Promoters’ view that the scheme complies with national planning policy.  
 

20 With regard to the specific impact of operational noise on the Leeds College of Art, I conclude 

that the proposed highways modifications and increased traffic flows will result in a significant 

increase in noise levels incident on the college. Given the undesirability of existing traffic noise 

experienced by the College, the increased noise levels resulting from the operation of the LTVS 

scheme will not be acceptable.  
 
 

9 NOISE MITIGATION 
 

21 I have considered the latest proposed modifications to the road scheme outside the College 

(made in response to recent consultation with the College), but conclude that the proposed 

amendment will not provide any significant acoustic protection. 
 

22 I therefore conclude that the only practicable means of mitigating the impacts of the proposed 

scheme on the College will be for an appropriate sound insulation scheme to provided, in 

particular the provision of alternative means of ventilation that would enable the College to keep 

windows closed.  
 

23 Given that adverse impacts are also expected during the construction phase of the works, I 

consider it necessary for any sound insulation scheme to be implemented prior to 

commencement of the demolition/construction phases of the project, in order that the 

temporary adverse impacts can also be mitigated.  
 

 
10 CONCLUSIONS 

 

24 Based on the above, I do not consider that either the temporary or permanent noise and 

vibration impacts associated with the scheme have been assessed robustly. I also do not consider 

that adequate consideration has been given to the provision of mitigation and in light of that do 

not consider that the scheme complies with relevant guidance and planning policy.  
 

25 In light of the above, I respectfully request that an order under the Transport and Works Act 

(1992) and the associated application for deemed planning consent under Section 90 (2A) of the 

Town and Country Planning Act (1990) is not confirmed. 

 

------------------------------------------------- 
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A RD05 KN01 18/10/2010

B RD05 AJYB 08/10/2012241 studio - doors removed between 241 and 244
studios.

C RD05 AJYB 24/02/2013'Stores' renamed 'Risers' as per lower ground floor.
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Measured survey and revision of floor plans

Leeds College of Art

First floor
Blenheim Walk

RD05 KN01 1:100 18/10/10

Studio 136 - store created.
Workshop 124 - temporary office created.
Workshop (spray room) created adjacent to studio
126.

A RD05 KN01 18/10/2010

B RD05 AJYB 08/10/2012113 office now pricipals secretary office.
114  office reconfigured to form two offices and
corridor into HR office.
116 office - door into office relocated.
115 & 118 offices merged into HR office and store
created.
Two meeting rooms created opposite 120 tutorial
room.
126 workshop - entrance door relocated.
147 &145 studios merged into one studio.
146 office - entrance door relocated.
Lobby area adjacent to 146 office reconfigured.
143/144  staff room - partition removed to create
new studio.
152/153/155 studios reconfigured.
152 studio - mezzanine level created above studio.

New room created adjacent to 109 boardroom.
Wall extended to create store room to HR office.
'Stores' renamed 'Risers' as per lower ground floor.
140 Studio divided into studio and office.
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Measured survey and revision of floor plans

Leeds College of Art

Ground floor
Blenheim Walk

RD05 KN01 1:100 18/10/10

2no. glazed studios and walkway created in the void
area adjacent to the theatre on the basement level.
Glazed partition created in the mosaic cafe area,
adjacent to the bar area.
G28C office - tool store partition and door opening
removed. New office door opening created to the
office.
G28A changed from office to store.

A RD05 KN01 18/10/2010

B RD05 AJYB 08/10/2012Main reception area reconfigured.
G12 student advice centre now a gallery.
G02 studio now student advice centre.
G23 studio now student administration.
G47 seminar room - door removed.
G30 office - divided into two offices.
G31 studio - divided  into two studios.
G42 workshop - photography room created and
openings created into G41 workshop.
G44 office - door into photography room removed.
G41 workshop - windows added to either side of
entrance door and opening created into into G40
workshop.
G33 studio merged into G34 workshop. Windows
added to wall leading into G32 workshop.Double door
into corridor removed.
G35 workshop - wood machine workshop formed
immediately off of corridor and two offices created to
the rear opposite gas meter room.

Tea point door adjacent to G18 office repositioned.
Windows to G43 studio extended.
Windows and wall between G42 workshop and
Photography reconfigured.
Part wall  between G32 workshop and Studios 1 & 2
repositioned.
'Stores' renamed 'Risers' as per lower ground floor.
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FIGURE C/4Ground Floor General Arrangement
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Measured survey and revision of floor plans

Leeds College of Art

Lower ground floor
Blenheim Walk

RD05 KN01 1:50 18/10/10

Workshop B02 - section of office partition wall
removed and remainder extended to existing wall.
1no. service hatch created within the partition wall.

A RD05 KN01 18/10/2010

Store opposite B03 workshop extended underneath
staircase.

B RD05 AJYB 08/10/2012

Disabled WC wall and door brought forward.
B05 named 'Store'.
'Stores' adjacent to lift and in stairwell opposite B03
changed to 'Risers'.

C RD05 AJYB 24/02/2013
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FIGURE C/5Lower Ground Floor General Arrangement
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PUBLIC INQUIRY 
The Transport and Works Act 1992 and The Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order and Application 
for Deemed Planning Permission Under Section 90(2A) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990  

FIGURE E/1

Results of Automated Noise Survey: Position A1

Survey Date: 23-25 March 2014
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FIGURE E/2

Results of Automated Noise Survey: Position A2

Survey Date: 24-25 March 2014
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FIGURE E/3: Results of Attended Noise Measurements 
 

 
Position M1 (Café Terrace Overlooking Blenheim Walk) 

Time 

Measured Sound Level, dB 

LA90,15mins LAeq,15mins LA10,15mins LAmax,fast 

14.00 – 15.00 57.8 65.4 68.4 76.6 

15.00 – 16.00 56.8 63.7 66.8 73.4 

16.00 – 17.00 56.2 64.4 67.0 75.0 

 
Position M2 (Adjacent to DCB Building, Overlooking Blenheim Walk) 

Time 

Measured Sound Level, dB 

LA90,15mins LAeq,15mins LA10,15mins LAmax,fast 

14.00 – 15.00 57.0 68.9 72.6 80.4 

15.00 – 16.00 57.2 68.7 72.6 78.7 

16.00 – 17.00 59.4 64.8 68.2 73.0 

 
Position M3 (Outside College on St Mark Road) 

Time 

Measured Sound Level, dB 

LA90,15mins LAeq,15mins LA10,15mins LAmax,fast 

14.00 – 15.00 54.2 65.3 69.4 79.2 

15.00 – 16.00 53.0 65.0 69.0 78.3 

16.00 – 17.00 54.6 66.4 70.8 77.8 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Graeme Blacklock. I am an Associate of SLR Consulting Limited (SLR) 

and work within the SLR UK air quality team. I hold a Bachelor of Science Degree 

with Honours in Environmental Science from the Manchester Metropolitan University. 

I also hold a Master of Science Degree from the University of Manchester in Pollution 

and Environmental Control. I am a Member of the Institution of Environmental 

Sciences (IES) and a Member of the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM). 

1.2 I have been a practising air quality specialist for over 10-years as a consulting 

scientist. During this time I have provided air quality services to a range of industry 

sectors and clients, including those for a range of residential, commercial, industrial 

and Local Air Quality Management (LAQM) requiring assessment of road-traffic 

exhaust emissions. 

1.3 SLR was instructed by Leeds College of Art in March 2014 to consider and provide  

Peer Review of the Air Quality Assessment of the New Generation Transport (NGT) 

proposals as submitted by Mott MacDonald (MM). 

1.4 I have reviewed the ‘Leeds New Generation Transport Environmental Statement Air 

Quality Technical Appendix A’ January 2014 update (revision F) produced by MM. 

The revision F supplement provides a revision to the traffic flows subsequent to the 

previous Environmental Statement (ES). 

1.5 The evidence which I have prepared and provide for this appeal is true and has been 

prepared and is given in accordance with the guidance of my professional institution 

and I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions. 
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2 CONSIDERATION OF ISSUES   

Scheme Overview 

2.1 MM has provided an Air Quality Assessment to support the application for the 

proposed Leeds New Generation Transport scheme. The development proposals 

seek the following: 

‘West Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive (Metro) and Leeds City Council 

(LCC) are developing a trolleybus rapid transit scheme for Leeds, known as New 

Generation Transport (NGT). It will comprise a North Line of 10km in length, running 

from Holt Park district centre (north Leeds) via Bodington, West Park, Headingley, 

the University of Leeds and through the city centre to Leeds Bridge in the south. The 

5km long South Line will continue from Leeds Bridge, through the New Dock area, 

Hunslet and Belle Isle to Stourton in the south. The majority of the NGT route will be 

either dedicated to public transport only or for the exclusive use of trolleybuses.  

Safe and secure car parking will be provided for NGT customers at two park and ride 

sites; on the North Line, this is located at Bodington (up to 850 spaces) on the A660 

Otley Road near the Leeds Outer Ring Road. A second park and ride site is provided 

on the South Line at Stourton, adjacent to junction 7 of the M621 and Middleton Ring 

Road. At Stourton, the parking spaces will be delivered in phases; the first phase will 

provide circa 1,700 spaces, with the second phase expanding the site to 2,300 

spaces. 

A fleet of trolleybuses will operate along the route serving NGT stops with step free 

access to the vehicles, shelters and passenger information screens. The trolleybus 

vehicles will be powered by electricity supplied through overhead wires along the 

route and ten NGT substations.’ 

Air Quality Assessment Overview 

2.2 MM has assessed the potential air quality impacts associated with the construction 

phase and operational phase of the development. 

2.3 Potential air quality impacts during the construction phase have been identified and 

assessed as dust associated with each moving and demolition, and emissions 

associated with construction traffic and plant. 
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2.4 Potential air quality impacts during the operational phase have been identified and 

assessed as exhaust emissions from road vehicles, including changes of traffic flows 

and modal shifts. Pollutants for consideration during the operational phase 

assessment have been identified as nitrogen dioxide (NO2), for which Leeds City 

Council (LCC) has declared an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA), particulate 

matter with an aerodynamic diameter of less than 2.5µ (PM2.5) and less than 10µm 

(PM10). 

2.5 The scope of the assessment has been outlined within a Scoping Report issued to 

LCC and includes consideration of Scoping Reponses received from statutory 

consultees including LCC Environmental Health Department. 

Construction Phase Assessment Methodology Overview 

2.6 Potential impacts during the construction phase of the development have been 

assessed qualitatively in line with the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) 

guidance1. 

2.7 However, MM only consider a ‘significance of impact’ of greater than ‘major’ (as 

assessed in a discontinuous matrix) as being significant. There is no explanation as 

to the rationale behind this assumption. I consider that the ‘level of effects resulting 

from dust generation’ identified by MM is not in accordance with the methodology / 

matrix outlined within IAQM guidance and therefore has not been properly assessed. 

Operational Phase Assessment Methodology Overview 

2.8 MM has assessed the impact of operational phase exhaust emissions using 

dispersion modelling (ADMS-Roads), with emissions calculated using the 

Department for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) Emission Factor 

Toolkit (EFT) v5.2 in line with best practice. A number of sensitivity analyses have 

been undertaken to account for uncertainty surrounding downward trend of emission 

factors entered within the assessment in line with best practice. 

2.9 Receptors have been identified in accordance with Box 1.4 of LAQM.TG(09) based 

upon exposure to annual mean nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and particulate matter (as 

both PM10 and PM2.5), and 1-hour mean NO2 and 24-hour mean PM10 concentrations, 

                                                
1
 Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM), Guidance on the assessment of the impacts of construction on air 

quality and the determination of their significance. 
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for those locations within 200m of a road source in accordance with the Design 

Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB)2. Receptors are modelled at heights (z 

elevated) to predicted concentrations in locations representative of exposure i.e. 

within the human breathing zone, and at locations of relevant 1st floor exposure, for 

example. However, I  note that whilst some educational establishments have been 

selected as representative exposure of the annual mean, 24-hour mean and 1-hour 

mean AQOs, the Leeds College of Art has not been selected (which is representative 

of 1-hour and 24-hour mean exposure). Therefore, it is not possible to properly 

determine the potential impact upon the Leeds College of Art arising from the 

scheme. 

2.10 MM has assessed predicted impacts on air quality in accordance with Environmental 

Protection UK: Development Control Planning for Air Quality (2010) document3, 

taking into account advice from the IAQM, i.e. their ‘Position on the Description of Air 

Quality Impacts and the Assessment of their Significance’4. However, MM only 

consider a ‘significance of impact’ of greater than ‘moderate’ (as assessed in a 

discontinuous matrix) as being significant. There is no explanation as to the rationale 

behind this assumption.  

Mitigation Measures Overview 

2.11 MM state that a Construction Code of Practice is proposed as part of the scheme, in 

order to mitigate against impacts associated with the construction phase of the 

development. 

2.12 Mitigation measures are further presented, which MM state will reduce the dust 

raising potential from high to low. Mitigation measures proposed are in accordance 

with IAQM guidance and considered appropriate. However, it is noted that no 

conditions / measures regarding timing of construction works is stated for which 

Leeds College of Art have highlighted concern as a result of potential impacts during 

term time and examination periods. 

2.13 No mitigation measures are proposed as part of the operational phase assessment 

due to the ‘air quality benefits realised as a result of a trolleybus being designed to 

                                                
2
 Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, Volume 11, Section 3, Part 1, HA 207/07 - Air Quality, Highways 

Agency, 2007. 
3
 Environmental Protection UK 'Development Control: Planning for Air Quality – 2010'. 

4
 IAQM, Position on the Description of Air Quality Impacts and the Assessment of their Significance (November 

2009). 
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run on overhead wires rather than using a diesel engines as a the primary power 

source’. However, given there will be localised impacts from additional vehicle trips to 

the proposed car-parks as part of the scheme, there will be localised impacts at 

certain points on the highway. On these links, including those links surrounding the 

Leeds College of Art, no mitigation is proposed. 

Construction Phase Assessment Overview 

2.14 MM provide limited information on those works which will be undertaken as part of 

the construction phase. I note that specific discrete receptor locations have not been 

identified for inclusion within the construction dust assessment, rather impacts have 

been determine based upon a buffer of up to 350m from the boundary of areas of 

construction and site compounds. It is therefore not possible to determine and 

assess potential construction phase impacts at the Leeds College of Art. 

2.15 MM has not provided an assessment of the risk category of distinct construction 

phase (demolition, construction, earthworks and trackout phases) as required by the 

IAQM method. The assessment derives a ‘minor adverse’ impact which, converse to 

the IAQM methodology, disregards the distance and direction of receptors to the 

proposed construction works. 

Operational Phase Assessment Overview 

2.16 MM conclude that ‘overall the proposed scheme is predicted to improve air quality at 

more properties than it cause a deterioration’. 

2.17 The operational phase impact assessment determines that there is predicted to be a 

‘negligible to minor adverse, at worst’ impact at modelled discrete receptors. This is 

predicted to be an impact on annual mean NO2 concentrations, for which LCC has 

declared AQMA. Predicted concentrations for comparison to the 1-hour mean 

Objective are derived from annual mean concentrations, in line with DEFRA 

guidance. However, as annual mean concentrations have not been assessed at the 

Leeds College of Art, it has not been possible to determine and assess potential 

operational phase impact, which in my view is deficient. 

2.18 Modelled annual mean PM10 concentrations at discrete receptors are predicted to be 

negligible, with all concentrations predicted to be less than the Objective. However, 

MM has not provided an assessment of 24-hour mean PM10 concentrations in terms 

of the number of occurrences of daily exceedence – rather it has just been stated 
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that all receptors are in compliance of the Objective and impacts are predicted to be 

‘negligible’ in significance. However, as the Leeds College of Art has not been 

identified as a discrete receptor, it is not it has not been possible to determine and 

assess potential operational phase impact on 24-hour mean PM10 concentrations. 
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3 CONCLUSIONS 

3.1 The Leeds College of Art has not been identified as a discrete receptor location for 

inclusion within either the construction or operational phase assessments. Therefore, 

it has not been possible to adequately determine the resulting potential impact 

contrary to best practice and environmental impact guidance. 
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