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1. Introduction 

1.1. This rebuttal proof of evidence has been prepared on behalf of the West 

Yorkshire Combined Authority Metro and Leeds City Council (together “the 

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

Graeme Blacklock submitted on behalf of Leeds College of Art which was 

received by the Promoters on 1st April 2014.   

1.2. It is not intended that this rebuttal proof should address points that witnesses 

for the Promoters have already covered in their evidence; however, cross-

references to relevant paragraphs of those witnesses’ proofs of evidence are 

given below, where appropriate.  

1.3. The rebuttal proof responds to the following issues raised in the proof of 

evidence of Mr Blacklock submitted on behalf of Leeds College of Art (OBJ 

1604):  

 Paragraph 2.7  claims that there is no  justification provided within the air 

quality assessment as to why only ‘major’ magnitude construction phase 

effects are considered to be ‘significant’ and no justification provided as to 

why only ‘moderate’ magnitude operation phase effects are considered to 

be ‘significant’ 

 Paragraph 2.12 claims that no conditions or 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 

examination periods. 

 Paragraph 2.13 claims that no operation phase mitigation measures are 

proposed. 

 Paragraph 2.15 claims that an assessment of the risk category of distinct 

construction phase (demolition, construction, earthworks and trackout 

phases) as required by the Institute of Air Quality Management Method 

has not been included and that the assessment disregards the distance 

and direction of receptors to the proposed construction works.   
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 Paragraph 2.17 claim that the assessment is deficient because 1 hour 

mean nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and 24 hour mean PM10 concentrations have 

not been predicted at the Leeds College of Art to allow comparison with 

relevant standards. 

1.4. It is intended that this rebuttal proof should be a composite response by the 

Promoters to those new points raised in the evidence of Mr Blacklock. In this 

respect the name of the Promoters’ witness who is responsible for each 

aspect of this rebuttal proof is given at the beginning of each section below. 

1.5. Each of the Promoters’ witnesses who have contributed to this rebuttal 

confirm that they believe the facts and opinions they have stated to be true 

and where applicable, their evidence conforms to the standards and 

requirements of their professional bodies. 
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2. Response to Points Raised 

Rebuttal Argument 1: 

2.1. Response prepared on Paragraph 2.7 by Mr Kevin Leather with support from 

Matthew O’Brien on the justification of how air quality effects have been 

assessed 

2.1.1. Mr Blacklock claims that there is no  justification provided within the 

air quality assessment as to why only ‘major’ magnitude construction 

phase effects are considered to be ‘significant’ and no justification 

provided as to why only ‘moderate’ magnitude operation phase 

effects are considered to be ‘significant’ 

2.1.2. As noted within the Air Quality Technical Appendix (B-2, paragraph 

2.49), because construction effects are temporary in nature, only 

‘major’ effects are considered to be significant within the 

assessment.  This is based on professional judgement (and in the 

absence of specific guidance on this issue) which is recognised by 

the IAQM guidance as being an important and necessary part of the 

assessment process. 

2.1.3. The operation phase assessment uses a significance criteria based 

on guidance from Environmental Protection UK (EPUK), as 

described in the Air Quality Technical Appendix (B-2, paragraph 2.52 

to 2.55).  As per this guidance, significance descriptors are assigned 

to predicted changes in concentrations at specific receptors, and an 

overall judgment of significance of the Scheme’s effect is also 

provided based on a range of factors including the number of 

properties affected and any exceedence of ambient standards etc.  

The assignment of ‘significant’ effects at individual receptors is 

based on professional judgement (and in the absence of specific 

guidance on this issue) which is recognised by the EPUK guidance 

as being an important and necessary part of the assessment 

process. 
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Rebuttal Argument 2: 

2.2. Response prepared on Paragraph 2.12 by Mr Kevin Leather with support 

from Matthew O’Brien on the claim that no conditions or measures regarding 

timing of construction works is stated. 

2.2.1. Mr Blacklock claims that no conditions or measures regarding the 

timing of construction works are stated. Leeds College of Art has 

highlighted concern as a result of potential impacts during term time 

examination periods. 

2.2.2. An assessment of potential dust effects caused during the 

construction phase is presented within the Environmental Statement 

[Air Quality Technical Appendix (B-2)].  This includes identification of 

mitigation measures which are reflected within the scheme’s Code of 

Construction Practice [Supporting Document - Code of Construction 

Practice (A-08g-2)].   

2.2.3. As noted within the Code of Construction Practice, it comprises the 

general principles of minimising impacts during construction of the 

NGT scheme (referred to as ‘Part A’). The contractor will produce 

“Part B” documents (or method statements), following consultations 

with the planning authorities, which will set out specific standards 

and the measures which will be used at identified location or for 

activities. All the specific standards and measures in the Part B 

documents will be consistent with the general principles set out in 

the Code of Construction Practice and adhere to the planning 

conditions imposed by the local planning authorities.  Specific 

measures to avoid significant impacts from dust or dust mitigation 

will therefore be identified during preparation of the Part B 

documents. In addition, in relation to noise effects, Mr Max Forni in 

his rebuttal has made observations on the CoCP such that every 

effort will be made to accommodate the construction works through 

agreement with the local planning authority environmental protection 

officer. 
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Rebuttal Argument 3: 

2.3. Response prepared on Paragraph 2.13 by Mr Kevin Leather with support 

from Matthew O’Brien on the claim that no operation phase mitigation 

measures are proposed. 

2.3.1. Mr Blacklock claims that no operation phase mitigation measures are 

proposed. 

2.3.2. The air quality assessment concludes that operation phase effects 

are not significant and therefore no additional mitigation measures 

are required. 

Rebuttal Argument 4: 

2.4. Response prepared on Paragraph 2.15 by Mr Kevin Leather with support 

from Matthew O’Brien on assessment of specific construction phases. 

2.4.1. Mr Blacklock claims that an assessment of the risk category of 

distinct construction phases (demolition, construction, earthworks 

and trackout phases) as required by the Institute of Air Quality 

Management Method has not been included and that the 

assessment disregards the distance and direction of receptors to the 

proposed construction works.   

2.4.2. Because the location and type of construction activities would be 

varied and not akin to a ‘typical’ development (such as a house or 

office development, for example) a bespoke approach has been 

applied in the assessment which does not differentiate these distinct 

phases.  This is noted within the Air Quality Technical Appendix (B-

2, paragraph 2.20) which states that the method of the construction 

phase assessment is based on key issues identified in a range of 

guidance including that provided by the Mayor of London, Buildings 

Research Establishment (BRE), Defra and the IAQM.   

2.4.3. The IAQM guidance allows for receptor sensitivities to be classed 

according to their distance and direction from the construction 
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activity.  It also acknowledges that, where uncertainty exists, a 

precautionary approach should be taken.  In accordance with this, all 

receptors were classed as being of ‘high’ sensitivity to dust effects.   

Rebuttal Argument 5: 

2.5. Response prepared on Paragraph 2.17 by Mr Kevin Leather with support 

from Matthew O’Brien on the claim that the air quality assessment is deficient 

2.5.1. Mr Blacklock claims that the assessment is deficient because 1 hour 

mean nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and 24 hour mean PM10 concentrations 

have not been predicted at the Leeds College of Art to allow 

comparison with relevant standards. 

2.5.2. As noted within the Air Quality Technical Appendix (B-2, paragraph 

2.12) modelled receptors have been chosen that represent locations 

where changes in ambient concentrations as a result of the scheme 

are likely to be greatest and where the air quality objectives (against 

which the scheme is assessed) apply.  Inclusion of modelling at 

every receptor within the study area is not necessary to fulfil the 

requirements of the EIA.  

2.5.3. However, in response to this point, additional modelling of the 

‘Without Scheme’ and ‘With Scheme’ scenarios has been 

undertaken during the preparation of this Rebuttal by Matthew 

O’Brien, with discrete receptor points used to represent the ground 

floor North, West and South façades of the Leeds College of Art 

building. These receptors were selected as they represent the 

closest points to roads on each aspect of the building and therefore 

will produce the ‘worst case’ results, which are presented below.  

2.5.4. The results have been compared against the short term NO2 and 

PM10 standards.  These are: 

 For NO2: A 1 hour mean of 200 µg/m3 (with no more than 18 

allowances per year) 
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 For PM10: A 24 hour mean of 500 µg/m3 (with no more than 35 

allowances per year) 

2.5.5. The long term (i.e. annual mean) standards do not apply at the 

College. However, it should be noted that application of the 24 hour 

mean standard at this location is likely to be conservative due to the 

shorter actual exposure period expected here. 

2.5.6. Defra guidance (TG09) states that where annual mean 

concentrations are below 60µg/m3 the hourly NO2 standard of 

200µg/m3 (with no more than 18 allowances per calendar year) is not 

likely to be exceeded.  PM10 results were compared against the 24 

hour mean standard of 50µg/m3 (with no more than 35 allowances 

per calendar year), using the equation provided in Defra’s TG09 

guidance to calculate the number of days with PM10 concentrations 

over 50ug/m3 from modelled annual mean concentrations 

 

Table 1: Predicted Annual Mean NO2 concentrations – Leeds College of Art  

    
Annual Mean Concentration 

(µg/m3) 

Receptor ID X(m) Y(m) Z(m) 
2020 

Without 
Scheme 

2020 With 
Scheme 

Leeds College 
of Art (Western 
façade) 

429616 434811 1.5 26.1 34.0 

Leeds College 
of Art (Southern 
façade) 

429647 434780 1.5 27.1 31.6 

Leeds College 
of Art (Northern 
façade) 

429640 434848 1.5 23.1 25.1 
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2.5.7. As shown in the above table, predicted NO2 concentrations at all 

three receptors in both the Do-Minimum and Do-Something 

scenarios are well below 60µg/m3 and therefore no exceedences of 

the hourly NO2 standard are expected at Leeds College of Art. 

 

Table 2: Predicted Number of days with PM10 concentration over 50ug/m3 – 

Leeds College of Art 

Receptor ID X(m) Y(m) Z(m) 
2020 

Without 
Scheme 

2020 
With 

Scheme 

Difference 
Significance 
of Change 

Leeds College of 
Art (Western 
façade) 

429616 434811 1.5 0.5 1.1 0.6 Negligible 

Leeds College of 
Art (Southern 
façade) 

429647 434780 1.5 0.6 1.0 0.4 Negligible 

Leeds College of 
Art (Northern 
façade) 

429640 434848 1.5 0.4 0.4 0.1 Negligible 

 

2.5.8. The results presented in Table 2 above show that PM10 concentrations are 

expected to be low and the number of daily exceedences of 50µg/m3 is 

expected to be approximately 1 or less, which is well below the 35 days 

allowed per year.  Effects are concluded to be negligible. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


