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2. Introduction 

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

Yorkshire Combined Authority and Leeds City Council (together “the 

Promoters”) to respond to particular aspects of the Proof of Evidence of Mr 

Gray (Noise and Vibration Assessment) submitted on behalf of Leeds 

College of Art (OBJ1604) which was received by the Promoters on 2 April 

2014.   

2.2. It is not intended that this rebuttal proof should address further 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.  

2.3. The proof responds to the following issues raised in the Proof of Evidence of 

Mr Gray (Noise and Vibration Assessment) submitted on behalf of Leeds 

College of Art (OBJ1604): 

 Paragraphs 223 - 224 on the assertion that noise levels within Leeds 

College of Art (LCA) exceed or are at the upper limit of industry standard 

guideline values for educational buildings; 

 Paragraphs 225 – 228 on the assertion that a robust assessment has not 

been made of the potential noise impacts during proposed demolition 

work; 

 Paragraphs 229 – 232 on the assertion that a robust assessment has not 

been made of the potential noise impacts during proposed construction 

work; 

 Paragraphs 233 – 235 on the assertion that a robust assessment has not 

been made of the potential vibration impacts during proposed construction 

work; 

 Paragraphs 236 on the assertion that a quantitative assessment has not 

been made of the potential operational vibration impacts; and 
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 Paragraphs 237 - 244 on the assertion that a robust assessment has not 

been made of the operational noise impacts. 

2.4. 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 Gray.  In this 

respect, for cross-examination purposes 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. 

2.5. 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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3. Response to Points Raised 

Rebuttal Argument 1  

3.1. Response prepared on Paragraphs 223 - 224 by Mr Forni on the assertion 

that noise levels within Leeds College of Art (LCA) exceed or are at the 

upper limit of industry standard guideline values for educational buildings. 

3.1.1. Paragraphs 65 – 112 of Mr Gray’s Proof discuss internal noise 

levels within the LCA. Paragraph 69 specifically references the 

document ‘Acoustic Performance Standards for the Priority School 

Building Programme’ as being appropriate guidance. This 

document is intended for new build and refurbishment of schools. 

Section 1.3.6 makes it clear that universities are exempt, and 

Section 1.3.5 (not 1.4.5 as incorrectly referenced in Mr Gray’s 

Proof) notes “However, in the case of Universities or Colleges of 

Further and Higher Education many of the acoustic specifications 

are desirable and can be used as a guide to the design of these 

buildings”. It is therefore not accepted that this document 

represents the industry standard guideline for internal noise levels 

at Leeds College of Art, as there are no legal requirements for 

Universities, whether new build or existing. 

3.1.2. Paragraph 111 of Mr Gray’s Proof notes that current external noise 

levels would not have been envisaged when the LCA was built in 

1984. Whilst not disagreeing with that statement I would point out 

that extensions were constructed in 2000 and 2004 (Para. 36), and 

that it would not have been unreasonable to incorporate 

appropriate insulation and ventilation requirements at that time. 

Rebuttal Argument 2  

3.2. Response prepared on Paragraphs 225 – 228 by Mr Forni on the assertion 

that a robust assessment has not been made of the potential noise impacts 

during proposed demolition work.  
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3.2.1. The basis for the above assertion is provided in paragraphs 116 – 

133 of the body of Mr Gray’s Proof. 

3.2.2. The assessment of demolition noise was undertaken using current 

UK best practice using information available at the time of 

assessment. I refer to paragraphs 4.5 - 4.54 of my proof where I 

give details of methodology, proposed mitigation through the Code 

of Construction Practice and the Section 61 process of the Control 

of Pollution Act. 

3.2.3. I also refer to Para 5.14 of Part A of the Code of Construction 

practice, where it is stated that “The noise levels measured at 1m 

from the most affected façade of any hospital, school, college or 

other teaching facility during the operational hours of that institution 

resulting from any operation by the contractor on or off the site and 

concerned in any way with the work shall not exceed LAeq 65dB in 

any one-hour period”. It is the intention to formally incorporate this 

statement into Part B of the CoCP, with the agreement of the Local 

Authority on a location-specific basis. Therefore it is fully expected 

that impacts at the Leeds College of Art will be minimised. 

Rebuttal Argument 3  

3.3. Response prepared on Paragraphs 229 – 232 by Mr Forni on the assertion 

that a robust assessment has not been made of the potential noise impacts 

during proposed construction work 

3.3.1. The basis for the above assertion is provided in paragraphs 134 – 

153 of the body of Mr Gray’s Proof. 

3.3.2. I refer to paragraphs 2.4 – 2.7 above. 

Rebuttal Argument 4 

3.4. Response prepared on Paragraphs 233 – 235 by Mr Forni on the assertion 

that a robust assessment has not been made of the potential vibration 

impacts during proposed construction work. 
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3.4.1. The basis for the above assertion is provided in paragraphs 154 – 

172 of the body of Mr Gray’s Proof. 

3.4.2. In Para. 160 of Mr Gray’s Proof, it is acknowledged that at this 

stage, insufficient construction detail is available to provide a 

detailed assessment. The assessment is summarised in my proof 

in paragraphs 4.55 to 4.59, and in the ES Technical Addendum in 

Paragraphs 4.58 to 4.61. It is considered that the assessment has 

been conducted in accordance with the relevant Code of Practice.  

3.4.3. The absence of the LCA from the Table of sensitive receptors 

(para. 167 of Mr Gray’s Proof) is not because it is not considered a 

sensitive receptor, but because the table contains representative 

receptors. 

3.4.4. I refer to paragraphs 5.22 to 5.24 of the Construction Code of 

Practice, whereby (extract para. 5.22) “Subject to any reasonable 

specific requirements of LCC, the Contractor shall use BPM to 

control vibration levels to comply with the following minimum 

requirements – to protect residents and uses of buildings from 

nuisance and harm, the contractor shall, as far as reasonably 

practicable, not exceed vibration dose values….which will result in 

a low probability of adverse comment”. 

Rebuttal Argument 5 

3.5. Response prepared on Paragraphs 236 by Mr Forni on the assertion that a 

quantitative assessment has not been made of the potential operational 

vibration impacts 

3.5.1. The basis for the above assertion is provided in paragraphs 173 – 

185 of Mr Gray’s Proof. 

3.5.2. DMRB states (para. 5.5) “For vibration, imperfections in the road 

surface are the main cause of vibration” and (para. A5.26, para 182 

of Mr Gray’s Proof) “Significant ground-borne vibrations may be 
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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”. As any carriageways introduced under the scheme 

will be effectively new, it is not considered that further assessment 

is appropriate. In terms of maintenance, new carriageways with 

general traffic will accord with Leeds City Council maintenance 

standards.  

3.5.3. It is considered that DfT requirements (Para 180 of Mr Gray’s 

Proof) have been fulfilled. 

Rebuttal Argument 6 

3.6. Response prepared on Paragraphs 237 - 244 by Mr Forni on the assertion 

that a robust assessment has not been made of the operational noise 

impacts  

3.6.1. The basis for the above assertion is provided in paragraphs 186 – 

216 of Mr Gray’s Proof. 

3.6.2. I refer to paragraph 5.1 to 5.42 of my Proof, and to the ES 

Technical Addendum. In my opinion my assessment methodology 

has been both appropriate and proportional, and has reported 

significant effects as required by EA legislation. 

3.6.3. Para 190 of Mr Gray’s proof is right to point out that noise contours 

on drawings 312694/NOI/024 are not correct. Revision P4 of the 

scheme design has taken incorporated changes to the scheme 

alignment in the vicinity of LCA. Specifically, the alignment of 

Blenheim Walk has been moved away from LCA, as has St Mark’s 

Road. Any noise change arising from these modifications will be 

beneficial, over and above that which has been reported. 

3.6.4. Para 191 of Mr Gray’s Proof queries the use of LAeq, 18 hour in the 

assessment. There is no formal method of assessing the effects of 
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trolleybuses in the UK. The rationale for adopting LAeq for 

assessment purposes is clearly explained in paragraphs 2.47 to 

2.53 of the ES Technical Addendum. The method of conversion 

from LA10 18hour to LAeq 18 hour is based on advice in the Department of 

Transport’s WebTAG methodology, which relates the two indices 

for the purpose of appraisal. 

3.6.5. Assessment based upon noise change (Mr Gray’s Proof para 192) 

is broadly in accordance with DMRB assessment methodology and 

reporting. 

3.6.6. With respect to the DMRB requirement (para 194 of Mr Gray’s 

Proof) to provide a list of predicted noise levels at all sensitive 

receptors, although has been undertaken and used to evaluate 

significance for the scheme, it was not presented with the ES. 

DMRB was developed specifically for Trunk Roads and advice 

within that document has been broadly followed as it represents 

best practice in implementing ES procedures for highway schemes, 

however there is no requirement to follow all DMRB procedures on 

a guided transport scheme. For the Leeds College of Art, on the 

façade facing Blenheim Walk, these results are as follows, with the 

recent re-alignment: 

LAeq, 18 hour, facade 

  
Floor Façade DM 2020 DS 2020 DM 2031 DS 2031 

Leeds 
College 

of Art  

Ground SW 64 to 66 66 to 68 64 to 66 66 to 68 

First SW 64 to 66 67 to 69 65 to 66 67 to 69 

Second SW 64 to 66 67 to 69 64 to 66 67 to 69 
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3.6.7. Traffic data (PoE PG para. 197) was not presented in the ES owing 

to the volume and geographical extent of data, and there is no 

requirement to do so. However I concede it would be useful to 

provide such data in certain circumstances and am happy to make 

any traffic flows used in the assessment available. Traffic data 

within the vicinity of the LCA is given below: 

18-hour AAWT 
    

  DM 2020 DS 2020 DM 2031 DS 2031 

Blenheim Walk 12754 (4%) 26507 (3%) 13620 (4%) 28730 (3%) 

St Mark's Road 2619 (6%) 3434 (5%) 2971 (5%) 3882 (4%) 

3.6.8. With reference to Paras 199 to 205 of Mr Gray’s Proof, I refer to 

Paras 5.8 and 5.9 of the ES Technical Addendum.  

3.6.9. The use of a long term metric for the purposes of environmental 

assessment (para 208) is commensurate with standard practice. 

3.6.10. Noise increases arise purely as a result of traffic flow changes in 

Blenheim Walk, and are in the order of 3dB (Mr Gray’s Proof para 

209) 

 


