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1. Introduction 

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

Yorkshire Combined Authority and Leeds City Council (together “the 

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

Simone Wonnacott submitted on behalf of Leeds College of Art which was 

received by the Promoters on 2 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 Simone Wonnacott: 

 Consultation with the College; 

 Impact of the Scheme on Blenheim Walk; 

 Adequacy of proposed Replacement Space; and 

 Impact on Vernon Street. 

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 Simone Wonnacott.  

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 

Consultation 

2.1. Simone Wonnacott sets out her views in chapter 4 of her evidence on the 

consultation which took place with the College of Art. 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Haskins 

2.3. A significant amount of consultation has taken place throughout the 

development of the proposals to date and this has helped to shape the 

proposals. The proposals for a rapid transport corridor outside of the College 

of Art existed with the SuperTram scheme and at the time significant 

consultation took place with affected properties and businesses along the 

route. 

2.4. The Statement on Consultation report [A-03] sets out the significant amount 

of consultation which the Promoters undertook on the scheme between 2008 

and 2013. The scheme was regularly in the media and leaflets were 

distributed to all residential properties and businesses along the route in 

advance of the submission of the Transport and Works Act Order.  

2.5. The consultation and engagement has taken many forms and has included 

periods of formal public consultation in addition to informal engagement 

activities with stakeholders which have taken place on a day to day basis 

and continue to do so.  

2.6. The Promoters of NGT first made direct contact with Leeds College of Art in 

June 2013, when consultants working on behalf of the Promoters attempted 

to arrange a meeting with the Principal. Numerous attempts were made to 

arrange said meeting but for various reasons these meetings were not held 

(although potential dates had been suggested on both 2nd July/26th 

September). 

2.7. A Request for Information (RFI) to clarify contact details ahead of the 

Transport and Works Act Order (TWAO) application was issued to The 

College on 6 August 2013. This was followed by a formal notice which was 
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sent via recorded delivery (royal mail) to The College on the 19th of 

September, the date the TWAO was submitted.   

2.8. Representatives from The College were invited to attend a Plans Panel event 

on 17 October 2013. At the meeting, The College expressed their concerns 

in relation to the proposals. Members of the Plans Panel requested The 

Promoters explore alternative options for the proposals. The Promoters 

began the process of reviewing the proposals in hope of developing 

mitigation measures to limit the impact of NGT on The College. 

2.9. A meeting was arranged for the 30th October 2013. This meeting was 

attended by representatives from The NGT Team on behalf of The 

Promoters and representatives from The College.  The College made it clear 

that they would be formally objecting to the proposals via the TWAO process.  

2.10. A number of meetings have taken place since October, the most recent 

being the 13 March 2014 when the Promoters presented new plans which 

were formally issued to the College on 17 March 2014.  

Impact of the Scheme on Blenheim Walk 

2.11. Simone Wonnacott sets out her position in chapter 6 of her evidence on the 

impact of the scheme on Blenheim Walk.  

2.12. Response prepared by Mr Smith 

2.13. I have described the changes in the design post TWAO application in 

paragraphs 4.2.10 to 4.2.13, and the likely impacts on the college in 

paragraphs 10.33.6 to 10.33.10 of my Proof (APP 3-2) 

2.14. It should be noted that the College of Art is located on a busy road junction of 

Blenheim Walk / St Mark’s Road and Woodhouse Lane and is therefore 

currently affected by passing and queuing traffic, particularly during the peak 

periods.   

2.15. NGT proposals will increase the amount of traffic on Blenheim Walk as traffic 

on Woodhouse Lane (western leg) decreases; however this is a relocation of 
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traffic that currently flows through the junction rather than generation of new 

trips.  The outbound traffic currently passes through the junction within 

approximately 40m of the College of Art building and will move to within 

approximately 15m of the College of Art building with NGT proposals. Signal 

controlled pedestrian crossing facilities provided at the junction as part of the 

NGT scheme will link the college to Woodhouse Lane and the University 

NGT stop. Blenheim Walk will carry all through traffic although servicing 

access to the University of Leeds and Blenheim Terrace, along with public 

transport will be on Woodhouse Lane (western leg). 

2.16. The building’s fire exits would not be impeded by the NGT works and I have 

dealt with the emergency evacuation of the building in paragraph 10.33.7 of 

my Proof (APP 3-2). 

2.17. There will inevitably be disruption during construction of the works and I have 

addressed this in paragraphs 10.33.8 to 10.33.10 of my Proof (APP 3-2). 

2.18. Simone Wonnacott also sets noise and air quality impacts in chapter 6 of her 

evidence on the impact of the scheme on Blenheim Walk. These are covered 

in the rebuttals to Noise and Vibration (REB-2) and Air Quality (REB-3). 

The Revised Proposals Provide Adequate Replacement Space  

2.19. Response prepared by Mr Walker (Landscape Townscape and Visual 

Matters) to assertion in Objector’s Main Proof Paragraph 6.1.3, 6.1.4 and 6.2 

that: 

 The revised NGT plans encroach on outside space of the Leeds College 

of Art building;  

 Fire exit routes and muster points will be permanently affected; and 

 The proposed replacement space adjacent to St Marks Road is 

inadequate. 

2.20. The Promoters have sought to satisfy the Objector’s concerns and have 

revised the engineering and landscape design of the road junction and space 
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outside the College entrance. The revised design is shown on the Landscape 

Plan M4931-124 PO5 attached as Appendix A to my Proof (App10-3-1). A 

Discussion Booklet of plans and visuals was also produced to show the new 

proposals and this was attached as Appendix D of my Proof of Evidence 

(App 10-3-4). This discussion booklet was presented to the College at a 

meeting on 13th March 2014.  However the College maintains that their café 

area and outside space would not be large enough to serve its needs which 

include students socialising, sitting on grass and display of art work and that 

fire exits and muster points will be permanently affected.  

2.21. I believe that the College’s concerns are unfounded as the revised plans 

show that the current café seating space and its trees and adjacent shrub 

planting is retained in its entirety. A small grass verge replaces the larger 

existing highway verge and a replacement pavement runs eastwards along 

Blenheim Walk. The frontage space is reduced but has been redesigned to 

allow unimpeded access and egress, mustering, gathering and socialising by 

students and the rebuilding of the existing Folly structure.  The redesigned 

frontage space is also augmented with a new space to the west of the 

building along St Marks Road. This is an extensive new space that links to 

the frontage space and could provide a flexible area for seating, socialising 

and display of art or signage, as well as mustering in the event of a fire.   

Impact on Vernon Street 

2.22. Simone Wonnacott sets out her position in chapter 7 of her evidence on the 

impact of the scheme on Vernon Street.  

2.23. In response to 7.1 regarding the use of parcel 14069 at Vernon Street, the 

parcel is required as described in paragraph 10.33.11 of APP-3-2 (Mr Smith) 

and paragraph 17.7 of APP-16-3-1 (Mr Caten - Appendix 1). The associated 

plan is at Appendix 3.17B of APP-16-3-3 (Richard Caten Appendix 3). The 

position was communicated with the objector in the meeting between the 

parties on 13 March 2014. 

2.24. Through the development of certain design aspects it is considered possible 

to restrict the use of land at both Vernon Street to temporary use only. The 
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Promoter’s intention is to provide a draft agreement regulating this matter 

and the promoter has asked the Objector whether they would be interested 

in entering into an agreement that regulates their concerns at both Vernon 

Street and Blenheim Walk.  


