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1. Introduction 

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

Yorkshire Combined Authority and Leeds City Council (together “the 

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

Natkus regarding Ford House (Rose Court Nursery and pre-prep school), 

document reference: OBJ1608 submitted on behalf of the Morley House 

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

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

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

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

given below, where appropriate.  

1.3. This rebuttal responds to the following areas contained in Mr Natkus’s Proof 

of Evidence: 

 Impacts on operation of the nursery and amenity for those staff and pupils 

 Planning and Supertram history 

 Environmental Statement methodology 

 Consideration of alternatives 

 Mitigation measures 

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 Natkus. 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 by Mr Smith on 3.1:  2nd bullet point (overshadowing of 

new wall in relation to the nursery classrooms). 

2.2. I note that the classroom windows and ‘open aspect’ currently enjoyed are 

north facing and that consequently direct sunlight is already likely to be 

limited through parts of the year. The outdoor play area is to the immediate 

south of the existing and proposed retaining wall and therefore direct sunlight 

is unlikely to be blocked by the wall. Any overshadowing is more likely to 

come from the existing school buildings than the proposed wall.  

Rebuttal Argument 2 

2.3. Response prepared by Mr Smith on 3.1:  3rd bullet point (overshadowing of 

new wall in relation to the hall). 

2.4. The existing and proposed distances between the hall building of Ford 

House and the retaining wall to Headingley Lane are as follows: 

 Western window Eastern window Eastern corner of 

building 

Existing wall 4.2m 3.8m 3.4m 

Proposed wall 2.3m 1.75m 1.3m 

Difference  1.9m 2.05 2.1m 

2.5. The proposed retaining wall will be around 2m closer than the existing 

retaining wall, resulting in it being approximately 1.75 from the eastern 

widow.  
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Rebuttal Argument 3 

2.6. Response prepared by Mr Caten on 3.1.2:  4th bullet 

2.7. The DF7 (Design Freeze 7) P4 plans show a reduced impact on land take to 

that in the P3 plans.  As part of the Rose Court Technical Note (Appendix A), 

further consideration has been given to the Limits of Deviation required.  This 

Technical Note shows that the scheme design can follow the line of the new 

wall. This modification can be included within an agreement, which we have 

offered in principle to the Objector. I therefore believe that as the wall does 

not move closer than 1 metre to the hall, there should not be an impact on 

the kitchen extraction system. 

Rebuttal Argument 4 

2.8. Response prepared by Mr Smith on 3.1.2:  5th bullet  

2.9. The DF7 P4 plans (A-11 drawing TD19) provide for loading bays in close 

proximity to the existing access.  As set out in paragraph 10.30.2 of my Proof 

(APP 3-2) the southern vehicular access point is unaffected by the proposals 

and could be used for deliveries at certain times of the day I am therefore 

satisfied that the school could be safely and conveniently serviced. 

2.10. The DF7 P4 plans also provide for x2 disabled parking bays on street 

immediately adjacent to the proposed pedestrian access.  This has the 

benefit of being usable through the day, even when pupils are playing in the 

overspill play space.  I am therefore satisfied that adequate provision for 

disabled parking is made. 

 

Rebuttal Argument 5 

2.11. Response prepared by Mr Smith on 3.1.2:  6th bullet 

2.12. The Promoters are conscious of the fact that the school and nursery are 

operational educational establishments.  The Code of Construction Practice 

(A-08g-2) sets out various mitigation measures to minimise impacts during 

construction and these issues are discussed in section 8.2 of Mr Smith’s 
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Proof (APP 3-2).  The Promoters would expect to involve the school closely 

in the lead up to and during the works and are happy to discuss any 

suggestions or special measures that the school might put forward to reduce 

any impact. Key elements of the construction methodology for widening 

Headingley Lane are set out in section 8.3.5 of my Proof [APP-3-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 6 

2.13. Response prepared by Mr Smith on section 3 (Impact on Rose Court and 

scheme design). 

2.14. Mr Natkus asserts in section 3 of his Proof that NGT will have a number of 

detrimental impacts upon the Rose Court Nursery.  The need for widening 

Headingley Lane is covered in section 6.6 of my Proof (APP 3-2).  

2.15. After the publication of the DF7 drawings in June 2013 discussions with the 

Morley House Trust, which had been on-going since the start of the year, 

focused on the impacts on the Rose Court Nursery.  DLA were 

commissioned by the Trust to consider the impacts and options and a site 

visit was undertaken by senior members of the NGT team and engineering 

consultants.  As a result of this the Promoters commissioned Mott 

MacDonald to look at options to reduce the impact on the school, make the 

best use of play space retained and to consider options for new areas of play 

space.  A fuller understanding of the approved Supertram alignment was 

also required with comparison to the submitted plans and any new option. 

2.16. This work is detailed in an Advice note which is appended to this rebuttal 

(Appendix A).  Several options were considered with the favoured option 

(Option 4 in report and 2.1 below) of removing the right turn lane into 

Buckingham Road taken forward in the Revised  Technical Design Drawings 

(A-11 TD19) released in March 2014 and this change is discussed in 

paragraph 4.2.9 of my Proof (APP 3-2).  The plans in the report (Appendix A 

to this rebuttal) show that the impact is similar to that of the Supertram 

scheme although I acknowledge that the retaining wall is closer past the hall 

building by approximately 1m.  



        REB-1 OBJ/1608 

 

Page 7 of 23 
 

2.17. The table below summarises the impact of the widening proposals on play 

space within the nursery.  It should be noted that these measurements of the 

remaining play space area are 3m2 to 4m2 lower than those presented in my 

Proof of Evidence.  This is due to further refinement of the assessment of the 

play space area to ensure that the assessment only includes for those areas 

which are used as such. 

 

Table No 2.1  Rose Court advice note summary table 

 Total Carriageway 
(exc footways)  

Buckingham Road 
Right Turn 

 

Main Play Space 

 

Southern Play 

 

Total Play Space 

Width Facility Area Space Area Area 

Existing 10.5 N 310 179 489 

Supertram 12.42 N 260 179 439 

DF7 P3 14.85 Y 184 (199)* 179 363 

     (378)* 

Alternative 12.35 N 237 (252)* 211 448 

Option 4  
eh((TWAO  

    (463)* 

*Areas in brackets include an additional 15m2 provided by reducing the low-level maintenance corridor around 

the dining hall to 1.5m wide. 

Rebuttal Argument 7 

2.18. Response prepared by Mr Speak on 3.3 relating to Supertram and planning 

history. 

2.19. Mr Natkus suggests in paragraph 3.3 that the impact of the approved 

Supertram alignment and timing of development on the site is not relevant 

due to the timing of construction of the nursery.  In my view an understanding 

of the planning history and Supertram is vital in consideration of the NGT 

impacts on this site.  My colleague, Mr Smith, has already demonstrated that 

the NGT DF7 P4 alignment plans have a very similar impact to the 

Supertram proposals, and in fact have the potential to offer more play space 

than the Supertram scheme. 

Summary of Planning History 

2.20. As detailed in the Planning Statement (A-01-6) the Supertram North Line 
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was subject to a Transport and Works Order Application submitted in 1996.  

This came into force on the 29th March 2001 after a full Public Inquiry and 

consideration by the Secretary of State.  The Listed Building and 

Conservation Area applications associated with this approval were extended 

by the Local Planning Authority in July 2005. 

2.21. Funding for the Supertram scheme was withdrawn in November 2005.  After 

withdrawal of funding the Council and Metro remained committed to a rapid 

transit route on the A660 and with encouragement from the DfT began 

immediate work on a bus based system, later to become known as NGT.  

This was reflected in the continuing Policy support as outlined in my Proof 

(paragraphs 4.14 to 4.26). 

2.22. Since the Supertram was approved the school have submitted two major 

applications to extend / construct new buildings on the site as shown in Table 

2.2. 

Table 2.2 Rose Court Planning History 

Application 
No 

Applicant Submitted  Approved Description 

26/184/02/FU Leeds Girls 
High School 

4/4/02 2/7/02 Two storey 
extension to front of 
school 

 

26/588/05/FU LGHS & 
LGS 
Foundation 

12/10/05 7/12/05 Change of use and 
extension of 
outbuildings to 
nursery and single 
storey extension to 
school 

2.23. The 2002 application relates to the school hall and kitchens referred to in 

bullet point 3 of para 3.1 of Mr Natkus’s Evidence.  The 2005 application 

refers to multiple works to the Ford House site including the creation of three 

new classrooms and play area forming the Rose Court Nursery.  These 

works can clearly be seen in aerial photos (included as Appendix B) from: 
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 2002 – pre any works to the site but post Supertram approval 

 2006 – post construction of the hall building and taken as groundworks 

begin on the classroom extensions forming the nursery 

 2009 – as currently exists 

2.24. A further point to note is that the October 2005 application plans submitted 

by the school and approved by the Planning Authority even show the 

approved Supertram widening into the site as a dashed and annotated line 

(see Appendix C). 

2.25. As Supertram was ‘committed development’ and the alignment protected by 

UDP policies, the Local Planning Authority would have considered the 

impacts of the proposed developments on the scheme. 

2.26. It is demonstrated above that at the time the school submitted an application 

(2002) for and constructing the hall building that the Supertram scheme had 

extant TWAO powers and a funding commitment from central government.  

At the time of the submission of the planning application for the nursery and 

associated extension (October 2005), Supertram still had extant TWAO 

powers and discussion was on going with bidders in respect to cost, delivery 

and implementation.  While construction of the nursery may have 

commenced after the withdrawal of funding for Supertram, the alignment for 

a rapid transit system was still protected by UDP policies with very public 

announcements by the Council and Metro to continue in developing such a 

system. 

2.27. I can only therefore conclude that: 

 At the time of submitting and constructing extensions to the school to 

create the hall and nursery that the applicant was aware of the approved 

Supertram proposals to widen the carriageway into the site and the impact 

this would have on available play space and operation of the nursery 

 The quantum of play space to remain after the Supertram scheme, or any 



        REB-1 OBJ/1608 

 

Page 10 of 23 
 

successor scheme on the same alignment ,was acceptable and 

commercially viable to the applicant 

 The applicant was aware of the potential for construction impacts 

Rebuttal Argument 8 

2.28. Response prepared by Mr Speak on 4.2.5 to 4.2.19 – relevance and weight 

to be applied to the Leeds UDP. 

2.29. Mr Natkus suggests (paragraphs 4.2.8/9) that little if any weight should be 

given to the UDP policies because they are not consistent with the NPPF. He 

does not specify which policies he is referring to or the reasons why he 

considers that there is inconsistency. 

2.30. I deal with the NPPF in Chapter 4 of my proof (APP-8-2). In my view, at a 

strategic level, the UDP policies are consistent with the NPPF. In particular 

both support sustainable transport modes, providing infrastructure to support 

sustainable growth and in identifying and protecting routes and sites. They 

should be given weight accordingly.   

Rebuttal Argument 9 

2.31. Response prepared by Mr Walker on 4.3.2 - Differences in ES methodology 

2.32. I have explained and covered this issue in my Proof at paragraphs 8.51 to 

8.54 

Rebuttal Argument 10 

2.33. Response prepared by Mr Smith on 4.3.3, 4.3.4, 4.3.8, 4.4.3 to 4.4.7 - 

Widening to North of Headingley Lane rather than to the south. 

2.34. Mr Natkus suggests that the promoters have not adequately assessed 

widening options to the north of Headingley Lane, and that in his view such 

widening would be less detrimental in environmental and planning terms. 

2.35. The Headingley Lane Options Summary Report, prepared by Mott 

MacDonald on behalf of the NGT Promoters, is referenced at paragraph 6.1 

of the Conservation Area applications on Headingley Lane (A-10-10, 11, 12, 
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13, 14) and was added to the Core Documents list in April 2014 as reference 

G-4-90. 

2.36. The Options report was prepared to summarise the design development 

process for the proposed NGT alignment along Headingley Lane between 

the proposed off-line section (Headingley bypass) and Victoria Road (Hyde 

Park Corner).  It summarises the options assessed and the impacts of each 

on: 

 Pedestrian and cycle facilities 

 NGT operational requirements in providing journey time reliability 

 Statutory undertakers equipment 

 Environmental and heritage assets 

 Scheme costs 

 Highways safety 

2.37. The report includes plans of the options assessed, appraisal summary 

tables, and option mapping.  This option mapping follows the progression of 

each option from DF1 and terminating at the proposals for DF7.  The report 

includes the input from specialists in heritage matters, engineering, ecology, 

arboriculture, and landscape and townscape. 

2.38. The report concludes that ‘Option 5’ is recommended – this is for widening all 

to the south of Headingley Lane, with the northern side left fully intact.  This 

was included in the TWAO application as DF7.  This option strikes a balance 

between NGT service reliability, the requirement to maintain standard 

pedestrian footways and cyclist facilities to ensure the safety of all users 

through this corridor, and the wider environmental and heritage impacts.  

Options which do not provide cycle provision are not considered appropriate, 

given the use and importance of this route for cycling. 

2.39. The report highlights that the largest stretch on the southern side (former 
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Leeds Girls High School site) is being redeveloped and this has created the 

opportunities to co-ordinate NGT proposals with the developer to minimise 

conflict between the schemes. 

2.40. I conclude therefore on the basis on the Options report that widening to the 

southern side of Headingley Lane is preferable to the north. 

 

Rebuttal Argument 11 

2.41. Response prepared by Mr Walker on 4.3.3, 4.3.4, 4.3.8, 4.4.3 to 4.4.7 - 

Widening to North of Headingley Lane rather than to the south. 

2.42. Mr Natkus suggests that the promoters have not adequately assessed 

widening options to the north of Headingley Lane, and that in his view such 

widening would be less detrimental in environmental and planning terms.  I 

note that Mr Natkus has submitted no evidence or assessment of his own in 

this regard.  My colleague, Mr Smith, has already summarised the 

Headingley Lane Options summary report and the significant work that has 

been undertaken in assessing options on this stretch of the NGT route.  Mr 

Ward considers the Heritage aspects of widening on Headingley Lane. 

2.43. The options report, my previous assessment within the Landscape and 

Townscape Visual Assessment (A-08e-1) and landscape plans, and 

numerous site visits to this part of the route lead me to conclude that if 

widening is to take place on Headingley Lane then that should all take place 

to the southern side for the following reasons 

 Number of, and quality of, mature trees on the northern side compared to 

southern side.  I note that the northern stone walls generally retain the 

earth behind and therefore any setting back of these walls would have a 

very significant impact on the trees.  My estimates are of approximately 60 

trees to the southern side within 10m of the existing highway compared to 

approximately 100 to the northern side. 

 Continuous high quality stone walls to the northern side compared to walls 

of varying quality to the south 
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 The setting of some 16 listed buildings and 8 individually listed walls to the 

north compared to 5 buildings and no listed walls to the south 

 The presence of seven side roads to the north compared to one to the 

south – the position of the road on a slope means that widening requires 

side roads to be regraded further impacting on accesses along those side 

roads and setting of the listed buildings  

 The need to avoid widening to both sides of the road which is the most 

damaging option in terms of environmental impact. 

2.44. In my view the combination of the high quality walling, listed buildings and 

significant numbers of large mature trees set behind the retaining wall on the 

northern side are the critical aspect of the landscape / townscape character.  

The loss of trees and some buildings to the south is unfortunate, but can in 

part be mitigated through new planting, new walls and footways in natural 

stone materials, and a quality designed housing development within the 

LGHS site. 

 

Rebuttal Argument 12 

2.45. Response prepared by Mr Ward on 4.3.3, 4.3.4, 4.3.8, 4.4.3 to 4.4.7 - 

Widening to North of Headingley Lane rather than to the south. 

2.46. Mr Natkus suggests that the promoters have not adequately assessed 

widening options to the north of Headingley Lane, and that in his view such 

widening would be less detrimental in heritage terms.   

2.47. I note that Mr Natkus has submitted no evidence or assessment of his own in 

this regard.  Mr Natkus bases his assertion solely on the fact that widening to 

the north would not require the demolition of any buildings within the 

Conservation Area, whereas widening to the south requires the full 

demolition of two buildings (one being a positive contributor to the 

Conservation Area) and partial demolition of two other buildings (both being 

positive contributors).  I have already established in my Proof (paragraphs 
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6.10, 7.22) that these demolitions are less than significant and that adequate 

mitigation measures proposed.  The comparative heritage impact of widening 

to the north or south must include further factors which include: 

 All but two of the buildings on the northern side of Headingley Lane are 

Grade II listed, 16 in total.  In addition, there are eight curtilage listed 

walls.  This compares to five listed buildings (including the Rose Court 

gate piers) on the southern side and no listed walls which are principal 

listed building  (listed buildings are identified in the Planning Direction 

Plan (Ref A-06) 

 The villas to the northern side all front onto Headingley Lane and are 

within their original setting, with little or no alternations over the last 150 

years.  They form the key characteristics of the Conservation Area.  This 

compares to the rear facing view of those remaining villas on the southern 

side which have seen their setting altered by the proliferation of infill 

development 

 The walls to the south of Headingley Lane are of varying quality and 

condition, with sections of rendered brick / stonework.  To the north the 

walls are of better quality and condition, as reflected in the fact that a 

number are listed in their own right (as opposed to curtilage listed).  

 The number and quality of mature trees on the northern side compared to 

southern side.  I understand from my colleague Mr Walker that 

approximately double the number of trees are located in close proximity to 

the boundary wall to the north than to the south.   

 

2.48. The photo attached at Appendix D gives an indication of the size, density 

and quality of trees on the north side.  It also gives an example of the 

differences in quality of walls.  

2.49. I understand from Mr Smith that widening on the north side would require 

regrading of up to seven side roads to the north compared to one to the 
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south.  Such regrading is likely to have further impacts on listed buildings, 

trees and walls. 

2.50. Having assessed the relative merits of widening to the north or south of 

Headingley Lane I can only conclude that widening to the north would have a 

significantly larger impact on the Conservation area and setting of a number 

of listed buildings.  While there are some adverse impacts of widening to the 

south as set out in my Proof, these are less damaging and less than 

significant. 

Rebuttal Argument 12 

2.51. Response prepared by Mr Walker on 4.3.5 (Omission of site from visual 

assessment) 

2.52. I have explained and covered this issue in my Proof at paragraphs 8.61 and 

8.62 

Rebuttal Argument 13 

2.53. Response prepared by Mr Ward 4.3.7, 4.3.12 Historic Environment 

Assessment inadequacies. 

2.54. I have explained and covered this issue in my Proof at paragraphs 7.10 and 

7.20 

Rebuttal Argument 14 

2.55. Response prepared by Mr Ward on 4.3.11:  Assessment of Ford House 

within Historic Environment table 4.1  

2.56. I agree with the assessment contained in Table 4.1 that the impact on Ford 

House is a minor adverse.  This is supported by LBC07 which in Table 1.1 

gives the significance of impact as ‘slight adverse’. 

Rebuttal Argument 15 

2.57. Response prepared by Mr Leather (with assistance from Dr James Beard, 

Mott MacDonald’s community expert) on 4.3.14 to 4.3.20:  ES Community 

Chapter not adequate in terms of Rose Court assessment. 
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2.58. The assessment of the community impact on Rose Court Nursery and 

Preparatory school has been undertaken according to best practice in impact 

assessment. The assessments of magnitude and sensitivity for the site are 

clearly aligned with the definitions outlined in tables 2.1 and 2.2 of the ES 

Technical Appendix – Community (A-08c-3).   The effect is determined to be 

a significant residual effect and of moderate level of significance, as 

identified in paragraph 4.2 and table 4.4 of the document A-08c-3.  

2.59. The temporary construction disruption could be mitigated through the 

application of appropriate measures to ensure that disruption is minimised, 

for example through sound proofing, hoardings or similar. These could be 

stipulated as part of the construction contract. 

2.60. The closure of roads is identified in the Technical Appendix of the ES – 

Traffic and Access, paragraph 4.12 and Table 4.1. The methodology has 

been based on that agreed in the scoping report, and is based on best 

practice and a methodology agreed in the EIA scoping report.  The 

assessment has judged the level of effect as a moderate effect.   

Rebuttal Argument 16 

2.61. Response prepared by Mr Leather – inadequate mitigation measures. 

2.62. The responses to the statement of matters 9 d) and e) are addressed in 

Kevin Leather’s proof in paragraphs 7.7 and 7.8 respectively.  The mitigation 

measures that have been applied are both practicable and cost effective.  

During the EIA process, significant effects are always mitigated wherever 

possible.  Where no mitigation can be applied, for example, where the cost of 

it outweighs the benefits in terms of reduction in the effect, significant effects 

will remain.   

Rebuttal Argument 17 

2.63. Response prepared by Mr Ward on 4.4.1 & 4.4.2, 6.1 – inadequate mitigation 

measures. 

2.64. Mr Natkus makes reference to the lack of appropriate mitigation measures to 

warrant the reduction of level of harm set out in the assessments.  Criticism 
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is also made of the appropriateness of the proposed planning conditions. I 

have reviewed the various applications and supporting documents.  To assist 

I have produced a list of the heritage mitigation measures proposed, where 

these are referenced within the submission documents and how such 

measures are to be secured.  This list can be found in Appendix 1 of the 

rebuttal to Ms Lightbody, FWY (REB-4OBJ0923). 

Rebuttal Argument 18 

2.65. Response prepared by Mr Walker on 4.4.1 & 4.4.2, 6.1 (inadequate 

mitigation measures). 

2.66. Mr Natkus makes reference to the lack of appropriate mitigation measures to 

warrant the reduction of level of harm set out in the assessments.  Criticism 

is also made of the appropriateness of the proposed planning conditions. I 

have reviewed the various applications and supporting documents.  To assist 

I have produced a list of the heritage and landscape / townscape mitigation 

measures proposed, where these are referenced within the submission 

documents and how such measures are to be secured.  This list can be 

found in Appendix 1 of the rebuttal to Ms Lightbody, FWY (REB-4OBJ0923). 

Rebuttal Argument 19 

2.67. Response prepared by Mr Kevin Leather to paragraphs 4.4.5 – lack of 

alternatives appraisal 

2.68. Mr Natkus states that there is no Information on the sustainability appraisal 

of the proposed or alternative schemes, no evidence of the appropriateness 

of the scheme compared to other options and no evidence that the chosen 

scheme has the least environmental harm. 

2.69. The consideration of alternatives as assessed in the Environmental 

Statement is addressed in Kevin Leather’s Proof of Evidence in paragraphs 

3.23 to 3.30, including the sustainability of the alternatives.  In particular, a 

sustainability appraisal has been undertaken to support some of the decision 

making related to alternatives at significant design freezes such as design 

freeze two. The outputs from the sustainability appraisal carried out as part 
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of Design Freeze 2 was used to inform the MSBC in 2009.  In addition, 

further sustainability criteria were used to appraise the mode options as 

detailed in the sub mode options report, C-1-16, Section Five, page 72. 

Rebuttal Argument 20 

2.70. Response prepared by Mr Smith 4.5.1, 5.6, 5.7 – lack of cycle lane in Design 

Freeze 6. 

2.71. Mr Natkus is quite correct that the DF6 plans did not include an inbound 

cycle lane on Headingley Hill and required less widening than the DF7 plans.  

The Headingley Lane Options Summary report (G-4-90) details the need for 

cyclist provision at section 1.4 and generally wider facilities.  It is important to 

note that the DF6 plans represented a ‘snap-shot’ in the continuing design 

process and were extensively used for consultation purposes and further 

technical assessment work; they were not a finalised design.  Headingley 

Lane currently has cycle lanes in both directions and the removal, as 

proposed in DF6, of the inbound cycle lane was considered to have 

detrimental effect on cycling numbers and safety on this important route.  It 

was also considered that cyclists mixed in with traffic and narrow NGT / bus 

lanes would delay NGT vehicles and not be in accordance with LTN02/08 

(G-04-74).  The decision was therefore taken by the NGT Project Board to 

consider further widening to provide safe facilities for all users.  I am firmly of 

the view that adequate cycle facilities on Headingley Lane are essential to 

the NGT proposals from an operational, transport policy and safety 

perspective.  The cycle lane cannot simply be divorced from the wider 

scheme as suggested by Mr Natkus. The widening between DF6 and Df7 

was to help safely and adequately accommodate all street users and in 

particular cyclists who have the use of an existing unbound cycle lane in this 

location.  

Rebuttal Argument 21 

2.72. Response prepared by Mr Ward on 5.4 - Methodology for LBC / CAC 

assessment 

2.73. I have confirmed with the Historic Environment chapter authors that the 
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Technical Appendix utilised the DMRB (Design Manual for Roads and 

Bridges) Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) methodology. The 

methodology was outlined within the Scoping opinion and was agreed in 

advance with English Heritage (EH) and prior to the production of the ES 

chapter. (Of note, the scoping opinion was issued three times in 2009, 2012 

and 2013). The methodology used within the ES (and which was used within 

the assessments within the Heritage Statements for Listed Building Consent 

and Conservation Area Consent) is set out very clearly within the Main 

Statement and the Historic Environment Technical Appendix (Paragraphs 

2.17 to 2.24). 
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Appendix A 

Rose Court Advice Note 

  



Advice Note 
NGT 

Page 1 of 7 

1. Advice Note Scope

The purpose of this Advice Note is to assess a number of alternatives to Design Freeze 7 (DF7) in the 
vicinity of Rose Court Nursery located on Headingley Lane, following the receipt of OBJ/1608. Rose Court 
Nursery has objected to the DF7 NGT alignment on the basis that the impact is significant, predominantly 
on the loss of the existing play space. Rose Court Nursery has submitted an Impact Assessment report in 
support of their objections including proposed options to compensate for the impact on the play area from 
the NGT alignment. 

1.1. Tasks 

The results of the following tasks are included within this advice note: 

1. Calculation of existing and proposed DF7 play space area. Comparison of results with figures
quoted in Rose Court Impact Assessment report.

2. Comparison of existing play space area with area provided in Supertram reference design.

3. Comparison of alternative options to reduce the NGT corridor width and selection of a preferred
alternative option

4. Reconfiguration of play space areas from DF7 and preferred alternative option from Task 3.

5. Consideration of the retaining wall in terms of construction and LOD requirements.

6. Service provision study for Rose Court.

7. Production of a revised order limits plan based on the preferred alternative option from Task 3,
above.

2. Play Space Area Calculations

A comparison has been made between the existing area of play space, compared with the remaining 
areas for the Supertram reference scheme alignment and the DF7 alignment. The results are shown in 
the table below and on drawing 312694/OM/SK/019. The areas are based on a combination of 
topographical and Ordinance Survey (OS) information and have been rounded down to the nearest m

2
.

Table 2.1: Area comparison 

Scheme 
Remaining main play space 
area (m2) 

Remaining southern play 
space area (m2) Area to be taken (m2) 

Existing 310 179 - 

Supertram 260 179 49 

DF7 – P3 184 179 107 

3. Alternative Option Comparison

In order to attempt to reduce the impact on Rose Court Nursery, the following options for the width and 
alignment of the A660 Headingley Lane have been considered as an alternative to the currently proposed 
DF7 – P3 alignment. The proposed carriageway width in the DF7 – P3 design is 14.85m. The following 
options will look to reduce this width by modifying the right turn facilities for Buckingham Road. 

In all options considered, a widened footway width of 2m, a 1.5m inbound cycle lane and a 4.2m wide 
outbound NGT/bus/cycle lane have been retained, as in the DF7 – P3 design. 
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3.1. Alternative Option 1 (AO1) 

Refer to drawing 312694/OM/SK/020. 

In this option, both the inbound and outbound general traffic lanes are reduced to 3m in width from 
3.6/3.3m. A 2.5m wide right turn lane for vehicles intending to turn into Buckingham Road, a 1.5m wide 
cycle inbound lane and a 4.2m wide NGT/bus/cycle lane are provided as in DF7 – P3. 

• Total carriageway width: 14.2m 

• Remaining main area of play space: 191m
2
 

• Remaining southern area of play space: 179m
2
 (as existing) 

Reducing the general traffic lanes to 3m makes a difference of 0.9m to the overall carriageway width 
compared to the DF7 – P3 design, therefore the impact on the main play space is similar to the DF7 – P3 
design. This option is not recommended to be carried forward due to the minimal improvement in play 
space area. 

3.2. Alternative Option 2 (AO2) 

Refer to drawing 312694/OM/SK/021. 

This option does not include a separate lane for traffic turning right into Buckingham Road, but the 
inbound lane is widened to 4.25m, providing 5.75m of width between the kerb and road centreline. This 
potentially allows vehicles continuing along the A660 to undertake right turning vehicles. The outbound 
lane remains 3.3m wide, the inbound mandatory cycle lane 1.5m wide and the outbound NGT/bus/cycle 
lane 4.2m wide, as in the DF7 – P3 design. 

• Total carriageway width: 13.25m 

• Remaining main area of play space: 211m
2
 

• Remaining southern area of play space: 179m
2
 (as existing) 

Cars waiting to turn right which are not well positioned within the lane may cause undertaking vehicles 
trying to pass them to encroach on the 1.5m wide mandatory cycle lane and be distracted from cycle 
movements. This option is not recommended due to the minimal improvement in play space area when 
compared with the disadvantage of potential cycle lane encroachment. 

3.3. Alternative Option 3 (AO3) 

Refer to drawing 312694/OM/SK/022. 

This option is similar to Alternative Option 2, apart from that the outbound general traffic lane is reduced 
from 3.3m to 3m wide. 

• Total carriageway width: 12.95m 

• Remaining area of play space: 211m
2
 

• Remaining southern area of play space: 179m
2
 (as existing) 

The saving of on the total carriageway width compared to AO2 is only 300mm and the change to the area 
is marginal.  

As Alternative Option 2 the minimal improvement to the play space compared with the DF7 – P3 design 
does not outweigh the disadvantages. 

3.4. Alternative Option 4 (AO4) 

Refer to drawing 312694/OM/SK/023. 

In alternative Option 4 the right turn lane for Buckingham Road is removed. The inbound and outbound 
lanes are 3.6 and 3.3m wide respectively, with a 1.5m wide inbound cycle lane and 4.2m outbound 
NGT/bus/cycle lane, as in the DF7 – P3 design. A right turn facility is created for Richmond Avenue 
instead to allow vehicles heading inbound to access Buckingham Road. 

Additional area could be added to the main play space by narrowing the low-level maintenance corridor 
around the dining hall to 1.5m, which would add 15 m

2
. 

The southern play space could be extended by 32m
2
 as the disabled parking spaces currently located in 

this area are to be moved onto the road. 

• Total carriageway width: 12.35m 

• Remaining area of play space: 237m
2 
with an option to add an additional 15 m

2
 

• Remaining southern area of play space: 211m
2
 (an addition of 32 m

2
) 
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This option is recommended, as the total carriageway width is reduced to 12.35m. This reduced 
carriageway width, compared to the DF7 –P3 design width of 14.85m, is comparable with the impact of 
the Supertram alignment as it has less of an impact on the nursery play space than DF7 – P3. 

3.5. Alternative Option 5 (A05) 

Refer to drawing 312694/OM/SK/024. 

In this option, the right turn lane into Buckingham Road is removed and the outbound and inbound 
general traffic lanes are reduced to 3m wide. The inbound 1.5m wide cycle lane and the 4.2m wide 
outbound NGT/bus/cycle lane are provided, as per the DF7 – P3 design. 

• Total carriageway width: 11.70m 

• Remaining area of play space for Rose Court Nursery: 243m
2
 

• Remaining southern area of play space: 179m
2
 (as existing) 

Compared to Alternative Option 4, the reduction of the general traffic lanes offers very little overall benefit, 
with regards to the impact on Rose Court Nursery, while reducing the lane widths to below the desired 
minimum. This option is not recommended to be taken forward. 

3.6. Summary 

The key dimensions of the alternative options can be summarised as follows: 

Table3.1: Alternative Options Summary 
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Total carriageway width (m) 10.5 14.85 12.42 14.20 13.25 12.95 12.35 11.7 

Remaining area of main play 
space (m2) 

310 
184 

(199)* 
260 191 211 211 

237 
(252)* 

243 

Remaining area of southern play 
space (m2) 

179 179 179 179 179 179 211 179 

TOTAL Remaining area of play 
space (m2) 

489 
363 

(378) 
439 370 390 390 

448 

(463) 
422 

*Areas in brackets include an additional 15m2 provided by reducing the low-level maintenance corridor around the dining hall 
to 1.5m wide. 

All carriageway width measurements were taken at an equivalent point as shown on each option drawing. 

Drawing 312694/OM/SK/029 has been produced as a visual comparison of the main play space between 
the Supertram alignment, and the DF7 – P3 and  Alternative Option 4 alignments. 

3.7. Conclusion 

The Preferred Option is Alternative Option 4; to remove the right turn lane into Buckingham Road whilst 
maintaining the current lane widths. 

With this option, as the total carriageway width is reduced to 12.35m compared with 14.85m for DF7 – 
P3, which is similar to the 12.42m proposed in the Supertram reference design. It is understood that 
recent development at the nursery had assumed a reduction of play space based on the Supertram 
reference design.  

This design provides good facilities for NGT, whist also catering for other road users and reducing the 
impact on the urban realm when compared to DF7 – P3. The provision of a 1.5m wide cycle lane 
recognises the road’s position as the busiest cycling corridor in Leeds. Also, the general traffic lane 
widths in this option are as used in the DF7 – P3 design, recognising that, for uphill sections of road, it is 
essential to provide an adequate carriageway cross section to accommodate cyclists. 

In terms of area, Alternative Option 4 provides the largest remaining area for both the main and southern 
play spaces when the additional 15m

2
 is included. This is only a 26m

2
 reduction in area from the existing. 

Alternative Option 4 will be used in the following sections for a comparison with the DF7 – P3 design. 
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4. Play Space Reconfiguration 

4.1. Existing Play Space 

4.1.1. Northern Play Area 

Adjacent to the wall separating Rose Court from the A660 Headingley Lane is a raised area containing a 
pagoda, which it is understood is used as an outdoor classroom, and a slide down to the main play area. 
It also incorporates an area of planting. 

Figure 4.1: Outdoor classroom and slide Figure4.2: Climbing Equipment 

  

The area surrounding the bottom of the slide is covered in rubber surfacing as shown in Figure 4.1. Within 
the main play area is a climbing frame which is also surrounded by rubberised surfacing, shown in Figure 
4.2. There is a paved walkway located in between both items of play equipment which links to the steps 
and an assumed 1:20 gradient ramp to the North Lodge building, shown in Figure 4.3. There is also a 
tarmac play area which is located in front of the storage building, shown in Figure 4.4. A fenced off 
maintenance corridor at a lower level surrounds the dining hall building. Several more planting areas are 
located adjacent to the wall dividing Rose Court from the A660. 

Figure 4.3: Ramp from Play Space to Building Figure 4.4: Storage building and maintenance corridor 

  

4.1.2. Southern Play Area 

Another play area which is entirely isolated from the abovementioned play area is located on the southern 
side of the North Lodge building, in front of the reception to the school. There is a vehicular access from 
Buckingham Road directly into this play area, shown in Figure 4.6. It is understood that this is to provide 
access to two disabled parking spaces and for delivery vehicles. It is understood that the vehicular 
entrance is closed throughout the school day when this area is being used as a play space. 
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Figure 4.5: Stairs from the Main Play Space to the building Figure 4.6: Lower Play Space with Entrance from 
Buckingham Road 

  

4.2. NGT Scheme Impact on Play Space 

Refer to drawing 312694-OM-SK-025 for more information. 

Design Freeze 7 – P3: 

Within the northern play space, the higher level area containing the outdoor classroom, slide and planting 
would have to be removed, along with the storage building. The climbing frame would also be unable to 
remain in its current location and would have to be re-configured. Additional space could be gained by 
reducing the width of the lower-level maintenance strip to 1.5m, gaining an additional 15m

2 
of area. 

The vehicular entrance to the southern play space require conversion to a pedestrian-only access due to 
the regrading of Buckingham Road to accommodate the widened A660, potentially necessitating the 
installation of a ramp to provide step-free access. This would require the existing disabled spaces to be 
relocated to an alternative on-street location (see Section 6). Refer to drawing 312694-OM-SK-030 for a 
plan and long-section of the DF7 – P3 regrading and ramped access. 

Alternative Option 4: 

Alternative Option 4 would have less of an impact on the play space, as the climbing frame could be 
retained in its existing position. Within the northern play space, the higher level area containing the 
outdoor classroom, slide and planting could be reconfigured to accommodate the equipment. The storage 
building would have to be relocated. As above, additional space could be gained by reducing the width of 
the lower-level maintenance strip to 1.5m, gaining an additional 15m

2 
of area. 

The vehicular entrance to the southern play space require conversion to a pedestrian-only access due to 
the regrading of Buckingham Road to accommodate the widened A660, potentially necessitating the 
installation of a ramp to provide step-free access. Refer to drawing 312694-OM-SK-030 for a plan and 
long-section of the AO4 regrading and ramped access. 

The closure of the existing entrance to vehicular traffic would require the existing disabled spaces to be 
relocated to an alternative on-street location (see Section 6). The re-location of the disabled spaces gives 
an opportunity to increase the area of the lower play space, providing an additional 32m

2
 in addition to the 

existing 179m
2
. 

4.3. Play Space Mitigation 

Refer to drawing 312694-OM-SK-025 for more information. 

Design Freeze 7 – P3: 

The following improvements could be made to the northern play space as mitigation for the reduction in 
area: 

• Reduction of the lower-level maintenance corridor adjacent to the building to 1.5m wide, 
extending the main play space into this area. 

• Re-location of outside classroom 

• Provision of a new slide 
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• Re-positioning of the existing climbing frame

• Re-laying of rubberised surfacing to climbing frame/slide area.

• Replacement planting

• New storage building

The following improvements could be made to the southern play space as mitigation for the reduction in 
area of the northern play space: 

• Provision of additional play equipment

• Improvements to area, including provision of rubberised surfacing or planning.

Alternative Option 4: 

Based on the Alternative Option 4 alignment design, it is recommended that the following improvements 
are made to improve the northern play space: 

• Reduction of the lower-level maintenance corridor adjacent to the building to 1.5m wide,
extending the main play space into this area.

• Reconfiguring of the high-level area to accommodate existing equipment

• Re-positioning of the outdoor classroom, planting areas and slide within the high-level area.

• Additional rubberised surfacing to accommodate new slide position.

• Replacement planting

• New storage building

The following improvements could be made to the southern play space as mitigation for the reduction in 
area of the northern play space: 

• Use of former disabled parking area as play space.

• Provision of additional play equipment

• Improvements to area, including provision of rubberised surfacing and planting

Further discussion is required with the nursery to agree details and specification of any mitigation 
proposed. 

5. Retaining Walls on Headingley Lane

The likely form of the retaining wall along Headingley Lane has been discussed in a previous report. 

Based on this report, cross-sections have been produced to compare the proposed location of the 
retaining wall in the DF7 and Alternative Option 4 designs. These can be found on drawing 312694-OM-
SK-028.  

The construction of the retaining wall from the carriageway enables the limits of deviation behind the wall 
to be reduced. The extent of Limits of Deviation and of Land to be Acquired or Used has been reduced so 
that it is contiguous with the retaining wall. A 2m strip of Limits of Additional Land to be Acquired or Used 
has been retained behind the retaining wall due to current uncertainties in construction method, to be 
confirmed at detailed design stage, and to allow future maintenance of the structure. A plan to show the 
revised order limits has been produced: 312694-OM-SK-027. 

Due to the reduction in width of the carriageway in the Alternative Option 4 design, the extent of re-
grading of Buckingham Road is likely to reduce by approximately 15m, assuming that the gradient is to be 
10% as in the DF7 P3 design. The length of the retaining walls along Buckingham Road may also be able 
to be reduced, though the extent of this would have to be determined at detailed design stage in the 
project once more level information is available. Refer to drawing 312694-OM-SK-030 for more 
information 
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6. Parking and Servicing Provision Study

Proposed parking and servicing provisions for Rose Court are shown in 312694-OM-SK-026. 

As part of the scheme, both for DF7 and Alternative Option 4, access to the southern play area is being 
limited to pedestrians only. This affects disabled parking, as the two existing spaces are accessed 
through this entrance. It is proposed that two disabled parking bays should be provided on-street adjacent 
to the modified entrance.  

The conversion of this entrance to pedestrian only also affects the servicing of the nursery. A loading bay 
is therefore proposed on Buckingham Road to the south of the existing entrance to replace the provision. 

Altogether, these changes will reduce the amount of on-street parking for other vehicles by three or four 
spaces, although these bays are located within an area designated as no waiting or loading within the 
NGT proposals. 

7. Advice Note Conclusion

It is concluded that the current DF7 P3 arrangement for a right turn lane from the A660 into Buckingham 
Road should be replaced by Alternative Option 4, where the right turn lane is removed, with other lane 
widths being maintained as in DF7 – P3..  

Alternative Option 4 has been chosen as the design reduces the impact of the scheme on Rose Court 
Nursery. Compared to the 378m

2
 remaining area of play space provided by DF7 – P3 design, Alternative

Option 4 has the potential to provide 463 m
2
 split between 252 m

2
 of main play space and 211 m

2
 of

southern play space. A range of mitigation could be provided, including planting, improved surfacing and 
new play equipment to enhance the quality of the play spaces. The extension of area into a maintenance 
corridor in the main play space, and a redundant disabled parking area in the southern play space are 
also included in the above figures as mitigation. 

This design provides good facilities for NGT whilst reducing the impact on the urban realm when 
compared to DF7 – P3. The provision of a 1.5m wide cycle lane and general traffic lane widths as used in 
the DF7 – P3 design recognises that, for uphill sections of road, it is essential to provide an adequate 
carriageway cross section to accommodate cyclists. 

Below is a comparison summary table. Drawing 312694-OM-SK-096 provides an overview of the AO4 as 
the chosen option with the proposed play space mitigation for the nursery.  

Table 7.1 – Summary 

Total 
Carriageway 

Width 

Buckingham 
Road Right Turn 

Facility 
Main Play Space 

Area 
Southern Play 

Space Area 
Total Play Space 

Area 

Existing 10.5 N 310 179 489 

Supertram 12.42 N 260 179 439 

DF7 P3 14.85 Y 184 (199)* 179 363 

(378)* 

Alternative 
Option 4 

12.35 N 237 (252)* 211 448 

(463)* 

*Areas in brackets include an additional 15m2 provided by reducing the low-level maintenance corridor around the dining hall
to 1.5m wide. 

This document is issued for the party which commissioned it and for specific purposes connected with the captioned project only. It 
should not be relied upon by any other party or used for any other purpose.  

We accept no responsibility for the consequences of this document being relied upon by any other party, or being used for any other 
purpose, or containing any error or omission which is due to an error or omission in data supplied to us by other parties 
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Appendix B 

Rose Court Aerial Photos 

 

  









        REB-1 OBJ/1608 

 

Page 22 of 23 
 

 

Appendix C 

Rose Court Planning Application Approved Plan  
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Appendix D 

Headingley Lane photo 

 






