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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 

Friends of Woodhouse Moor (OBJ/1623) which was received by the 

Promoters on 14th 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. This rebuttal addresses points in sections 3,4,5,7,8,9,10,11,15,16,17,18 and 

20 contained in  Friends of Woodhouse Moor Proof of Evidence 

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 Friends of 

Woodhouse Moor’s Proof.  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 to the point made in sections 3 and 4 which 

question why the Promoters have chosen to promote a scheme which would 

encroach on Monument Moor.  

2.1.1. I have covered this issue in section 6.7 of my Proof (App 3-2).   

Rebuttal Argument 2: 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to the point made in section 5 that the 

Promoters have kept results of the most recent consultation events secret.  

2.2.1. I deal with this matter in paragraphs 11.31 – 11.36 of my Proof of 

Evidence [APP-2-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 3: 

2.3. Response prepared by Mr Smith to the point made in section 7 that the 

planting of a wild flower meadow on Monument Moor (as part of the NGT 

scheme) and the creation of a ‘pocket park’ in Headingley will be dangerous 

for pedestrians and could lead to fatalities.  

2.3.1. The NGT alignments at both Monument Moor and Headingley Hill 

would be on the edge of an open space area and is likely to have low 

height fencing to clearly demarcate the alignment and help prevent 

access to the carriageway. In both cases the NGT vehicles would be 

travelling at low speed (less than 20mph) due to the presence of the 

NGT stop and highway junction. This would be a segregated 

environment and not similar to the pedestrianized Liverpool MRT ones 

used as a comparison by the objector.  

2.3.2. The objector cites the inspector’s report and Secretary of State’s 

decision letter for the Merseyside Rapid Transit (MRT) System Order 

as evidence that trolleybuses pose a danger to pedestrians. The MRT 

scheme was for the introduction of trolleybus along already fully 

pedestrianized streets with large volumes of pedestrians and high 
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amounts of frontage activity. NGT proposes are to introduce trolleybus 

vehicles into an already pedestrianized street along Whitfield Way 

which has low numbers of pedestrians compared to a city centre 

shopping street, and in which the vehicles would be limited to 15mph. 

Alternative routes through this area are covered in section 6.9 of my 

Proof (APP 3-2).  In addition trolleybuses would pass along a short 

section (around 90m length) of Cookridge Street currently closed to 

general traffic at Millennium Square, again with a 15mph speed 

restriction.  An alternative route along Woodhouse Lane, Albion Street 

and The Headrow would not provide the direct linkage to the civic 

quarter and events at Millennium Square. Other areas along the route 

involve the reduction of general traffic along a street to make it 

pedestrian dominated such as along most of Cookridge Street and 

Woodhouse Lane and are therefore quite different to the MRT 

proposals. 

2.3.3. The MRT inquiry inspector was concerned about pedestrian safety in 

view of the quietness of trolleybuses, in particular vehicles going in 

opposite directions. NGT vehicles would be equipped with a warning 

bell so that the driver could alert pedestrians to its presence. I have 

witnessed situations in Nottingham and Manchester city centres 

where pedestrians were not aware of being in the path of a low speed 

tram within a pedestrian dominated area and the driver slows to a 

halt, sounds his warning bell or horn and waits for pedestrians to clear 

the route. A similar circumstance would occur with NGT.  I 

acknowledge that a trolleybus does not have rail noise to help warn of 

its approach although for a tram this can be relatively quiet in a 

crowded street on straight track at low speed. It is likely that the NGT 

vehicles would be fitted with a device to constantly generate noise, 

perhaps similar to a motor vehicle, which would help provide an 

audible cue at all times when in pedestrian dominated spaces as set 

out in the Noise and Vibration Technical Appendix of the ES (B-4). 

The specification for this will be developed in conjunction with access 
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and safety groups as well as equipment suppliers as part of the 

detailed design stage. 

Rebuttal Argument 4: 

2.4. Response prepared by Mr Flesher to the point made in section 8 that the 

proposed changes to Monument Moor do not offer sufficient compensation 

for the loss of public park.  

2.4.1. My Proof of Evidence demonstrates that following mitigation the 

recreational value of the site is improved. This is stated in table 2.2 

with reference to the Leeds Quality Park Standard that the proposed 

mitigation includes re-landscaping Monument Moor by providing a 

grassed area that will support event use, wildflower planting, 

significant numbers of new trees and an informal play space.  There 

will also be opportunity to add signage and interpretation, as well as 

improved access points.  

Rebuttal Argument 5: 

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Caten to section 8 which questions how much The 

University of Leeds is being compensated for the loss of playing fields near 

Bodington Hall.  

2.5.1. The Park and Ride site at Bodington is proposed to be located on 

University land that currently contains six natural turf pitches and two 

cricket squares. As replacement NGT is providing 4 artificial sports 

pitches, 2 new grass pitches and new artificial and grass cricket 

wickets, on existing University owned sports facilities at Lawnswood 

and Weetwood.  

Rebuttal Argument 6: 

2.6. Response prepared by Mr Flesher to point 9 which claims the new ‘pocket 

park’ in Headingley cannot be seen as compensation for the loss of open 

space on Monument Moor.  
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2.6.1. Headingley Hill Pocket Park is not provided as compensation for loss 

of recreation space at Woodhouse Moor. The primary reason for this 

park area is to aid species conservation along that part of the route. 

Rebuttal Argument 7: 

2.7. Response prepared by Mr Caten to points 10 and 11 which question the 

need to appropriate land along the south west side of Woodhouse lane 

(Woodhouse Moor).  

2.7.1. The appropriation is an internal process of transferring land within the 

Council and does not change the planning status or use of the 

appropriated land. The strip of land between the two footpaths on the 

South West side of Woodhouse Lane is required for the siting of OLE 

poles. As the precise location of the poles have not yet been finalised 

the entire strip has been appropriated to allow for siting of the poles in 

the optimum positions. The land around and between the poles will 

remain an integral part of the park. 

Rebuttal Argument 8: 

2.8. Response prepared by Mr Speak to point 15 which suggests that Leeds City 

Council withheld planning permission for the St Marks flat development 

because The University of Leeds wished to use Section 106 money to 

improve parts of Monument and Cinder Moor.  

2.8.1. I had no direct involvement in, or knowledge of, the St Mark`s flats 

scheme, however the extract from the 20th May 2010 Plans Panel 

report referenced by the Objector is very clear on this matter and 

gives full justification and reasoning for the Officer recommendations.  

Any other approach would be contrary to the standard democratic 

consultation process involving Ward Members, residents and local 

groups. 
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Rebuttal Argument 9: 

2.9. Response prepared by Mr Ward to point 16 which questions why a 

Conservation Area Consent application has not been submitted for the 

proposals in relation to Monument Moor.  

2.9.1. Prior to its abolition in the Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Act 

2013, conservation area consent was required for demolition of a 

building in a conservation area.  NGT passes through Woodhouse 

Moor which is within the Headingley Hill, Hyde Park and Woodhouse 

Moor Conservation Area but it does not demolish any building or 

structure along this stretch.  Therefore, conservation area consent 

was not required when the other applications were 

lodged.  Conservation area consent has now been replaced with the 

requirement for planning permission to demolish a building in a 

conservation area.  

Rebuttal Argument 10: 

2.10. Response prepared by Mr Ward to points 17 and 18 which quote 

conservation consultant Caroline Hardie.  

2.10.1. I have made a full response to Ms Hardie in the Promoters’ rebuttal 

of her evidence, REB OBJ1719 (part of the North West Leeds 

Transport Forum rebuttal). 

Rebuttal Argument 11: 

2.11. Response prepared by Mr Speak to point 19 which questions why Leeds City 

Council have classified the entire Woodhouse Moor park area as green 

space to be protected in the Draft Core Strategy.  

2.11.1. Woodhouse Moor, including those areas of Monument Moor, Cinder 

Moor and Little Moor, is designated N1 Greenspace in the Leeds 

UDP.  Policy N1 is a saved policy of the UDP (see CD/D-1-4) that is 

not under consideration through the Core Strategy process. Any 

changes to green space designations will only arise through the Site 
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Allocations plan. To date the Council has only produced Issues and 

Options for consultation and hopes to produce a draft plan by the end 

of the year.  Mr Flesher in his Proof considers the use of those parts 

affected by NGT, and the overall impact after mitigation.  

Rebuttal Argument 12: 

2.12. Response prepared by Mr Leather to point 20 which states Woodhouse 

Moor’s park area will be choked by traffic stacking along Woodhouse lane.  

2.12.1. An assessment of potential air quality effects of the Scheme is 

presented within the Environmental Statement [Air Quality Technical 

Appendix (B-2)].  Overall the NGT Scheme is predicted to improve air 

quality at more locations than it will cause deterioration. This change 

however is not considered significant in accordance with the criteria 

set out in paragraph 2.5 of the Air Quality Technical Appendix (B-2). 

The dispersion modelling results used to inform the assessment show 

that by 2020 (opening year), concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 

and fine particulates (PM10 and PM2.5) are predicted to be below air 

quality objectives, as described in the Air Quality Technical Appendix 

(B- 2, page 5 paragraph 1.34). Changes in concentrations caused by 

the NGT Scheme are minor adverse at worst, and are therefore not 

significant. 
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