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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 the 

North Hyde Park Neighbourhood Association (OBJ/1624) which was 

received by the Promoters on 11/04/2014.   

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 addresses points 1,2,3,4,5,6,8,13,14,17,18 and 19 contained in  

the North Hyde Park Residents Association 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 the North Hyde Park 

Residents Association 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 Chadwick to point 1 which questions how NGT 

could lead to the creation of 4,000 jobs.  

2.1.1. Core Document G-4-70 (Transport’s Role in Regeneration and Economic 

Development) sets out how enhancing transport links in general and 

rapid transit in particular can support redevelopment and regeneration in 

urban areas. As set out in that document improving the connectivity of an 

area can make it a more attractive location to establish new businesses 

and grow existing ones. Core Document C-1-18 (Wider Economic 

Impacts Report) sets out how using an established modelling framework, 

the job impact of NGT has been assessed. As introducing NGT reduces 

the cost in terms of both time and money to travel between certain 

locations, this increases the attractiveness of these locations as both 

places to live and work. 

Rebuttal Argument 2: 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to point 2 which states a belief NGT will 

have a negative impact on house prices.  

2.2.1. As set out in Core Document C-1-7 (NGT House Prices Report), there is 

empirical evidence that the introduction of rapid transit systems has been 

associated with an increase in house prices in the areas that they serve. 

NGT will have many of the characteristics of the systems that have been 

introduced elsewhere and the same effect that has been observed 

elsewhere would result in a net increase in residential property prices.  

Rebuttal Argument 3: 

2.3. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to point 3 which questions the journey 

time savings which NGT users will enjoy in comparison to ordinary bus 

users.  

Page 4 of 10 
 



  REB-1 OBJ/1624 

2.3.1. NGT journey times and comparable bus journey times are set out in Core 

Document C-1-13 (NGT Runtime Assessment Note). From that 

document, it can be seen that NGT will have quicker journeys than by 

bus, even though bus journey times will also be improved. For example, 

it will take 20 minutes for NGT to travel from Bodington to the City 

Centre, compared with 31 minutes by bus, giving NGT an 11 minute 

advantage. 

Rebuttal Argument 4: 

2.4. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to point 4 which states the congestion 

caused by NGT will cost local business £110m.  

2.4.1. As set out at Paragraph 3.7.2 of my Proof of Evidence [APP-7-2], the 

position regarding the impact of NGT on road users has changed since 

the March 2012 Programme Entry Business Case [C-2], which is the 

source of the figures quoted in the North Hyde Park Neighbourhood 

Association Proof of Evidence. As I set out in my proof, over the 60 year 

appraisal period there is a net disbenefit to road users of £39m PV. This 

figure is greatly outweighed by the benefits to public transport users and 

the scheme’s wider economic benefits, which is why it has a strong value 

for money case. 

Rebuttal Argument 5: 

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Robertson to point 5 which states NGT’s 

introduction will increase ‘rat running’.  

2.5.1. I state in my Proof of Evidence [APP-6-2] at paragraph 4.12 that 

congestion occurs where traffic signals are over capacity. My evidence 

shows on a site by site basis in chapter 5 that in many places the traffic 

signals work better (a lower Degree of Saturation) with the proposed 

design.  The traffic predictions for the NGT do not show an increase in 

rat-running.  This is because the existing traffic capacity is maintained 

along the route.   
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2.5.2. In particular, the situation at Hyde Park Corner is much improved (see 

my Proof of Evidence [APP-6-2] at paragraph 5.117ff).  Currently this 

junction is very busy with queues in both peak periods.  With the NGT 

arrangement, Hyde Park Corner and the associated signalled junctions 

all have spare capacity and operate on a slightly shorter cycle time.  The 

signal staging is much better for pedestrians and the lack of queuing 

means drivers have no reason to rat-run. 

Rebuttal Argument 6: 

2.6. Response prepared by Mr Smith to point 6 which states that NGT will not 

offer a ‘smoother ride’ in comparison to an ordinary bus.  

2.6.1. The objector raises concerns about the ability of trolleybuses to provide a 

smooth ride and notes the poor state of repair to road surfaces. The AC 

motors and computer controlled drive systems on modern trolleybus 

vehicles allow for smoother acceleration and deceleration than is 

achieved on a conventional bus. The options for trolleybus suspension 

systems are the same as those for other modern buses, ranging from 

conventional steel springs to air suspension; the latter helping to provide 

a constant and smooth ride quality. The form of suspension for the 

trolleybus vehicles will be confirmed at the detailed design stage.  

2.6.2. The most important factor in ride quality will be the state of the 

carriageway running surface. The existing carriageway over which NGT 

will run is to be subject to a condition survey, and where it is in a poor 

condition it will be entirely reconstructed. In addition, all existing 

carriageway over which NGT runs will be resurfaced as part of the 

scheme. A future maintenance regime to keep the running surface in 

good condition will be developed as part of the detailed design including 

reinstatement and repair standards as well as key performance 

indicators.  
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Rebuttal Argument 7: 

2.7. Response prepared by Mr Leather to point 8 which states NGT will lead to an 

increase in pollution and have a negative impact on air quality.  

2.7.1. 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. 

Rebuttal Argument 8: 

2.8. Response prepared by Mr Smith to point 13 which states pedestrian safety 

will be affected by the introduction of narrower footpaths and that pupils will 

be unsafe outside Lawnswood School.  

2.8.1. I have covered footway widths in the vicinity of Lawnswood School at 

paragraphs 10.12.4 and 10.12.5, and pedestrian crossing safety at 

paragraphs 10.12.8 and 10.12.9 of my Proof (APP 3-2).  

Rebuttal Argument 9: 

2.9. Response prepared by Mr Smith to point 14 which states cyclists will be 

placed at extra risk if NGT is introduced.  

2.9.1. The NGT proposals deliver benefits to cyclists – providing extensive 

cycle facilities along the length of the NGT corridor, with linkages to other 

cycle routes and with advance stop lines provided at numerous 

signalised junctions to allow cycles to be positioned ahead of other 
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traffic. NGT proposals would close existing gaps in cycle provision along 

the A660 and enhance what is the busiest cycle route in Leeds. It is 

anticipated that there will be a net increase of approximately 3.9 

kilometres of cycle provision along the scheme alignment.   

2.9.2. The objector suggests that cyclists sharing road space with bendy buses 

is unsafe and will not encourage people to cycle.  I cover this issue in 

paragraphs 10.2.3 and 10.2.4 of my Proof (APP 3-2). In addition I note 

that the NGT proposals have been designed in consultation with Leeds 

City Council cycling and highways officers as well as cycling groups so 

that they are appropriate for the urban context. The infrastructure has 

been configured with the needs of cyclists in mind and in many cases 

represents an improvement on the existing arrangements. The swept 

path of all NGT vehicle movements has been checked along the route to 

ensure that these can be undertaken safely and almost all are conducted 

under signal control. Unlike other cities that have introduced articulated 

buses, the NGT proposals are accompanied by substantial infrastructure 

improvements which are specially designed to accommodate this sort of 

vehicle. Cycling safety is further considered in section 7.2 of my Proof 

(APP 3-2).  

Rebuttal Argument 10: 

2.10. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to points 17 & 18 which reference the 

failed Merseyside trolleybus project.  

2.10.1. With regards to this failed TWAO submission I would like to offer a few 

comments.  

• The proposals did not include an integrated park and ride strategy 

(unlike NGT). 

• The MRT scheme was not an integrated part of the city Transport 

Plan. The delivery of a rapid transit system along the NGT route 

has formed part of plans for both Leeds and West Yorkshire for a 

number of decades.  
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• The route chosen for MRT saw insufficient congestion levels at the 

time the TWAO was submitted. This meant that the proposed 

scheme did not offer sufficient journey time savings (unlike NGT) 

• The promoters were criticised for not having sufficiently studied any 

lower cost alternatives and the impact the scheme could have on 

bus services. This work has formed a key part of the NGT schemes 

development.   

• The MRT scheme used different technology. Although powered by 

overhead wires the vehicles were guided by an underground cable. 

Since the MRT proposals were rejected trolleybus technology has 

developed a great deal.  

• Although the inspector took a view that the trees loss was 

undesirable the MRT proposals did not contain the level of 

mitigation that NGT proposals contain (3 for 1 tree replacement, 

substantial urban realm improvements, a new pocket park in 

Headingley etc).  

• The MRT scheme would have seen trolleybuses running along fully 

pedestrianized streets with large volumes of pedestrians and high 

amounts of frontage activity. NGT will not see services running 

through streets like this.  

• NGT vehicles would be fitted with a bell to alert pedestrians to its 

presence. They are also likely to be fitted with an external device to 

provide an audible cue at all times when in pedestrian dominated 

areas.  

Rebuttal Argument 11: 

2.11. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to point 19a which states a preference for 

an underground system as an alternative to NGT.  

2.11.1. With widely spaced stops and relatively long access times to get from 

the surface to platforms, it is not clear how an Underground system 
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would benefit Leeds. Even if there were benefits they would not justify 

the very significant cost of such a system. At a potential cost of £220m 

plus per kilometre, the cost of developing a network of comparable extent 

to NGT is completely unaffordable.  

Rebuttal Argument 12: 

2.12. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to point 19b which states a preference for 

tidal flow systems being introduced as an alternative to NGT.  

2.12.1. Very few cities in the UK have tidal flow systems. Where they are 

employed they are used on highways much wider than any of those 

along the NGT route (normally 5 + lane A roads with motorway 

restrictions). 

2.12.2. Logistically (and in terms of local environmental impacts) it would be 

extremely challenging to deliver a tidal-flow scheme along all or even 

part of this route.  To do so would mean the erection of large gantries 

along the route at regular intervals. Not only this but given the number of 

access roads which adjoin to the A660 (for example), new signs would 

be required at frequent intervals and at every single junction where it is in 

operation.  

2.12.3. Although a tidal flow system could (theoretically) help improve journey 

times for all traffic it would not deliver against the objectives of the NGT 

project, and therefore it has not been taken forward through the scheme 

design process.  

Rebuttal Argument 13: 

2.13. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to point 19c which states a preference for 

dedicated cycle lanes as an alternative to NGT.  

2.13.1. Throughout my Proof of Evidence [APP -2-2] and Mr Farrington’s Proof 

of Evidence [APP -1-2] we set out why the Promoters have chosen to 

promote this scheme. I also refer to the Promoters’ rebuttal to the Leeds 

Cycle Action Campaign (REB-1 OBJ1470). 
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