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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 

Dawn Carey Jones (OBJ/1625) which was received by the Promoters on 

02/04/2014.   

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. Chapter 2 of this rebuttal proof addresses a number of detailed points raised 

in the following sections of Dawn Carey Jones’ Proof of Evidence: 

 Section 3. Statement of community involvement  

 Section 5. Freedom of information  

 Section 7. Analysis of consultation phases 1-6 

 Section 8. Public consultation materials 

 Section 9. Consultation and the design process  

1.4. In addition to the above, The Promoters wish to offer a response to several 

points made in Dawn Carey Jones’ Statement of Case and these are also 

provided below in Chapter 2.  

1.5. It is intended that this rebuttal proof should be a composite response by the 

Promoters to those new points raised in the evidence of Dawn Carey Jones’ 

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. 

1.6. 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 Haskins to the point made in section 3.3 where 

Dawn Carey Jones raises the issues that leaflets for Phases 4-6 of the 

consultation contained no text in additional languages. 

2.1.1. This is covered in paragraph 11.28 of my Proof. 

Rebuttal Argument 2: 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to the point made in section 9 where 

clarification is requested around which consultation phase Annex 5 to the 

Statement of Consultation (A-01-3) refers to. 

2.2.1. For clarity, this Annex relates to design changes made in relation to 

the consultation and feedback received around Phases 4-6. 

Rebuttal Argument 3: 

2.3. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to the point made in sections 5.1-5.2 

where a number of statements are made to suggest that the Promoters have 

not been “operating in a clear and transparent manner”, and evidences this 

through a lack of information supplied through specific Freedom of 

Information requests.   

2.3.1. Sections 11.34-11.36 of my Proof cover this issue.  I am satisfied 

that the Promoters have fulfilled their obligations, and have complied 

with the Freedom of Information Act 2000. 

Rebuttal Argument 4: 

2.4. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to the point made in section 6 where 

Dawn Carey Jones covers the issue of “Consultation with local politicians”.   
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2.4.1. The general theme that runs through this section is that insufficient 

Member dialogue has taken place.  Our approach is set out in Core 

Document [A-01-03] Section 3. 

2.4.2. Throughout the life of the NGT project, my team have liaised with the 

Chairs of the various committees, and where NGT was set as an 

agenda item we have attended meetings and provided information 

as required, including responding to questions.  As would be usual, 

each meeting covered different aspects in respect of the groups 

Terms of Reference, and as such NGT was an agenda item as 

determined by the group Chair.  I am satisfied that consultation with 

local politicians has been at an appropriate level of engagement. 

Rebuttal Argument 5: 

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to the point made in section 7 Dawn 

Carey Jones’ Proof where a number of themes are referenced which allude 

to possible deficiencies in the consultation process.  This are referred to in 

turn below. 

 That the Promoters were unwilling to make close examination of 

the scheme drawings easy (7.1, 7.2). 

2.5.1. At all drop-in events as part of the Phase 4-6 consultation 

engineering plans were available for viewing. In some cases, where 

there was insufficient wall space available to show the plans for the 

entire scheme, plans were presented which most closely related to 

the local area.  A number of NGT staff (typically 5-7) were on hand at 

all events to talk through details on plans and to answer questions. 

Bound copied of plans of the entire route were also available for 

viewing. 

 That the Phase 4-6 consultations events were poorly advertised 

(7.2). 
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2.5.2. Section 2.52-2.53 of Core Document [A-01-03] sets out the range of 

local groups and media by which the events were advertised.  I am 

satisfied that this assertion has no basis in fact. 

 NGT staff members were not able to answer questions (7.2). 

2.5.3. There are two issues at play here. The first is that the events were 

staffed by a number of NGT Team members (typically five to seven, 

but sometimes more), who between them were able to cover a range 

of specialist areas. Where answers were not known, attendees were 

encouraged to complete feedback forms, and from these answers 

were provided to all questions. The second point to note is that, 

because at this point in time the designs were still being developed 

in some areas, it would have been the case that answers were not 

always available. 

 Events held were not long enough in duration (7.9) 

2.5.4. Phase 4-6 events were held for a range of durations.  Typically, 

evening and weekend indoor events were for 2 hours in length.  As a 

number of events were held across this phase of consultation, 

sufficient opportunity was afforded for those who wished to attend 

events to do so. 

 No landscape drawings available until Phase 5 (7.10) 

2.5.5. It is the case that no landscape drawings were available until the 

Phase 5 consultation.  This is a consequence of the incorporation of 

feedback from earlier consultation events to be fed into the scheme 

designs, leading to the issue of Design Freeze 6 engineering plans.  

Only following this could the landscape plans be finalised. 

 Not acted on feedback (7.12, 7.13, 7.18) 

2.5.6. A full list of the changes made to the scheme design is presented in 

Annex 5 to Core document [A-01-3] Statement of Consultation.  The 
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fact that those revisions were made demonstrates that changes were 

made in response to consultation.  

 Misleading information at events (7.16, 7.21, 7.22) 

2.5.7. Information was presented at events which was based on the best 

available evidence at that particular point in time.  As is the case for 

a project such as NGT, as further technical work is undertaken 

and/or decisions made in respect of the attributes of the project, 

some information will become superseded over time.  Where this 

was the case (as in the statements made at 7.21 and 7.23), the 

revised information was highlighted in literature and/or reports as 

appropriate. 

 TWAO application not same as that consulted on (7.19) 

2.5.8. As is set out in my Proof at Section 5, there have been changes to 

the scheme design over time.  Section 6 of my Proof sets out the 

approach to consultation against this backdrop.  Core Document [A-

01-3] Statement of Consultation provides further detail around this. 

 Inadequate venue or display of plans at events (7.28, 7.29) 

2.5.9. In some circumstances, the venues where events were held were 

provided/booked by local resident groups.  In these cases, the 

issues as described in paragraphs 7.28 and 7.29 were outside of the 

control of the NGT Team.  This was the case for the two initial Phase 

4-6 events that have been highlighted.  In each case, the venue 

supplied was inadequate and was different to that which had been 

indicated to the Promoters.  For the Caedmon Hall event (6/12/12), 

the room was changed 10 minutes before the start of the event by 

the venue host.  An email was sent on 12th December 2012 to all 

attendees, which included members of the A660 Joint Council and 

local residents groups, who filled in a feedback form to explain the 

circumstances 
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 Didn’t hold more open air events (7.37) 

2.5.10. The Phase 6 consultation was necessarily brief in its overall duration 

as the events took place over a 2 month period between the issue of 

Design Freeze 6 plans and the preparation of the TWAO 

documentation.  Annex 2 of Core Document [A-01-3] sets out the 

dates of the 12 separate events that were held as part of Phase 6.  

Three of these events were open-air, with the remainder being held 

in the local communities.  It is my view that this was the best mix of 

events such that there was sufficient opportunity for attendees to 

view the revised plans and ask questions in relation to the NGT 

scheme. 

 Unsubstantiated assertions made (7.38) 

2.5.11. The statements made as set out in paragraph 7.38 are not 

unsubstantiated as has been stated. The latest figures in relation to 

job creation and uplift to Gross Value Added (GVA) as a 

consequence of the introduction of NGT are set out in paragraphs 

3.120-3.128 of Mr Chadwick’s Proof. 

Rebuttal Argument 6: 

2.6. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to the point made in section 8 of the 

Proof, a number of points are raised around public consultation materials put 

forward by the Promoters.  This are referred to in turn below 

 Unsubstantiated claim on congestion (8.1) 

2.6.1. The information as presented in paragraph 8.1 has been superseded 

as a result of further technical work.  In paragraph 3.72 of Mr 

Chadwick’s Proof of Evidence [APP-7-2] he describes how the 

position regarding the impact of NGT on road users has changed 

since that time. 

 No battery bus option put forward (8.4) 



  REB-1 OBJ1625 

Page 9 of 9 
 

2.6.2. Paragraphs 3.25-3.40 set out the approach to the assessment of 

alternative mode options, which included consideration of fully 

battery operated bus. 

 Different scheme now to that consulted on (8.7) 

2.6.3. As is set out in my Proof at Section 5, there have been changes to 

the scheme design and funding parameters over time.  

Notwithstanding this, the scheme objectives have remained 

unchanged.  The north and south lines formed a key part of the initial 

consultation exercise, and remain as the two NGT corridors.  Section 

6 of my Proof sets out the approach to consultation against this 

backdrop.  Core Document [A-01-3] Statement of Consultation 

provides further detail around this 

 


