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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 

South Headingley Community Association (OBJ/1641) which was received 

by the Promoters on 7/04/2014.   

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 the following points contained in  the South 

Headingley Community Association Proof of Evidence: 

 Section 1. Hyde Park and Woodhouse Communities  

 Section 2. Hyde Park and Woodhouse as a Car Park 

 Section 3. Woodhouse Moor  

 Section 4. Hyde Park Corner  

 Section 5. Travel between Leeds City Centre and Hyde Park and 

Woodhouse 

 Section 6. Headingley Bypass 

 Section 7. Consultation Failure  

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 South 

Headingley Community 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 
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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 Flesher to the point made in section 1.1 which 

states that the removal of parts of an Inner City Park in the context of local 

schools having less than the required statutory amount of outdoor space is 

wrong 

2.1.1. I have covered this issue in my Proof [APP-11-2] at paragraph 4.1.  It is 

anticipated that the NGT proposals would not diminish the recreation 

value or prevent any current activities from continuing.  The mitigation 

works proposed would improve the score in relation to the Leeds Quality 

Park standard. 

Rebuttal Argument 2: 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Speak on the point made in section 3.2 which 

states that the NGT proposals would diminish the amount of park and garden 

space available to local residents making them below the standards set out 

in the Leeds City Council Core Strategy.   

2.2.1. Mr Flesher sets out in rebuttal point one that he does not consider that 

the NGT proposals would diminish the recreation value or prevent any 

current activities from continuing on those areas impacted by NGT.   

2.2.2. The loss of 4,311sqm greenspace on Monument, Cinder and Little Moors 

would lower the Hyde Park and Woodhouse Ward figure of 1.105 

hectares per one thousand residents to 1.089 which is still above the 

LCC Core Strategy Standard of 1 hectare per 1000 residents.  I note the 

proposals for a new public greenspace of approximately 3,500sqm in the 

adjacent Ward of Headingley which does have a significant deficit of 

such provision. 
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Rebuttal Argument 3: 

2.3. Response prepared by Mr Flesher to the point made in section 3.5 which 

states The Promoters have acted with a lack of transparency and proper 

consultation on the appropriation of open space.     

2.3.1. I have covered the appropriation of open space in paragraph 4.1 of my 

Proof.  I am of the view that the appropriation process was dealt with in a 

proper and legally compliant manner.  152 objections were received to 

the process and considered in the decision making process. 

Rebuttal Argument 4: 

2.4. Response prepared by Mr Ward to the point made in sections 3.5, 4.5 which 

states The Promoters have acted with a lack of regard for local planning 

processes as argued in The Historic Environment – Assessment of the 

Leeds New Generation Environmental Statement (prepared by Caroline 

Hardie). 

2.4.1. I have prepared a full response to the assessment by Ms Hardie which 

forms rebuttal REB-4 OBK1719. 

Rebuttal Argument 5: 

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Walker to the points made in sections 4.4, 4.6 and 

4.9 which state NGT‟s introduction will have a detrimental impact on the 

streetscape of Hyde Park Corner.    

2.5.1. The main points in this objection are covered at 5.25, 8.63 and 8.64 of 

my Proof of Evidence [APP-10-2]. The LTVA judges townscape changes 

in this location to be moderate adverse in significance. However, whilst 

some impacts are adverse, there are also positive effects. A new public 

open space is proposed where existing buildings are to be demolished. 

Removing the billboards opens up views to St Augustine‟s church and 

wider pavements create an improved pedestrian experience. These 

positive changes fit well with the Neighbourhood Design Statement (D-3-
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3) and benefit this area of the route. This is illustrated in the 

photomontages (B-12). 

2.5.2. The objectors state that „what is now a pleasant walk towards Hyde Park 

Corner from Headingley would become a walk along a wide road with no 

mature trees on the right-hand side.‟ This is not case, as although there 

will be the removal of 17 trees in this location to facilitate widening, 14 

mature trees will be retained including all three category A trees in this 

location. These will be supplemented with 23 proposed new trees 

reinforcing the green corridor along this part of the route. 

2.5.3. The objector states with regard to the billboards and views at Hyde Park 

corner that, „these billboards add to the character of this urban shopping 

centre‟ This directly contradicts the list of „Actions for Improving Hyde 

Park‟ in the Headingley and Hyde Park Neighbourhood Design 

Statement (D-3-3) which states, ‘The advertising hoardings at Hyde Park 

Corner should be removed to enhance the setting and views of St. 

Augustine’s Church and create a more attractive green space’. The 

objector goes on to state that‟, „Removal of the buildings, billboards and 

wall at this junction, and alteration of the angle of this junction will change 

the view from the listed buildings so that they look onto an expanse of 

widened busy road, rather than across to the historic billboards, wall and 

flowerbed.‟ The Neighbourhood Design Statement also sets out with 

regard to the area in the objector‟s statement that, ‘The triangular block 

at the junction between Headingley Lane and Victoria Road is in need of 

redevelopment.’ I believe that by creating new areas of green public 

open space in front of the listed properties on Victoria Road and in 

replacement of the triangular block at the junction, and by removing the 

billboards, the NGT proposals in this location achieve the goals set out in 

the Neighbourhood Design Statement for this area.  

Rebuttal Argument 6: 

2.6. Response prepared by Mr Leather to the point made in section 4.6 which 

states Hyde Park Corner will become more polluted if NGT is introduced.   
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2.6.1. The potential air quality impacts of the scheme were assessed within the 

Environmental Statement.  As I explain in my Proof [APP-15-2, 

paragraph 4.12], 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 in NO2, 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. 

2.6.2. The amended Air Quality Chapter of the ES (B-5) includes a receptor at 

Hyde Park Corner.  The modelling results show a 0.1ug/m3 decrease in 

NO2 (considered to be imperceptible and not significant) and a neutral 

impact on PM10 and PM2.5.  I therefore do not accept the assertion that Air 

Quality will worsen at Hyde Park Corner. 

Rebuttal Argument 7: 

2.7. Response prepared by Mr Leather to the point made in sections 4.8 which 

state the introduction of NGT contradicts the NPPF in regard to lack of 

proposals to replace demolished buildings at Hyde Park Corner.  

2.7.1. The policy being referred to is actually N18B of the Leeds UDP (2006) 

and is a saved policy in the draft Core Strategy 

2.7.2. The NGT proposals are to demolish the row of shops, which are owned 

by the scheme Promoters, and adjacent former petrol filling station and 

villa to provide road widening and alterations to the Headingley Lane / 

Victoria Road junction.  The various assessments within the Environment 

Statement assume that the residual land not required for highway will be 

landscaped.  Any future redevelopment of the land does not form part of 

the proposals, but the NGT scheme does not prejudice any such future 

development. 
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Rebuttal Argument 8: 

2.8. Response prepared by Mr Ward to the point made in section 4.11 relating to 

Policy N18a of the NPPF. 

2.8.1.  The policy being referred to is actually N18B of the Leeds UDP (2006) 

and is a saved policy in the draft Core Strategy 

2.8.2. I have covered the issue of „presumption against demolition‟ in my Proof 

at paragraph 7.10(d). 

Rebuttal Argument 9: 

2.9. Response prepared by Mr Smith to the point made in section 4.12 which 

states the NGT proposals would make the Crescent shops of Hyde Park 

Corner a traffic „roundabout‟.  

2.9.1. Turning movements for general traffic at the Headingley Lane/ 

Woodhouse Street/ Hyde Park Road junction will be prohibited with the 

exception of a left turn from Hyde Park Road to Headingley Lane. This is 

necessary to provide a junction within working capacity which would not 

unduly delay other road users whilst providing NGT priority through the 

junction. Alternative routes via Cliff Road, Woodhouse Street and 

Rampart Road would allow traffic to access all the streets in the locality 

with a short diversion.  

2.9.2. The traffic modelling shows that over three-quarters of traffic  travelling 

through the Headingley Lane/ Woodhouse Street/ Hyde Park junction 

would be unaffected by the displaced turns and will continue along their 

current routes.  The description of a roundabout used by the objector is 

not accurate as this implies that all traffic would travel on a one way 

circulatory carriageway, in fact the majority of traffic remains on the A660 

as is currently the case 
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Rebuttal Argument 10: 

2.10. Response prepared by Mr Robertson to the point made in section 4.13 which 

states the NGT proposals would severely detract from the enjoyment had by 

pedestrians at Hyde Park Corner.  

2.10.1. I consider that Hyde Park Corner is vastly improved for pedestrians with 

the implementation of the NGT scheme.  There is currently very poor 

provision for pedestrians with seven seconds of green man time for 

pedestrians to cross Headingley Lane and the side roads in 120 or 90 

second cycles. The new design simplifies traffic movements, reducing 

the number of stages in the cycle allowing over 40 seconds green man 

across Hyde Park Road and Woodhouse Street, followed by over 30 

seconds green man across Woodhouse Lane, during a 90 sec cycle. 

2.10.2. The provision of signals and realignment of the junction at Victoria Road 

and Headingley Lane allows for controlled pedestrian crossings where 

there are currently none.  This is of significant benefit. 

Rebuttal Argument 11: 

2.11. Response prepared by Mr Smith to the point made in 5.1 which states the 

proposed changes to traffic flow around the University will lead to rat running 

in other areas. 

2.11.1. The objector asserts that travel from the city centre to the Hyde Park and 

Woodhouse areas would be become more difficult due to two way traffic 

on Blenheim Walk and this may lead to rat-running on local roads. In 

converting Blenheim Walk for two way traffic the carriageway will be 

widened to provide a third lane for northbound traffic along with widening 

of Woodhouse Lane (eastern leg) and junction improvements. This 

arrangement would simplify through traffic movements and provide a 

design working within junction capacity. Therefore I do not agree that 

journeys in general from the city centre to the Hyde Park and 

Woodhouse areas would become more difficult and that this would lead 

to rat-running on local streets.  
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Rebuttal Argument 12: 

2.12. Response prepared by Mr Smith to the point made in 5.3 which states the 

proposals would have a negative impact on cyclists cycling through the Hyde 

Park and Woodhouse Area.  

2.12.1. The objector asserts that travel for cyclists from the city centre to the 

Hyde Park and Woodhouse areas would be characterised by wider 

roads, less grass and fewer mature trees. Whilst there would indeed be 

wider roads along Blenheim Walk and Woodhouse Lane (eastern leg) 

and some cyclists may choose to use this route, it is expected that the 

majority of cyclists would use Woodhouse Lane past the University of 

Leeds (Parkinson Building) and Leeds Metropolitan University (City 

Campus Leslie Silver Building). This route along Woodhouse Lane 

avoids through traffic, has traffic restrictions to limit access, widened 

footways and a speed restriction of no more than 20mph along with wide 

lanes able to allow motor vehicles to overtake cyclists. This would create 

a more pleasant and safer environment for cyclists.  

2.12.2. Where cyclists share lanes with a trolleybus these have been widened to 

at least 4.2m, with some exceptions for short lengths for example on the 

approach to Clarendon Road from the south. This is in accordance with 

Local Transport Note LTN02/08 [G-04-74].  

2.12.3. I do not agree that that cyclists are far more likely to be injured by a 

trolleybus than a standard bus. The NGT vehicles will be required to 

comply with the Road Vehicles (Construction and Use) Regulations (as 

amended) 1986 and to meet the same standards and requirements as 

those applicable to a conventional bus of the same class as defined in 

the regulations. These regulations include requirements relating to vision 

from and the fitting of mirrors to vehicles. The NGT vehicles will also 

require certification through type approval (likely to be National Small 

Series Type Approval) by the Vehicle Certification Agency and this 

includes extensive testing for example of vehicle tilt, steering and braking 

performance. In addition the NGT service operator will be required to 

obtain a Public Service Vehicle Operator Licence. This process includes 
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demonstrating adequate provision for vehicle maintenance and 

inspection. The Vehicle and Operator Services Agency (VOSA) can then 

carry out spot checks, instruct improvements and where necessary refer 

matters to the Traffic Commissioner. The NGT vehicles will be modern 

newly built trolleybuses configured to comply with UK regulations and 

equipped with the requisite safety equipment.  Articulated buses are 

permitted for use in the UK and do so in many cities.  

2.12.4. The NGT system proposes considerable investment to improve junctions 

which are part of accident clusters (B-9 Transport Assessment, Annex G) 

such as Otley Road/ Outer Ring Road and Otley Road/ Cottage Road/ 

Hollin Road/ Park Terrace/Weetwood Lane. It also improves cycling and 

pedestrian facilities all of which will contribute towards reducing 

accidents.  

 

Rebuttal Argument 13: 

2.13. Response prepared by Mr Walker to the point made in 6.1 which states the 

proposals would destroy the environment and character of Headingley.  

2.13.1. This is covered in some detail in sections 3.8, 5.21 to 5.24, 5.42 to 5.43, 

& 8.40 to 8.48 of my Proof [APP-10-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 14: 

2.14. Response prepared by Mr Ward to the point made in 6.1 which states the 

proposals would destroy the environment and character of Headingley.  

2.14.1. This is covered in sections 5.10, 5.21 to 5.24, 7.5, 8.7, 8.15. & 8.16 of my 

Proof [APP-9-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 15: 

2.15. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to the point made in 7.2 which those 

living within 600m of the route did not receive a leaflet regarding the scheme.  

2.15.1. This is covered in Section 11.29 of my Proof [APP-2-2]. 


