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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 Tony 

Ray submitted on behalf of North West Leeds Transport Forum. Mr Ray in 

his Proof of Evidence refers to Appendix D of the North West Transport 

Forum (NWTF) Statement of Case. Appendix D of the NWTF Statement of 

Case was produced by Caroline Hardie, Archaeo-Environment Ltd and 

therefore this rebuttal is to Caroline Hardie.  

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. The proof responds to the following issues raised in the proof of evidence of  

the North West Leeds Transport Forum 

 There is no understanding of heritage significance (Paragraph 6.1, and 

section 3). 

 Value of elements of the Conservation Areas which make a positive 

contribution towards the Conservation Area have been downplayed (6.2 

point 1). 

 Cumulative impact on each conservation area not considered (paragraph 

3.8, 6.2, point 2) 

 The proposal does not seek to enhance and conserve the  conservation 

areas (paragraph 6.2, point 3) 

 There is an over reliance upon residents getting used to transformed 

environments (paragraph 6.2, point 4) 

 The effect of the impact upon the Grade II* listed St Chad’s has not been 

considered (Paragraph 6.2, point 5) 
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 Deliberate neglect of heritage assets has allowed downplaying of their 

value (Paragraph 6.2, point 6) 

 The archaeological conditioning is not appropriate; WYAAAS conditioning 

conflicts with NPPF. No understanding of significance and impact relating 

to buried archaeology (paraphrasing of Paragraph 6.5) 

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 Caroline Hardie.  In 

this respect, 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. Ward to Paragraph 6.1 and section 3 of Caroline 

Hardie, Archaeo-Environment Ltd for North West Leeds Transport Forum’s 

Proof of Evidence, regarding ‘There is no understanding of heritage 

significance’: 

2.1.1. The table included as part of the objectors Proof of Evidence [table 

3.3 is not the same as that within the ES chapter (Table 2.1, as shown 

below). The table in the proof misses out ‘No Value’ category and 

instead wrongly suggests that ‘Low Value’ assets have been given no 

value instead.   

2.1.2. Secondly, the objection suggests that there is a downplaying of 

heritage assets by placing things of different value within one 

category, for instance World Heritage Site being given the same value 

as undesignated features of national and international importance. It 

is explicitly stated that the two designations (for both built heritage and 

buried remains) are being categorised within the levels of value. 

These are shown in table 3.1.  

2.1.3. I acknowledge that these categorisations are necessarily broad, and 

may encompass areas where features may or may not easily fit within 

one category, and so a professional opinion must be made to avoid 

unwieldy methodology.  Further, value judgement should not be 

based upon designation solely, but on a wider consideration of the 

value of the asset itself, which may equate undesignated assets with 

designated assets. The assessment was based, as stated, upon a 

combination of designated status and professional opinion (Paragraph 

2.17 TA). I therefore consider that the ES has made correct 

evaluations with regard the assessment of significance to the heritage 

assets affected.   
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2.1.4. The Historic Environment 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 (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 within the Main 

Statement and the Historic Environment Technical Appendix 

(Paragraphs 2.17 to 2.24). 

2.1.5. Table 2.1: Assessment of value (significance) of heritage assets 

(including buried archaeology) inserted within the Historic 

Environment Technical Appendix (highlighted section not present in 

objection). 

Value Example of Asset 

High 

World Heritage Site, Scheduled Monument; Grade I or 

II* Listed Building; Grade I or II* Registered Park and 

Garden 

Undesignated feature or landscape of national or 

international importance and value  

Medium 

Grade II Listed Building; Grade II Registered Park and 

Garden; Registered Battlefields; Conservation Areas.  

Undesignated feature or landscape of county 

importance and value 

Low 

Undesignated feature or landscape of local importance 

and value 

Sites so badly damaged that too little remains to justify 
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Value Example of Asset 

inclusion into a higher grade 

The receptor is tolerant of change without detriment to 

its character 

No 

value 

Asset is destroyed or has no heritage value. 

 

 

2.1.6. Table inserted as part of objection 

 

 

2.1.7. English Heritage were closely consulted and did not object at any 

point to the contents of the ES chapter.  English Heritage is currently 

updating its guidance in  ‘Seeing the History in the view’ (as was the 

case during the preparation of the ES chapter) in order to reflect the 

NPPF changes in policy from NPPS5 and previously PPG16.  This 

document reiterates that ‘Currently, there is no formal guidance on 

how to assess effects on cultural heritage within an EIA.’ The 

document does refer the reader to the landscape and visual impact 
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assessment guidance provided by the Landscape Institute, 2002, 92) .  

This methodology has been updated (2013) but the broad approach 

remains the same, albeit that there is now more emphasis on the use 

of professional judgment. 

 

Rebuttal Argument 2: 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr. Ward on Paragraphs 6.2 point 1 of Caroline 

Hardie, Archaeo-Environment Ltd for North West Leeds Transport Forum’s 

proof of evidence, regarding ‘Value of elements of the Conservation Areas 

which make a positive contribution towards the Conservation Area have 

been downplayed’. 

2.2.1. The EIA includes both Landscape and Heritage chapters; 

discrepancies have been noted by the objector, but the determination 

of value or significance of heritage assets is largely subjective (as 

stipulated within the ES chapter, Section 2.17, which sets out that 

significance was determined by a ‘combination of designated status 

and professional opinion’. (This was also set out within the 

Assumptions and Limitations section within the Historic Environment 

TA (Paragraph 2.25)). 

2.2.2. The Historic Environment chapter sets out the baseline, and refers to 

the elements of the Conservation Areas which make positive 

contributions within the built environment (Paragraphs 3.39 to 3.89). 

The ES then goes on to state where impacts will be made to these 

(‘Effects upon listed structures in Conservation Areas’, 4.19 ‘Effects 

on non-listed structures within conservation areas’ 4.27.)  

2.2.3. The assessment utilised the methodology set out at the start, and 

gave a fair appraisal of the impact of the scheme, utilising these 

criteria, and appraising the scheme with the mitigation which has been 

agreed with the promoter and will be enforced using the Code of 

Construction Practice (CoCP)  
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2.2.4. Taken in context, the impact of NGT upon the conservation areas will 

not introduce a radical change to the baseline conditions. (As stated, 

there will be a change in baseline to the off highway route, but this is 

set out clearly within the ES.) . The installation of new street furniture 

and the re-location of some of the non-listed boundary walls will (with 

the appropriate level of mitigation, as identified within the CoCP) be of 

benefit to the area and will greatly enhance the interaction with 

heritage assets within the conservation area, without affecting what 

makes these features special.  

2.2.5. Where an application for listed building consent to alter a structure or 

demolition is proposed, mitigation (as outlined within the application 

for listed building and conservation area consent, and within the 

CoCP) is largely for the reinstatement of the features. The intent 

stated  from the promoter at outset is that mitigation will be 

undertaken with the consultation of the relevant stakeholders (in this 

case, Mr Ward, LCC Conservation Officer.) to make sure that no 

visible disjointing between new and old is perceivable, and to maintain 

the aesthetics of the conservation area.  

Rebuttal argument 3:  

2.3. Response prepared by Mr Ward on paragraph 3.8, 6.2, point 2 of Caroline 

Hardie, Archaeo-Environment Ltd for North West Leeds Transport Forum’s 

proof of evidence, regarding ‘Cumulative impact on each Conservation Area 

has not been considered’ 

2.3.1. The cumulative impacts were stated within paragraphs 4.71- 4.74 of 

the Historic Chapter of the Environmental Statement. The first 

paragraph mentions that the NGT will have a ‘cumulative minor 

adverse effect on the Headingley Conservation Area’. Further, the 

wider considerations of tree loss on Conservation Areas are 

considered within the ES (paragraphs 4.83-4.85.) 
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2.3.2. The impacts on the Conservation Areas have been addressed across 

the sum of the assessment. Each conservation area is represented 

within table 4.4 within the ES, which lists the significant residual 

effects upon heritage assets within the Conservation Area.  

Rebuttal argument 4: 

2.4. Response prepared by Mr Walker on paragraph 6.2, point 3 of Caroline 

Hardie, Archaeo-Environment Ltd for North West Leeds Transport Forum’s 

Proof of Evidence, regarding ‘The proposal does not seek to conserve and 

enhance the  conservation areas’;  

2.5. The Urban Design and access Statement (A-08K) contains clearly stated 

design objectives and principles to ensure the scheme improves townscape. 

The first objective (p11) sets out that' Integration of the NGT system should 

be about good ‘place making’ in the city’. The third objective sets out that 

‘Urban design quality is paramount for raising the profile of NGT’, and the 

tenth objective sets out the aspiration to ‘Promote a network that respects 

and enhances the existing and distinctive character of the areas through 

which it passes’.  

2.6. The objectives are taken through into the design components such as in 

section 2-2 which talks about public realm treatments being of City Quality 

“Generally for important Conservation Areas and existing areas with natural 

materials. Natural stone is proposed to be used on new pavements and key 

spaces and natural stone or conservation kerbs are appropriate” In Section 

2-3 in relation to replacement boundary walls: “In locations where a 

completely new wall or boundary is required, then this is to be constructed in 

materials sympathetic and in context with the surroundings in which it is to be 

built”. These mitigation measures are shown within the landscape plans 

and heritage statements.  

Rebuttal Argument 5 

2.7. Response prepared by Mr Ward on paragraph 6.2, point 3 of Caroline 

Hardie, Archaeo-Environment Ltd for North West Leeds Transport Forum’s 
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Proof of Evidence, regarding ‘The proposal does not seek to enhance and 

conserve the  conservation areas’;  

2.8. In addition the listed building and conservation area consents clearly outline 

the intent of the promoter to prevent unnecessary damage to heritage assets 

and to provide appropriate mitigation measures. There are a number of other 

examples of where the scheme proposes benefits to heritage assets 

including: 

2.9. Movement of the Grade II listed horse trough; the current location is in close 

proximity to a bus stop, and the asset has increased risk of damage in its 

current location from both buses and cars. The movement to an area to the 

west would still enable appreciation and interaction with the heritage asset, 

but would minimise the risk of damage from vehicular collision. This occurs 

within the Far Headingley Conservation Area, a key policy of which is to 

encourage the protection of surviving historic detail. 

2.10. The area at the junction of Otley Road and Weetwood Lane is mentioned as 

an area to focus public realm improvements in the Far Headingley 

Conservation and Management Plan. By creating a semi-formal public 

’Square’ in the heart of the old village of Far Headingley, this aims to achieve 

one of the objectives of the Conservation and Management Plan. The 

closure of Weetwood Lane will enhance this key element of the Far 

Headingley Conservation Area further. The proposals for this area are shown 

on the combined technical and landscape plans (A-05) on plan M4931-114.  

2.11. Giving a public transport and pedestrian focus with wider pavements and 

crossings to the route along Woodhouse Lane adjacent to Blenheim Terrace 

will allow for better interaction with heritage assets within the Woodhouse 

Moor/ University precinct and enhance and conserve the setting of the Grade 

II listed Parkinson Building.  

Rebuttal Argument 6: 

2.12. Response prepared by Mr.Ward on paragraph 6.2, point 4 of Caroline 

Hardie, Archaeo-Environment Ltd for North West Leeds Transport Forum’s 
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proof of evidence ‘There is an over reliance upon residents getting used to 

transformed environments’.  

2.13. Mitigation measures have been assessed at both end of year 1 and at after 

15 years. It is acknowledged that the impact of the offline route will be a 

significant change to the baseline at initial operation. Assessment must be 

made with mitigation as a factor for consideration. 

Rebuttal Argument 7: 

2.14. Response prepared by Mr.Ward on paragraph 6.2, point 5 of Caroline 

Hardie, Archaeo-Environment Ltd for North West Leeds Transport Forum’s 

proof of evidence regarding ‘The effect of the impact upon the Grade II* 

listed St Chad’s has not been considered’. 

2.14.1. On road widening will have no direct impact upon the listed structure, 

nor on its immediate setting. There is no change to the baseline 

following mitigation which will be applied to within the Conservation 

Area and as part of urban realm improvements.  

Rebuttal Argument 8: 

2.15. Response prepared by Mr.l Ward on paragraph 6.2, point 6 of Caroline 

Hardie, Archaeo-Environment Ltd for North West Leeds Transport Forum’s 

proof of evidence regarding ‘deliberate neglect of heritage assets has 

allowed downplaying of their value’ 

2.15.1. All assets were considered within the remit of the methodologies and 

as part of the Guidance utilised from EH and within the Conservation 

Management Plans. Where positive features were identified as being 

affected, they are stated as such (eg the ruinous lodge, Headingley 

Lane, which is a negative contribution to the CA). Equally, where 

there is obvious difference in opinion from that within the 

documentation, this has been quantified (eg. CAC 007 Number 6 

Wood Lane; The property is considered a positive contribution to the 

Conservation Area. However, the structure does not have any 
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significant architectural or historical background that would warrant 

further classification).  

2.15.2. There has been no attempt to downplay the significance or, or 

impact on, any heritage asset. 

Rebuttal Argument 9: 

2.16. Response prepared by Mr.Ward on paragraph 6.5 of Caroline Hardie, 

Archaeo-Environment Ltd for North West Leeds Transport Forum’s proof of 

evidence regarding ‘The archaeological conditioning is not appropriate; 

WYAAAS conditioning conflicts with NPPF. No understanding of significance 

and impact relating to buried archaeology’.  

2.16.1. The likely location, date and significance of likely archaeological 

remains is set out in the ES [Paragraphs 4.8, 4.13].  This information 

is based upon standard Desk Based assessment methodology. This 

has been used to predict the likely impact and is standard practice.  

2.16.2. The West Yorkshire Archaeology Advisory Service is the regional 

planning adviser for archaeological remains. Ian Sanderson and 

Rebecca Remmer were both consulted during the evolution of the 

design, from 2009 through to the present day.  WYAAS’s written 

response is provided within REP0010  

2.16.3. The promoter will ensure that all necessary archaeological works are 

carried out in accordance with national and local planning policy, and 

with advice taken from WYAAS. An outline of the consultation 

undertaken with WYAAS is outlined below.  

2.16.4. A desk based assessment has been undertaken of the buried 

archaeological remains and a workshop and consultation undertaken 

with WYAAS (as confirmed in their letter and appended to this 

rebuttal) to familiarise them with the scheme. The results of this 

assessment are set out in the Historical chapter of the Environmental 
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Statement.  The ES concludes that ‘there are no significant effects on 

buried archaeology’ (pg. 60 Historic Environment). 

2.16.5. In response to the TWAO submission, the West Yorkshire 

Archaeology Advisory Service have written (REP0010) to state that 

the scheme goes through a number of areas of archaeological 

significance and lists a number of these sites and a proposed 

planning condition. The attached letter from WYAS (Appendix A) 

explains what they means by significance  and that “We agreed to 

allowing the archaeological work on the scheme to be carried out post 

determination on the basis that these areas….will not be of high 

enough importance that they will need to be preserved in situ” 

2.16.6. The promoters and WYAAS discussed the representation submitted. 

The promoters requested further clarification from WYAAS about the 

likely areas of further investigation. And in response WYAAS have 

sent through a plan and revised condition (this is a new generic 

condition being phased in by WYAAS) that clarifies the archaeological 

areas needing further fieldwork investigation. These plans and the 

revised planning condition (see Steve Speaks proof of Evidence 

Appendix 8-3-5  condition 15) and have been agreed with Plans Panel 

on the 10th April. The attached letter demonstrates that WYAAS are 

satisfied with the consultation , process and the proposed condition.  
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Appendix A:  Letter of the 10th April 2014 from WYAS 

 



 Historic Environment Record 
 West Yorkshire Archaeology Advisory Service 
 Registry of Deeds 
 Wakefield WF1 2DE 
 Tel: 01924 306797 Fax:01924 306810 

 e-mail: wyher@wyjs.org.uk 

  
 Head of Heritage Division:  Dr. Stuart Wrathmell  FSA, MIFA 

 

 

 

This matter is being dealt with by:  R.Remmer Your reference: Date: 10/04/2014 
Direct Line:  01924 305992 Our reference: P/L/NGT 
 
FOR THE ATTENTION OF: VANESSA ALLEN 
 
Leeds NGT Scheme 
 

Thank you for your email regarding objection comments made by Mr Tony Ray. I 
shall attempt to answer his queries for you to add to your rebuttal response. 
 
According to your email, sent me to on 10th April 2014, Mr Ray’s comments are; 
 

Tony Ray as part of the NWLTF objection and  

g. Paragraph 128 of the NPPF (E.04d attached)) requires that, where a development 
includes a heritage asset with Archaeological interest, ‘ the developers should submit 
an appropriate desk based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation’. 
Policy P11 on Conservation in the Local Development Framework  supports this and 
states that ‘Development proposals will be expected to demonstrate a full 
understanding of historic assets affected’ and that ‘Heritage statements  assessing 
the significance of assets and mitigation measures will be required to be submitted 
by developers to accompany development proposals’. However paragraphs 2.26 and 
2.29 of the Environmental Statement acknowledge that no fieldwork has taken place 
and that the impacts on the heritage assets are uncertain. No pre-determination 
evaluation has taken place on any archaeological site, despite the sites being 
referred to as ‘significant’ by the West Yorkshire Archaeology Advisory Service 
(WYAAS). 

 
I can confirm that in our response to the planning department (dated 07/11/2013) 
WYAAS stated ‘The proposed NGT development scheme will cross through a 
number of areas of archaeological significance’ but goes on the state that the 
majority of the scheme will make use of existing roads, but some of the off road 
sections..have the potential to impact upon archaeological remains’.  
 
Due to the nature of the development, being a linear scheme, mainly making use of 
existing highways, WYAAS confirmed (in an email from Ian Sanderson, Principal 
Archaeologist dated 07/02/2013) that in this instance all required archaeological 
investigations could be carried out post determination, by condition (due to an 
assessment of the likely significance of any potential archaeological remains). 
 
In response to the applicant’s Desk Based Assessment, and based on our current 
knowledge of the archaeological sites along the route, WYAAS produced a 
document on the 28/02/2014 entitled ‘Known areas of Archaeology affected by the 

mailto:wysmr@wyjs.org.uk


NGT Route – February 2014’. This document is basically a map of the route with 
areas of potential archaeological potential marked on it, the aim of which is to inform 
the developers and planners of the areas which will need to be fully investigated 
prior to development. 
 
The areas of archaeological significance, referred to in our response to planning, 
included sections of the route which pass through the medieval core of Leeds City 
Centre, however, in this area physical impacts to archaeological remains will be 
minimal or non-existent as the route is within the existing highway, and was included 
in our response due to possibility of small scale ground disturbance due to the 
erection of poles or NGT stops. Other areas of potential significance include 
Monument/Woodhouse Moor and parts of Headingley. We agreed to allowing the 
archaeological work on the scheme to be carried out post determination on the basis 
that these areas (and the proposed park and ride sites) are subject to detailed 
evaluation and excavation prior to any development works in these areas, as the 
nature of the potential archaeological remains (if they survive) will not be of high 
enough importance that they will need to be preserved in situ. 
 
WYAAS have been involved in this scheme for a number of years (we were initially 
contacted about the previous tram scheme back in 1996), and have had meeting and 
workshops with the developers since 2008 when the scheme became the NGT 
Trolleybus scheme.  
 

Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Rebecca Remmer 
Senior Archaeologist 
West Yorkshire Archaeology Advisory Service 
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