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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 Mr 

Kemp submitted on behalf of North West Leeds Transport Forum (NWLTF), 

which was received by the Promoters on 1 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 responds to the following parts of Mr Kemp‟s Proof of Evidence: 

 NWLTF 2, Mr Kemp‟s Proof of Evidence on behalf of Objector 1719, 

Section 1 “Deficiencies in the Analysis” 

 NWLTF 2, Mr Kemp‟s Proof of Evidence on behalf of Objector 1719, 

Section 2 “Failure to give Full, Fair and Adequate Attention to Alternative 

Schemes” 

 NWLTF 2, Mr Kemp‟s Proof of Evidence on behalf of Objector 1719, 

Section 3 “Inconsistencies with relevant legislation, guidelines, plans and 

policies” 

 NWLTF 2, Mr Kemp‟s Proof of Evidence on behalf of Objector 1719, 

Section 4 “Failure to meet the aspirations, objectives and constraints set 

out in the TWAO literature ” 

 NWLTF 2, Mr Kemp‟s Proof of Evidence on behalf of Objector 1719, 

Section 5 “Harm to the local economy and to the amenity of North West 

Leeds ” 

 NWLTF 2, Mr Kemp‟s Proof of Evidence on behalf of Objector 1719, 

Section 6 “Inappropriateness of the proposed technology ” 
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 NWLTF 2, Mr Kemp‟s Proof of Evidence on behalf of Objector 1719, 

Section 7 “Likelihood of further deterioration in the attractiveness of public 

transport services ” 

 NWLTF 2, Mr Kemp‟s Proof of Evidence on behalf of Objector 1719, 

Section 8 “Deficiencies in the consultation process” 

1.4. In coming to his conclusions, Mr Kemp relies on and makes reference to two 

other witnesses, namely: 

 Professor Peter Bonsall (NWLTF 3), in particular in relation to the 

Business Case and underlying analysis 

 Mr Ray (NWLTF 4), in particular in relation to the case for NGT in respect 

of national and local plans, policies and guidance 

1.5. The Promoters have prepared rebuttal proofs to each of these Proofs of 

Evidence and rather than points being repeated here, cross-references are 

made to these accordingly. 

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

Promoters to those new points raised in the evidence of Mr Kemp. In this 

respect, for cross-examination purposes 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. 

1.7. 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 

“Deficiencies in the Analysis” 

2.1. In his evidence regarding “Deficiencies in the Analysis”, Mr Kemp relies on 

the evidence of others. These points are addressed in the rebuttal to 

Professor Bonsall‟s evidence [OBJ/1719 REB-2]. 

“Failure to give Full, Fair and Adequate Attention to Alternative Schemes” 

2.2. In his evidence regarding “Failure to give Full, Fair and Adequate Attention to 

Alternative Schemes”, Mr Kemp relies on the evidence of others. These 

points are addressed in the rebuttal to Professor Bonsall‟s evidence 

[OBJ/1719 REB-2]. 

“Inconsistencies with relevant legislation, guidelines, plans and policies” 

2.3. In his evidence regarding “Inconsistencies with relevant legislation, 

guidelines, plans and policies”, Mr Kemp largely relies on the evidence of 

others. These points are addressed in the rebuttal to Mr Ray‟s evidence 

[OBJ/1719 REB-3]. In particular: 

 Paragraph 3.3, with regard to provisions of the Manual for Streets 

 Paragraph 3.4, with regard to provisions of the National Planning Policy 

Framework 

 Paragraph 3.5, with regard to provisions of saved policies from the Unitary 

Development Plan 

 Paragraph 3.6, with regard to provisions of the West Yorkshire Local 

Transport Plan 

 Paragraph 3.7, with regard to provisions of the Leeds Climate Change 

Strategy 
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 Paragraph 3.8, with regard to provisions of the relevant Conservation 

Area Appraisals and Management Plans and Neighbourhood Design 

Statements 

2.4. Response prepared on NWLTF 2 paragraph 3.1a by Mr Chadwick on the 

suggested inconsistencies with relevant legislation, guidelines, plans and 

policies. 

The Equality Act 

2.5. In paragraph 3.1a, referring to section 3a of NWLTF‟s Statement of Case 

[OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises a concern that the scheme is 

inconsistent with the Equality Act. 

2.6. In the Promoters‟ rebuttal of Professor Bonsall‟s evidence [OBJ/1719 REB-2] 

we address his concerns that the introduction of NGT will result in a less 

convenient public transport system for users. The cost benefit appraisal 

undertaken for NGT includes representation of the elements of a public 

transport journey shown in NWLTF‟s Statement of Case and shows that the 

benefits of NGT substantially outweigh any disbenefits. The specific impact 

on mobility impaired passengers will, of course, depend on the precise origin 

and destination of their trips. Mobility impaired passengers would benefit 

from the punctual service and smooth ride offered by NGT. Although there 

would be fewer seats than a standard double decker the more open layout 

would have advantages in terms of easier access to these seats and 

improved wheelchair access. The vast majority of passengers travelling in 

inter-peak and off-peak times will have a seat available should they wish to 

use one. In my opinion, the conclusion that NGT is beneficial in terms of 

Access to Healthcare facilities presented in paragraph 5.32 onwards of the 

Health Impact Assessment [A-08h-3] is appropriate. 

 



        REB-1 OBJ/1719 

 

Page 7 of 26 
 

2.7. Response prepared on NWLTF 2 section 3 by Mr Smith on the suggested 

inconsistencies with relevant legislation, guidelines, plans and policies. 

The Equality Act 

2.8. In paragraph 3.1, referring to section 3a of NWLTF‟s Statement of Case 

[OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises a concern that the scheme is 

inconsistent with the Equality Act. 

2.9. In paragraph 3a of NWLTF‟s Statement of Case [OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s 

proof raises concern that the scheme is inconsistent with the Equality Act 

2010 and discriminates against the needs of „disabled and infirm 

passengers‟, who have „difficulties in walking, standing and waiting out of 

doors‟. The proof makes eight separate points regarding the NGT scheme in 

the context of the Equality Act. These are addressed sequentially below: 

(i) Walking distances between NGT stops are greater than the 

distances between current bus stops (being approximately 600m 

apart, rather than 400m as for current bus stops). However, NGT 

stops will be in addition to existing provision and will actually 

increase the public transport offer along the route. The detailed 

design phase will also include improved seating and environment at 

NGT stops, and elements such as additional seating between stops 

to break up walking journeys.  

(ii) As the proof states, no specifications around vehicle design have yet 

been made, including the number of seated and standing places. 

However, it is anticipated that the number of seats on each vehicle 

(rather than the proportion of passengers who will be seated) will be 

broadly comparable with existing buses. Overall capacity is 

increased, there will be more doors on each vehicle and there will be 

increased space for pushchairs and wheelchairs on vehicles. Vehicle 

design is also being explored by the Leeds NGT accessibility user 

group, who will have input into the final specifications for vehicles.  



        REB-1 OBJ/1719 

 

Page 8 of 26 
 

(iii) The frequency of trolleybuses will typically be ten per hour during 

weekdays, meaning a wait of no more than six minutes per 

trolleybus. North of Bodington, where the frequency will typically be 

five per hour, waiting times will be no more than 12 minutes per 

trolleybus. No decisions have yet been taken on existing bus 

services. Metro, as the co-Promoter and Local Transport Authority, 

has no say over what services bus operators provide commercially. 

Nonetheless, the Promoters have made a reasonable assumption on 

what bus services would operate post NGT and the combined level 

of bus and NGT service will be a net improvement in public transport 

provision in the A660 Otley Road corridor.  

(iv) Removal of other bus services is not a component of the NGT 

scheme. As stated in points (i) and (iii) above, NGT will provide 

additional public transport options. Decisions on how existing 

services will be adjusted is a matter for their operators.  

(v) Subject to bus operators‟ decisions, existing services will be 

maintained. Those wishing to interchange in the city centre will find 

the City Square integrated bus and NGT stop helps them to do this 

without having to walk any further.  

(vi) Some bus stops have had to be relocated to accommodate NGT 

stops along the route. The relocation of bus stops may result in a 

longer walk for some people and may therefore be less convenient. 

By equal measure, however, the stops will be more convenient for 

others, resulting in shorter walking distances.  

(vii) As with points (i), (iii), (iv) and (v) above, it should be noted that NGT 

adds additional services and additional capacity to existing public 

transport provision. As such, more options are available for reaching 

healthcare facilities. As noted in point (ii), seating capacity is 

expected to be broadly comparable, with greater overall capacity, 

and greater capacity for wheelchair users and people with 

pushchairs.  



        REB-1 OBJ/1719 

 

Page 9 of 26 
 

(viii) In some instances loading bans may result in current stopping 

places for disabled or mobility impaired drivers (or passengers) 

being removed or made less accessible. The provision of disabled 

spaces, loading spaces and other accessible points for use by blue 

badge holders is being discussed by the Leeds NGT accessibility 

user group – who will input into the scheme design regarding loading 

and drop-off of disabled and mobility impaired users. Of the specific 

points raised: 

a. The loading ban at High Field Surgery is associated with 

preserving an ambulance only space. There will be no 

loss of car parking in the area, and no change to the 

number of blue badge spaces available. 

b. In Far Headingley, changes to parking provision and 

loading restriction southbound to Alma Road are to be re-

provided near Cottage Road and Park Terrace including 

provision of blue badge spaces.  

2.10. An equality impact assessment (EqIA) [A-08h-2] has been undertaken for the 

NGT scheme.  This Assessment supports compliance by Metro with the 

public sector equality duty (PSED) within the Equality Act 2010 by: 

 Demonstrating awareness of the requirements of the PSED through the 

policy section (Chapter 3). 

 Being undertaken as part of the Environmental Statement submission 

prior to any finalisation for design or approval to go ahead with the 

scheme 

 Using a wide range of independently sourced information including policy, 

research, demographic data and stakeholder input. 

 Taking forward the needs of groups identified as being impacted by the 

proposals by convening a user group to further explore equality issues 
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 Maintaining a focus on the implementation of the scheme and carrying 

forward the recommendations that have emerged from the assessments 

and engagement undertaken. 

 Recording evidence of the above through various reports (including the 

EqIA) and meeting minutes.  

2.11. Negative impacts identified in the EqIA will be addressed by the proposed 

mitigation measures which will be carried over to the detailed design phase. 

When implemented these measures will remove or reduce the negative 

impacts experienced by the groups identified as experiencing them. Many of 

these issues are already being addressed by the Leeds NGT accessibility 

user groups, which is having a measureable influence over the detailed 

design process.  

2.12. Response prepared on NWLTF 2 section 3 by Mr Leather on the suggested 

inconsistencies with relevant legislation, guidelines, plans and policies. 

The Road Traffic Act 

2.13. In paragraph 3.2, referring to section 3b of NWLTF‟s Statement of Case 

[OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises the concern that the scheme is 

inconsistent with the Road Traffic Act. 

2.14. At paragraph 7.8.8 in the evidence of Mr Smith [APP-3-2] it is explained that 

the strategic modelling makes simplifying assumptions about accidents 

based on additional vehicle kilometres travelled. This does not take account 

of the increase in signal controlled pedestrian crossing locations from 124 to 

188 along the route, together with improved junction layouts, widened lanes 

and areas of pedestrian dominated street with limited access and a 20mph 

speed limit. These measures are likely to reduce the number of collisions 

along the route. The highway authority has been closely involved in the 

scheme design and has undertaken safety audits of the proposals (as set out 

in APP-3-2 paragraph 7.8.9).  

2.15. The emergency services have been consulted throughout the design 

development and have not raised any objection to the proposals. They will 
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be able to use the off highway sections of route such as through Headingley 

centre to help avoid congestion and improve response times.  

2.16. In the Proof of Evidence of Mr Smith [APP-3-2] paragraph 10.2.4 discusses 

the width of combined cycle and bus lanes in relation to guidance. This notes 

the short 100m section of bus and cycle lane on the northbound approach to 

Clarendon Road which is 3.65m in width. Having a wider northbound bus 

and cycle lane at this location would have required omitting the inbound 

cycle lane. This was discussed with Leeds City Council cycling officers as 

well as the Leeds Cycling Campaign whose preference was for the proposed 

arrangement with a southbound cycle lane and short section of 3.65m width 

northbound bus and cycle lane. All other sections of bus and cycle lane are 

4.2m or 4.5m in width.  

2.17. It is not unusual for bus stops with common destinations to be situated on 

either side of a side or access road. Although traffic will be at low speed 

turning into or out of a side road, care should be taken by pedestrians as is 

the case today.  

2.18. Leeds City Council design follows Manual for Streets and the NGT proposals 

are in accordance with this. The Transport Assessment [B-9] contains an 

extract from the West Yorkshire LTP3 road user hierarchy and this has been 

adopted in the NGT design. It places pedestrians and cyclists at the top of 

the hierarchy and cars at the bottom. The approach taken has been to 

respond to the local context so for example pedestrian dominated areas 

have been created along Woodhouse Lane, whilst servicing and access has 

been maintained to properties.  

2.19. The rationale for bus stop relocations is set out in the Proof of Evidence of 

Mr Smith [APP-3-2 section 5.3] and where possible NGT and bus stops have 

been located near to footpaths or highway junctions subject to sightline and 

other safety considerations.  

2.20. The general approach for stops is set out in the Urban and Landscape 

Statement [A-08k section 2]. Sharing NGT and bus stops would not be 
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possible in many locations due to lack of kerbside capacity and the potential 

for other bus services to delay NGT services. Where feasible it is proposed 

to combine OLE support poles and street lighting to minimise street furniture. 

In addition powers are sought for OLE building fixings to further minimise 

street furniture. 

2.21. Response prepared on NWLTF 2 section 3.2 by Mr Haskins on the 

suggested inconsistencies with relevant legislation, guidelines, plans and 

policies. 

The Road Traffic Act 

2.22. In paragraph 3.2, referring to section 3b of NWLTF‟s Statement of Case 

[OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises the concern that the scheme is 

inconsistent with the Road Traffic Act. 

2.23. In this section of Mr Kemp‟s proof he suggests that the Promoters‟ failed to 

engage with the Ambulance service. In fact, our records show that the 

Promoter‟s wrote to the Yorkshire Ambulance Service (YAS) in October 2012 

in respect of the TWAO application. In September 2013 YAS confirmed in a 

meeting with the NGT Project Team that it had no concerns about the 

designs as submitted. 

“Failure to meet the aspirations, objectives and constraints set out in the TWAO 

literature” 

2.24. In his evidence regarding “Failure to meet the aspirations, objectives and 

constraints set out in the TWAO literature”, Mr Kemp largely relies on the 

evidence of others. These points are addressed in the respective rebuttals to 

the evidence of Professor Bonsall [OBJ/1719 REB-2] and Mr Ray [OBJ/1719 

REB-3]. In particular: 

 Paragraph 4.1, with regard to improving integration, the rebuttal to the 

evidence of Professor Bonsall 

 Paragraph 4.2, with regard to enhancing public transport, the rebuttal to 

the evidence of Professor Bonsall 
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 Paragraph 4.3, with regard to modal shift to public transport, the rebuttal 

to the evidence of Professor Bonsall 

 Paragraph 4.5, with regard to transport network efficiency, the rebuttal to 

the evidence of Professor Bonsall 

 Paragraph 4.6, with regard to greenhouse gases, the rebuttal to the 

evidence of Professor Bonsall 

 Paragraphs 4.7 and 4.8, with regard to quality of life, the rebuttal to the 

evidence of Professor Bonsall 

 Paragraph 4.10, with regard to the NGT Urban Design and Access 

Statement, the rebuttal to the evidence of Mr Ray 

2.25. Response prepared on NWLTF 2 paragraph 4.4 by Mr Chadwick on the 

suggested failure to meet the aspirations, objectives and constraints set out 

in the TWAO literature. 

Economic Growth 

2.26. In paragraph 4.4, referring in part to sections 4d-g of NWLTF‟s Statement of 

Case [OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises a concern that the project‟s 

performance against the economic growth objectives are compromised. 

2.27. In the Promoters‟ rebuttal of Professor Bonsall‟s evidence [OBJ/1719 REB-2] 

we address his concerns about increased congestion and conclude that any 

highway disbenefit resulting from NGT would not be a material impact. It 

follows that any increased costs for local businesses (representing only a 

proportion of the overall impact) would not be significant. 

2.28. Other concerns raised in paragraph 4d of the NWLTF‟s Statement of Case 

[OBJ-1719-1] are addressed by Mr Haskins in paragraph 2.40 onwards of 

this document. 

2.29. We address the impact of NGT on accessibility and connectivity in our 

rebuttal of Professor Bonsall‟s evidence [OBJ/1719 REB-2], concluding that 
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the moderate beneficial assessment of accessibility presented in the 

Business Case Review [C-1] appropriately reflects DfT Guidance. 

2.30. Mr Kemp misunderstands the purpose of NGT with regard to supporting 

regeneration initiatives and economic growth. It is not the purpose of NGT to 

support each and every regeneration initiative in Leeds and serve each and 

every deprived area, although it is undeniable that NGT serves well a 

number of areas earmarked for regeneration, as well as some areas that 

experience the highest deprivation seen in Leeds. Rather, as I set out in my 

evidence, NGT is part of a complementary package of enhancements to bus 

and rail networks, as well as targeted enhancement to the City‟s road 

network which together will support regeneration and address deprivation 

across the city. 

Key Delivery Constraints 

2.31. In paragraph 4.9, referring to sections 4m, o, p and q of NWLTF‟s Statement 

of Case [OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises the concern that the NGT 

proposal does not meet the key delivery constraints set out in the Business 

Case Review [C-1]. 

2.32. In the Promoters‟ rebuttal of Professor Bonsall‟s evidence [OBJ/1719 REB-2] 

we provide evidence to refute his concern that the revenue forecasts have 

been inflated by unrealistic modelling assumptions. 

2.33. Figure 5.1 of the NGT Operating Cost Report [C-1-10] shows the estimated 

operating costs of NGT by component. Energy makes up a small proportion 

of the operating cost of NGT and therefore the possibility of costs increasing 

faster than has been assumed would not have any material impact on the 

robustness of the overall cost projection. In my opinion the operating and 

lease cost estimates used within the business case are robust.  

2.34. In paragraph 6.16 of my Proof of Evidence [APP-7-2] I conclude that possible 

competition from bus operators will be a short term response. Further, in my 

opinion the suggestion that the low growth scenario is more likely because of 

what DfT census data shows has happened to traffic flows on the A660 at 
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Woodhouse Moor is neither appropriate nor consistent with DfT guidance. As 

Mr Hanson explains in his evidence, the population and employment 

projections that underpin the Leeds Transport Model‟s projections of future 

traffic growth are consistent with and reflect Government guidance. 

Moreover, the traffic flow projections from the modelling work are for forecast 

years of 2016 and 2031. While average annual growth rates can be 

calculated from these, year-on-year fluctuations around these averages is 

both normal and expected.  

2.35. I also note that the text in paragraph 21.26 in the Business Case Review [C-

1] which introduces Table 21.1 (the source for Table 11.3 of the Promoters‟ 

Statement of Case), states that a prudent risk reduction of 20% has been 

made to the revenue forecast in this table. I consider that over the medium 

term this revenue adjustment for risk is sufficient to ensure that the forecast 

operating surplus is robust. Therefore I do not accept the suggestions that 

the alleged fragility of the operating surplus would compromise the Potential 

for System Expansion (Constraint 3), nor the Commercial Case (Constraint 

4), nor Outcomes Realisation (Constraint 5). 

2.36. In the Promoters‟ rebuttal of Professor Bonsall‟s evidence [OBJ/1719 REB-2] 

we set out evidence that refutes his suggestion that the Promoters failed to 

give full, fair and adequate attention to alternative schemes. In paragraph 

3.116 of my Proof of Evidence [APP-7-2] I conclude that the Preferred Option 

BCR is robust. In paragraph 3.29 of my proof [APP-7-2] I set out what is 

meant by Value for Money, specifically in terms of DfT guidance; any non 

DfT compliant view of whether NGT represents Value for Money has no 

relevance to this inquiry. Finally, Mr Haskins sets out in Section 5 of his Proof 

of Evidence that the DfT has been kept fully informed of developments in the 

scheme, including its latest Value for Money assessment. Taken together 

this demonstrates that any suggestion that the Value for Money of NGT 

(Constraint 6) might in any way be compromised is mistaken. 
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“Harm to the local economy and to the amenity of North West Leeds” 

2.37. In his evidence regarding “Harm to the local economy and to the amenity of 

North West Leeds”, Mr Kemp largely relies on the evidence of others. These 

points are addressed in the rebuttal to Mr Ray‟s evidence [OBJ/1719 REB-3]. 

In particular: 

 Paragraph 5.2, with regard to the link between community facilities and 

amenity 

 Paragraph 5.2, with regard to the link between public transport 

accessibility and amenity 

 Paragraph 5.3, with regard to streetscape 

2.38. Response prepared on NWLTF 2 paragraph 5.1 by Mr Haskins on the 

suggested harm to the local economy and to the amenity of North West 

Leeds. 

Commercial Viability of Local Businesses 

2.39. In paragraph 5.1, referring in part to section 6a of NWLTF‟s Statement of 

Case [OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises concern over the impact of the 

scheme on the commercial viability of local businesses. 

2.40. The Promoters (Leeds City Council and WYCA) recognise the importance of 

small or medium sized enterprises (SMEs) to the local economy, employing a 

large percentage of the region‟s population and playing a key role in many of 

the local communities. Along the proposed NGT route, some businesses are 

likely to be affected by the NGT proposals. The majority of these businesses 

are small or medium sized enterprises (SMEs) with less than 250 employees. 

The proposals are likely to affect SMEs in different ways and for different 

lengths of time, depending on the manner in which they are affected. 

2.41. In the run up and throughout the Inquiry, the Promoters are continuing a 

process of business engagement which will see them establish contact with 

over 300 SMEs offering information on the project. It is recognised that there 
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could be disruption during construction of NGT and it is recognised that this 

could affect some local SMEs. However, once operational NGT will have a 

positive impact to many local SMEs through: 

 Improved connectivity across the city and city centre, making it easier for 

people to travel to work and access major retail, visitor and leisure 

attractions  

 Better access to labour markets and employment opportunities creating 

up to 4,000 potential new jobs 

 Additional jobs for local firms as a result of the construction, operation and 

maintenance of NGT.  

 Significantly enhanced land and property values along the NGT route, 

providing a further incentive for investment and development, based upon 

the experience of other cities introducing rapid transport systems. 

2.42. The Construction and Implementation Strategy [A-08g-3] gives SMEs further 

certainty over likely disruption timescales. The Code of Construction Practice 

details the measures that will be taken to minimise the disruption caused 

during construction. In terms of communications, the contractor will employ a 

Liaison Manager for the scheme. The Liaison Manager will be first point of 

contact for any issues and will be familiar with the community and local 

businesses. They will ensure that all deliveries and distribution will remain in 

order. Until then, the Promoters are engaging and will continue to engage 

with any SME owners along the route to help manage any concerns. 

2.43. The majority of SMEs along the route which front onto the proposed route 

are not directly affected by the proposals. (i.e. existing access/parking 

arrangements will be retained, no land take is proposed and no building 

fixings are required).  However, some of the ways these SMEs are affected 

are listed below: 
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 New NGT stops, relocated bus stops, new junction signals, wider roads 

and pavements and other measures associated with the scheme will 

change the movement patterns of pedestrians and traffic. 

 Changes to parking provisions (see specific section below) 

 The construction period (see specific section below) 

 Enhanced urban uplift in key locations. 

2.44. Occupiers of property with access directly onto an adopted highway where 

NGT will run would have received official notices following the submission of 

the NGT Transport and Works Act Order (TWAO) on 19 September 2013.  

Those notices were sent to ensure that frontage properties and businesses 

were made aware of the proposals, giving information as to how to find out 

more and how to object to/or support the proposals. 

2.45. Response prepared on NWLTF 2 section 5.1 by Mr Chadwick on the 

suggested harm to the local economy and to the amenity of North West 

Leeds. 

Increased Congestion 

2.46. In paragraph 5.1, referring in part to section 6b of NWLTF‟s Statement of 

Case [OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises concern over the impact of 

increased congestion on Leeds‟ businesses. 

2.47. I have addressed the impact of NGT on highway congestion in paragraph 

2.27 of this rebuttal proof. I note that the document referred to in NWLTF‟s 

Statement of Case [OBJ-1719-1] paragraph 6b (which forms Appendix H2 to 

that document) is in respect of the March 2012 Programme Entry Business 

Case [C-2]. In paragraph 3.72 of my Proof of Evidence [APP-7-2] I describe 

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

since that time. The DfT document referred to is no longer relevant. Given 

that we have rebutted the suggestion that the scheme results in material 

additional congestion, it follows that I also conclude that this would not in any 

adverse way affect the economy of North West Leeds or of the wider city. 
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Source of Local Funding Contribution 

2.48. In paragraph 5.1, referring in part to section 6d of NWLTF‟s Statement of 

Case [OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises concern over the implication that 

local taxes and charges will be higher. 

2.49. Table 20.1 of the Business Case Review [C-1] summarises the sources of 

funding for NGT. The capital funding shown as being provided by the 

Promoters totals £30.4 million (outturn). Other local funding contributions 

take the form of land (only applicable to the NGT corridors) and Prudential 

Borrowing, which is directly associated with the NGT scheme. In paragraph 

4.12 of my Proof of Evidence [APP-7-2] I set out the projection that the 

cumulative operating surplus will be in excess of illustrative loan repayments. 

I therefore conclude that Mr Kemp‟s concern is unfounded. 

 

2.50. Response prepared on NWLTF 2 paragraph 5.1 by Mr Smith on the 

suggested harm to the local economy and to the amenity of North West 

Leeds. 

Construction Period 

2.51. In paragraph 5.1, referring in part to section 6c of NWLTF‟s Statement of 

Case [OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises concern over the threatened 

viability of Leeds‟ businesses during the construction period. 

2.52. It is inevitable that there will be some disruption to businesses during the 

construction period. Measures to minimise and mitigate disruption are 

discussed in the Proof of Evidence of Mr Smith [APP 3-3 section 8.2]. 

“Inappropriateness of the proposed technology” 

2.53. Response prepared on NWLTF 2 section 6 by Mr Haskins on the suggested 

inappropriateness of the proposed technology. 

Expansion of the System 

2.54. In paragraph 6.1, referring in part to section 7a of NWLTF‟s Statement of 

Case [OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises concerns over the difficulties of 
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increasing the capacity or extending the system, including the need for 

significant infrastructure expenditure. 

2.55. The majority of the costs of NGT are not particular to the trolleybus 

technology which we have demonstrated is appropriate for this route. The 

cost and difficulties associated with any extension would be specific to that 

route. In my experience of rapid transit systems in the UK it is the 

infrastructure which supports faster and more punctual run times which 

would dominate the costs of any extension, rather than the overhead line 

equipment. I therefore do not consider that trolleybus technology is 

inappropriate for the reason suggested. 

Vehicle Fleet 

2.56. In paragraph 6.2, referring in part to section 7b of NWLTF‟s Statement of 

Case [OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises concerns over the risks of use of 

a specialist fleet of vehicles. 

2.57. In my opinion the risks associated with trolleybus technology, which is 

proven across the globe, are less than the risks associated with any 

emerging alternative electric or hybrid vehicle. For components of the 

vehicles, whether it is left or right hand drive is irrelevant. The worldwide 

demand for trolleybuses, the increasing standardisation by manufacturers of 

vehicle components across a wide product range and the approach adopted 

to procurement in the commercial strategy means that spares will be 

available over the vehicles‟ life. The number of established trolley vehicle 

systems around the world means that new vehicles will be available when 

the initial fleet comes to being renewed and that these can be secured 

through competitive procurement. 

Express Bus Services 

2.58. In paragraph 6.3, referring in part to section 7c of NWLTF‟s Statement of 

Case [OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises concerns over the inability to 

provide express bus services from the Park & Ride sites. 
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2.59. Mr Chadwick sets out in paragraph 3.156 of his Proof of Evidence [APP-7-2] 

the results of an assessment of a lower cost alternative with an express bus 

serving the Bodington Park & Ride site. The reasons that an express bus 

service does not improve the performance of the Low Cost Alternative (i.e. 

the reduced journey time does not outweigh the increased wait time, given 

they would have to run at a lower frequency) equally applies to the trolleybus 

system. Therefore I conclude that the question of whether trolleybus 

technology is compatible with the idea of an express service is not relevant. 

Streetscape 

2.60. In paragraph 6.4, referring in part to section 7e of NWLTF‟s Statement of 

Case [OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises concerns over the impact on the 

street scene. 

2.61. The Business Case Review [C-1] sets out the conclusion that within the 

context of the overall value for money assessment the beneficial impacts of 

NGT significantly outweigh the adverse impacts, which include the system‟s 

impact on the streetscape. In paragraph 3.19 of my Proof of Evidence [APP-

2-2] I set out what I consider to be the importance of the „permanence‟ that is 

offered by the NGT system, which will demonstrate our commitment to 

improving transport in the areas along the route. 

Technological Development 

2.62. In paragraph 6.7, referring in part to section 7f of NWLTF‟s Statement of 

Case [OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises concerns over the 

appropriateness of the proposed technology given the rapid pace of 

technological development. 

2.63. There is nothing presented in Mr Kemp‟s evidence or the NWLTF Statement 

of Case [OBJ-1719-1] which I consider affects the validity of the conclusions 

of the NGT Alternatives Review Report [C-1-1] or the Business Case Review 

[C-1]. I consider that adopting an unproven technology that is not currently 

commercially available or is expected or promised to be in existence would 

ever be appropriate for a project of this scale or importance to Leeds. In my 

view such an approach (even if it could be funded) would materially increase 
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the risk of the capital costs of the project escalating (noting that any such 

escalation would have to be met by the Promoters) and would also materially 

increase the risk that the benefits of the scheme could not be delivered. The 

future of Leeds‟s busiest public transport corridor cannot be put at risk by 

what would amount to a large scale technology experiment. 

2.64. Response prepared on NWLTF 2 section 6 by Mr Smith on the suggested 

inappropriateness of the proposed technology. 

Cyclists 

2.65. 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].  

Stop Provision 

2.66. Standard guidance provides that any single bus stop typically has a handling 

capacity for up to 23 services per hour. In many locations capacity is less 

than this due to local constraints or specific requirements such as layover 

periods at key timing points. At many bus stop locations, particularly in the 

city centre, an additional 10 NGT services per hour would not be feasible. 

NGT stops have been located next to or within 100m of other bus stops [APP 

3-2 paragraph 10.3.2].  

2.67. Should bus and NGT share stops, NGT vehicles would be delayed by other 

bus services due to the inevitable service perturbations. Combining NGT and 

bus stops would provide no guarantee of their a stop being clear when a 

NGT vehicle arrives, or how quickly regular buses will board/ alight and clear 
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the bus stop. This will reduce NGT service punctuality and erode scheme 

attractiveness and benefits.  

2.68. Trolley bus vehicles generally have a boarding height of 300mm due to the 

requirements for a more robust suspension system (for example secondary 

or air suspension) to give improved ride quality. This is higher than general 

boarding heights for regular buses which is 180mm. Therefore regular buses 

would not be able to dock at the higher NGT stop and separate stop 

provision is therefore required.  

 “Likelihood of further deterioration in the attractiveness of public transport services” 

2.69. In his evidence regarding “Likelihood of further deterioration in the 

attractiveness of public transport services”, Mr Kemp largely relies on the 

evidence of others. These points are addressed in the rebuttal to Professor 

Bonsall‟s evidence [OBJ/1719 REB-2]. In particular: 

 Paragraph 7.1, with regard to provision of facilities at bus stops which are 

being moved and bus access to NGT lanes 

 Paragraph 7.3, with regard to the NGT service 

 Paragraph 7.4, with regard to the use of a Quality Contract Scheme 

2.70. Response prepared on NWLTF 2 paragraph 7.2 by Mr Henkel on the 

suggested likelihood of further deterioration in the attractiveness of public 

transport services. 

Impact on Existing Bus Services 

2.71. In paragraph 7.2, referring in part to section 8c of NWLTF‟s Statement of 

Case [OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof raises concerns over the negative 

impact on existing bus services. 

2.72. I deal with this matter in paragraphs 8.45 and 8.46 of my Proof of Evidence 

[APP-4-2]. 
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“Deficiencies in the consultation process” 

2.73. Response prepared on NWLTF 2 section 8 by Mr Haskins on the suggested 

deficiencies in the consultation process. 

Communication Management Strategy 

2.74. In paragraph 8.1, referring to section 9a of NWLTF‟s Statement of Case 

[OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof suggests that our Communication 

Management Strategy did not allow for a two-way dialogue. 

2.75. I deal with this matter in paragraphs 6.20 and 11.25 of my Proof of Evidence 

[APP-2-2]. 

Public Opinion Survey 

2.76. In paragraph 8.2 Mr Kemp‟s proof raises concern over „reliance on an 

irrelevant survey of public opinion‟. 

2.77. I deal with this matter in paragraph 6.14 of my Proof of Evidence [APP-2-2]. 

Consultation with Local Businesses, Schools and Other Organisations 

2.78. In paragraph 8.3 Mr Kemp‟s proof suggests that we failed „to consult with 

local businesses, schools and other organisations‟. 

2.79. I deal with this matter in paragraph 11.25 of my Proof of Evidence [APP-2-2]. 

Information Events 

2.80. In paragraph 8.4, referring to sub-sections 9d-g of NWLTF‟s Statement of 

Case [OBJ-1719-1], Mr Kemp‟s proof suggests that we failed „to provide 

clear and consistent information at several “information events”‟. 

2.81. I note that these 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. I further note that because at the time the events 

took place, designs were still being developed in some areas, it could have 

been the case that definitive answers were not available to some questions.  
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2.82. In respect of the issue raised that there were 'changes in plans between one 

event and another', this is a function of the fact that we were 

consulting/engaging on a set of scheme plans that were still being refined. 

Indeed at this stage of the process, a key objective of the engagement 

exercise was to establish areas where such refinements to the scheme 

designs were needed and to then amend the design accordingly. There was 

little point in engaging members of the community on designs that were 

known to already be out of date. 

2.83. In respect of the issue raised that the TWAO notices were 'far from 

prominent and barely legible': 

 The layout and content of the notices was determined by legal 

requirements. This resulted in a large amount of text being included on 

each notice. The notices explained what we are doing and how someone 

could find out more about the scheme or object to the scheme 

 Each notice was required to be placed in a specific location. They also 

were required to be placed on Council-owned lampposts/columns which in 

turn limits where they could be located. It is the Promoters‟ view that all 

notices complied with Transport and Works Act Order (TWAO) rules. A 

total of over 500 notices were posted along the entire route.  

 In addition to on street notices, the NGT TWAO application was 

advertised in the local and national press, covered by local television 

news, on the NGT, LCC and Metro websites, via the NGT and Metro e-

Newsletters, via 4,000 notices posted to effected landowners and other 

effected parties and also via notices to 40 statutory undertakers  

 The notices in question were regularly removed or vandalised by third 

parties during the 6 week notice period. This led to a need to have them 

replaced. The Promoters replaced removed or vandalised notices at the 

earliest possible opportunity. The Police were informed that notices were 

being removed or vandalised. 
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Willingness to Consider Design Changes 

2.84. In paragraph 8.5 Mr Kemp‟s proof suggests that we were unwilling „to 

consider anything other than minor changes to scheme design‟. 

2.85. I deal with this matter in paragraphs 6.20 and 11.25 of my Proof of Evidence 

[APP-2-2]. From this it can be seen that the 2012/13 events were of a more 

local rather than strategic nature. Notwithstanding this, a number of strategic 

design changes were made during this period; these are covered by Mr 

Smith in his Proof of Evidence [APP-3-2]. 

Claims for NGT 

2.86. In paragraph 8.6 Mr Kemp‟s proof suggests that we made „misleading claims 

for NGT‟. 

2.87. I deal with this matter in paragraph 11.26 of my Proof of Evidence [APP-2-2]. 

Summary 

2.88. As I set out in paragraph 11.25 of my Proof of Evidence [APP-2-2] The 

Promoters strongly contest that the consultation process was deficient. There 

is nothing presented in Mr Kemp‟s evidence or the NWLTF Statement of 

Case [OBJ-1719-1] which I consider would result in any reconsideration of 

this position. 


