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1. Introduction 

1.1. This rebuttal Proof of Evidence has been prepared on behalf of West 

Yorkshire Combined Authority and Leeds City Council (together “the 

Promoters”) to respond to particular aspects of the proof of evidence of Tony 

Ray on behalf of North West Leeds Transport Forum which was received by 

the Promoters on 1 April 2014. 

1.2. It is not intended that this rebuttal proof should address further 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 issues raised by Mr Ray’s in his proof of 

evidence: 

 Objection 3 point q consistency with West Park Conservation Area 

Appraisal and Management Plan. 

 Page 38, point r. regarding consistency with Far Headingley 

Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan 

 Pages 39, point s. regarding consistency with Headingley Hill, Hyde 

Park and Woodhouse Moor Conservation Area Appraisal and 

Management Plan. 

 Pages 39 and 40, point t., on the impact of the Headingley off highway 

green corridor section, consistency with the Neighbourhood Design 

Statement and that impact should be graded as severe. 

 Objection 3 part U on the weight to be given to the Far Headingley, 

Weetwood and West Park Neighbourhood Design Statement 

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 Mr Ray. 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. 
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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 Thomas Walker regarding consistency with West 

Park Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan. 

2.1.1. The objector states regarding the forecourt around the parade of 

shops adjacent the roundabout at West Park; ‘the current proposals 

involve the loss of at least one of the significant trees on the 

forecourt.’  

2.1.2. This point is covered at point 8.22 of my proof of evidence where it is 

outlined that the tree is shown at risk and not for removal; ‘with special 

construction methods the specific tree in question can be retained as 

part of the proposed scheme.’ 

2.1.3. The objector also raises the question as to why the poor public realm 

in front of the parade of shops is not shown to be enhanced. This is 

because, apart from the pavement, the public realm in front of the 

shops is not publicly owned and NGT does not propose any changes 

to the existing layout other than introducing a stop on the publicly 

owned pavement. 

Rebuttal Argument 2: 

2.2. Response prepared by Thomas Walker regarding statements on pages 38, 

point r., regarding consistency with Far Headingley Conservation Area 

Appraisal and Management Plan. 

2.2.1. In reference to the Management Plan the objector highlights that the 

Conservation Appraisal and Management Plans reference the 

importance of the tree lined roads and minimising impact on the 

special character of the area from traffic measures. The objector 

contends that the impact is major not moderate. In my view the LTVA 

methodology and its application is correct as although trees are 

removed and the highway is widened in places the townscape effect 

is not greater than moderate. This is set out in 8.23 and 8.24 in my 
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Proof of Evidence. In addition the latest Landscape Plan M4931 114 

(APP 1-3-1) shows less tree removal by St Chad’s Church.  

2.2.2. In addition the objector highlights treatment to the junction of Otley 

Road and Weetwood Lane stating; ‘it is not accepted that the so 

called ‘plaza’ outside the Three Horseshoes pub which will 

accommodate the NGT stop can be regarded as a ‘positive addition’.  

2.2.3. I note however that within the ‘Far Headingley Conservation Area 

Appraisal and Management Plan’ at page 12 this is an area 

highlighted as a site with opportunities for enhancement and states; 

‘Particular areas that could benefit from enhancement are shown on 

the analysis map (page 8). Perhaps the most important of these is the 

part public - part private open space at the junction of Weetwood Lane 

and Otley Road that forms the heart of the village. Enhancements to 

the streetscape treatment in this area would help to strengthen Far 

Headingley’s sense of identity’. 

2.2.4. This focus of improvements in this area directly contradicts the point 

the Objector makes regarding improvements to this junction. 

Rebuttal Argument 3: 

2.3. Response prepared by Thomas Walker regarding statements on pages 39, 

point s, regarding consistency with Headingley Hill, Hyde Park and 

Woodhouse Moor Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan. 

2.3.1. The Objector refers to the Management Plan at page 17 which states; 

‘Any proposal under the New Generation Transport scheme, or similar 

Public Transport schemes, should respect the particular character of 

the streetscape of Headingley Lane, notably stone boundary walls, 

and take advantage of opportunities for enhancements.’ 

2.3.2. Whilst it is recognised that there are significant impacts that result 

from the NGT scheme the Objector confuses the effects recorded in 

the Heritage assessment and the Landscape Townscape Visual 
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Assessment which use different methodologies. The scheme has paid 

special attention to the treatment of the Headingley Hill, Hyde Park 

Corner and Woodhouse Moor Conservation areas. This is set out in 

paragraphs 5.25 – 5.29 and 8.65 – 8.72 of my main Proof of 

Evidence. These describe the special attention to stone walls, 

introduction of high quality surfacing to pavements and improvements 

to the Moor.  

Rebuttal Argument 4: 

2.4. Response prepared by Thomas Walker regarding statements on pages 39 

and 40, point t., on the impact of the Headingley off highway green corridor 

section, consistency with the Neighbourhood Design Statement and that 

impact should be graded as severe. 

2.4.1. I believe the scheme is fully compliant with the Neighbourhood Design 

Statement in that the design has sought to minimise impacts and 

create/preserve the green corridor with accompanying pedestrian and 

cycleways as set out in 5.21-5.24 and 8.40-8.42 of my main Proof of 

Evidence. I do not agree that the impacts should be described as 

severe (see 4.555 – 4.560 of LTVA A-08E-1) as whilst significant 

impacts are recorded the scheme only impacts a corridor within the 

extensive verdant swathe of woodland and grassland of this part of 

Headingley. With mitigation, the magnitude of effects are correctly 

described as ‘medium/low’ which when combined with ‘high’ 

townscape sensitivity results in a ‘moderate’ adverse effect.  

Rebuttal Argument 5: 

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Speak on Objection 3 part U on the weight to be 

given to the Far Headingley, Weetwood and West Park Neighbourhood 

Design Statement 

2.5.1. Mr Ray quotes the Far Headingley, Weetwood and West Park 

Neighbourhood Design Statement 2013 in his objection 3 part U. I can 

confirm that this document is in draft form only having gone out to 
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external consultation only. The final version is under consideration. I 

understand that the NGT Project Team have made representations 

regarding the wording of the statement in the draft document at page 

18 referred to by Mr Ray. I must therefore conclude that little or no 

weight can be afforded to this particular statement. 

Rebuttal Argument 6: 

2.6. Response prepared by Mr Ward on Objection 3 part g of Mr Tony Rays’ 

proof. The assertion is that there has not been sufficient archaeological 

assessment with regards to significance and there should be a field 

evaluation of the buried archaeology.  

2.7. The response to this issue is contained within my rebuttal to Caroline Hardie, 

North West Transport Forum in Rebuttal Argument 9 pg14-16. 

 


