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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 (OBJ1720) submitted on behalf of West Park Residents Association 

which was received by the Promoters on 31/03/2014.   

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 proof addresses the following issues raised in the West Park 

Residents Association proof of evidence (the WPRA Proof): 

 Impact on the West Park community; 

 Impact of the relocation of bus stops; 

 Impact on local business; 

 Impact on footway widths at Lawnswood School; 

 Traffic movements and comments on the designs of Lawnswood 

roundabout; 

 Design for Lawnswood Roundabout and impact on traffic flow;   

 Un-segregated cycle / pedestrian path; 

 Accessibility of bus stops; 

 The bus frequency is expected to be halved; 

 Loss of trees value and cost for maintenance; 

 The consultation process; and 

 Support for NGT. 

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 West Park 

Residents Association. The name of the Promoters’ witness who is 
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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 Haskins on section 1, page 2 of the WPRA Proof 

on the issue of “impact on the West Park community”. Three key points are 

made: 

2.1.1. Firstly, the WPRA Proof cites that the NGT project has neglected and 

undervalued a primary role of the A660 in serving local needs in 

various ways.   

2.1.2. It should be noted that all roads systems within UK, fall into the four 

categories (excluding motorways): 

 A roads – major road intended to provide large scale transport 

links between or within areas. 

 B Roads – roads intended to connect different areas, and to feed 

traffic between A roads and smaller roads on the network  

 Classified un-numbered – smaller roads intended to connect 

together unclassified roads within A and B roads, often linking a 

housing estate and village to the rest of the network.  

 Unclassified - local roads intended for local traffic.  

2.1.3. Therefore large volumes of traffic traveling long distances should be 

using the higher classes of roads, which are designed to cater for 

large vehicle type movements and flows. The A660 by its 

classification is an A road and is therefore of significant local 

importance in regards to the efficient and safe distribution of vehicles. 

In addition to the A660 being an A class road, it is also strategically 

important and also forms part of the Primary Route Network within the 

UK. 
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2.1.4. The Primary Route Network serves: 

 the major traffic movements within urbanized areas connecting 

business areas, residential areas, local communities and major 

suburban centres; and  

 Serves a major portion of the trips entering and leaving the 

urban areas. 

2.1.5. Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2 in particular section 10.15] demonstrates 

that significant attention to detail has been placed around the more 

‘local’ aspects of the A660 corridor, whilst recognising the above 

strategic function of the road.  

2.1.6. Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2] addresses pedestrian safety in section 7.3 

and 7.8. 

2.1.7. Secondly, in respect of West Park Residents, the WPRA Proof cites 

that the NGT fails to maintain and improve access to public transport 

services.   

2.1.8. In respect of bus service provision, this is covered in the Proof of Mr 

Henkel [APP-4-2]. In respect of the rationale for the location of bus 

stops and provision of priority lanes, these are covered in the Proof of 

Mr Smith [APP-3-2] at sections 5.2 and 5.3.  

2.1.9. Thirdly, the WPRA Proof cites that the design process has been 

limited to only considering through traffic.   

2.1.10. Evidence presented elsewhere in Mr Smith, Mr Chadwick, Mr 

Robertson and Mr Hanson all demonstrate that traffic movements 

have been considered ‘in the round’ and that traffic models and 

junction priority settings have been formulated to enable all 

movements to be considered. 
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Rebuttal Argument 2: 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Smith on section 2 of the WPRA Proof regarding 

the impact of the relocation of bus stops. 

2.2.1. This is mainly addressed in Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2] section 10.15. 

2.2.2. The WPRA Proof states that passengers must cross the Village Hotel 

access road to use the bus stop. Bus passengers will also have the 

choice of using the new NGT stop at West Park, as well as existing 

bus services on the A660 and so will not necessarily be required to 

cross the Village Hotel Access Road.  

Rebuttal Argument 3: 

2.3. Response by Mr Smith on section 3 of the WPRA Proof regarding the impact 

on local business. 

2.3.1. This is addressed in Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2] in paragraphs 

10.15.8 and 10.15.9. 

Rebuttal Argument 4: 

2.4. Response by Mr Smith on section 4 of the WPRA Proof regarding the impact 

on community safety and footway widths at Lawnswood School. 

2.4.1. This is addressed in Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2] in section 10.12. The 

existing footway width adjacent to Lawnswood School between the 

school entrance and Weetwood Road is not being altered as part of 

NGT proposals. 

2.4.2. The relocation of the bus stop from the north of Weetwood Hall 

access road to the south is necessary as it would be unsafe to have a 

bus stop near to the end of a traffic merge lane. The revised bus stop 

location to the south of the access road requires that pedestrians 

cross the access road and this is no different to many other side 

roads. The Weetwood Hall access is a private road leading to a hotel, 

conference facilities and a pub. It has a signed speed limit of 10 mph, 
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and is currently crossed in an uncontrolled way by pupils walking or 

cycling to and from the school. The promoters will review the junction 

signal phasing at this location to consider whether the crossing of the 

access road can be signal controlled without unduly inconveniencing 

other street users.  

2.4.3. A pedestrian survey has been undertaken at the request of 

Lawnswood School, to investigate the level of pedestrian crossing 

activity along Otley Road in the vicinity of the school.  This survey was 

undertaken on 29th January 2014 between the hours of 07:45 to 

09:15 and 14:15 to 17:45.  The survey shows that the existing signal 

controlled pedestrian crossing location currently experiences the 

highest pedestrian flow with a two-way flow of 47 pedestrians (33 

school pupils) during the morning period and 276 pedestrians (229 

school pupils) during the afternoon period.  There is a peak 15 minute 

pedestrian demand between 1445 and 1500 where a two–way flow of 

158 pedestrians (156 school pupils) was observed.  The pedestrian 

crossing is proposed to operate on a cycle time of 60 seconds during 

the afternoon period and therefore this equates to the crossing being 

called (if there is the demand) up to 15 times in the 15 minute peak 

period.  On average 11 pedestrians could be expected to use the 

crossing during any one cycle and would therefore be using the traffic 

islands (pedestrian refuges) to wait for a green man aspect.  The 

islands are both proposed to have approximately 25m2 of hard 

standing waiting space and with the average number of pedestrians 

per signal cycle as indicated above, this would give approximately 

2.3m2 of space per person.   

2.4.4. The level of pedestrian congestion on a footway is often assessed 

using Fruin’s Level of Service categories. This gives a measure of the 

pedestrian freedom to walk at his/her chosen speed and pass others 

– a measure of pedestrian congestion and convenience. According to 

the calculated results from the assessment methodology, the traffic 

islands would be Level of Service Category B (generally free flowing) 
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for a walking area and a Level of Service of Category A (free flowing) 

for a queuing area. It should be noted that a Level of Service of 

categories extend from A (free flowing) down to category F (heavily 

congested)  For most footways a Level of Service category A would 

be considered normal outside of peak periods and the traffic islands 

comply with this for queuing at the pedestrian crossing points. 

Shopping streets would be expected to experience Level of Service 

category C whereas a train station would be likely to experience 

category D to F. It is therefore considered that the width of the waiting 

areas on the pedestrian refuge islands is sufficient to cope with the 

peak 15 minute pedestrian demand in this location. 

2.4.5. Appropriate facilities would be provided at the signal controlled 

pedestrian and cycle crossing to ensure safe operation.  These would 

include appropriate road markings, road signs and tactile paving 

surfaces.  In addition pedestrian guardrail may also be provided to 

control crossing movements and direct pedestrians towards the 

appropriate crossing location, i.e. the signal controlled pedestrian and 

cycle crossing.  

 

Rebuttal Argument 5: 

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Hanson on section 5, page 8 of the WPRA Proof 

on traffic movements and comments that the designs of Lawnswood 

roundabout “do not appear to take account of current plans announced by 

Leeds City Council for ELOR (East Leeds Orbital Road)” and comments that 

the “additional traffic flow around the outer ring road is likely to overload the 

capacity of the roundabout”. 

2.5.1. I have explained in my Proof [App-5-2], Section 5.4, how forecasting 

assumptions were developed, in accordance with DfT guidance, to 

reflect a reasonable view of the future. At this time ELOR has neither 

funding nor planning consent and is not represented.  
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2.5.2. Any impacts would be considered when and if a scheme is brought 

forward to seek funding and planning approval. The NGT proposals 

are not required to take account of proposals that do not have 

planning consent and/or funding in place, although as is stated in 

2.6.1 below the impact of WLOR is included in the LTM DS scenario. 

It would be the responsibility of the promoters of the ELOR scheme to 

demonstrate the impacts of their proposals and to propose suitable 

mitigation where such proposals are deemed to have an unacceptable 

impact in terms of network operation.   

2.5.3.  The Leeds highway network is congested and, consequently, traffic 

routeing is complex. There are alternative routes which could serve 

demand from east Leeds developments to the areas to the west of 

Lawnswood roundabout. There are also alternative routes available to 

existing users of the roundabout. Changes in delays at the 

roundabout would influence the route chosen, with the result that 

traffic would be dispersed.  

Rebuttal Argument 6: 

2.6. Response prepared by Mr Robertson on section 5, page 8 of the WPRA 

Proof on the suggestion that the design for Lawnswood Roundabout will just 

about cope with the existing flow.   

2.6.1. Mr Robertson shows in his proof [APP-6-2], chapter 5.39ff, that this is 

not the case. The data given in his proof [APP-6-3-3], page 6, shows 

that the signalled roundabout handles a significant predicted increase 

in traffic. The through traffic on the A6120 Ring Road eastbound, for 

example, is given as 1403 pcus in the Do Something, against an 

existing flow of 1015 pcus. The LTM model includes ELOR as part of 

its future scenario, so the DS flows take account of any extra traffic 

generated. The signalled junction at Lawnswood roundabout has 

been designed to handle this flow.  
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Rebuttal Argument 7: 

2.7. Response by Mr Smith on section 5, page 9 of the WPRA Proof regarding 

claims the un-segregated cycle / pedestrian path is unsafe. 

2.7.1. At the north-west corner of the Lawnswood Roundabout the pavement 

is to be widened to improve sightlines and the route is only 30m in 

length so it is unlikely that cyclists will be travelling at high speeds. 

The reasons for the provision of this facility are given in section 

10.2.18 of Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2]. 

2.7.2. The un-segregated shared use path for pedestrians and cyclists 

adjacent to Lawnswood School is an existing facility that is not being 

altered by the NGT proposals. The existing alternative on carriageway 

cycle facility will also be provided with the NGT proposals. We have 

not been made aware by the school of any desire to change these 

existing facilities.  

Rebuttal Argument 8: 

2.8. Response by Mr Smith to section 6, page 9 of the WPRA Proof which states: 

“Bus Stops are less accessible or have been removed, having two sets of 

stops… will introduce confusion …absence of laybys on the A660 inbound 

route”. 

2.8.1. These are addressed in Mr Smith’s Proof [APP-3-2] in section 5.3 and 

10.3.  

Rebuttal Argument 9: 

2.9. Response by Mr Henkel to section 6, page 9 of the WPRA Proof which 

states: “the bus frequency is expected to be halved”.  

2.9.1. This is addressed in Mr Henkel’s Proof [APP-4-1]. 

Rebuttal Argument 10: 
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2.10. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to section 7, page 11, paragraph 4 of 

the WPRA Proof on the loss of trees value and cost for maintenance.  

2.10.1. As Mr Chadwick has set out in paragraphs 3.3 to 3.6 of his Proof 

[APP-7-2], the economic appraisal of NGT has been undertaken 

following the approach set out in the Department for Transport’s 

WebTag suite of documents.   

2.10.2. The tree valuation method referred to on Page 11 of the WPRA Proof 

is not recognised by the Department for Transport and so cannot be 

included in the economic appraisal set out in the Business Case 

Review [C-1] and is the subject of Mr Chadwick’s evidence.   

2.10.3. The impact of NGT on trees is explicitly considered as part of the 

Environmental Statement and in turn this informs the assessment in 

the Chapter 14 of the Business Case Review [C-1] and in the 

Appraisal Summary Table [Table 17.12, C-1]. 

2.10.4. This is also addressed in Mr Walker’s Proof [APP-10-2] in section 8. 

Rebuttal Argument 11: 

2.11. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to section 8, page 12 of the WPRA Proof 

on the issue of “the consultation process”.  

2.11.1. The WPRA Proof states that they believe that support for the scheme 

was closer to 10% than the figures quoted by the Promoters. In 

Section 6 of Mr Haskins’ Proof [APP-2-2] he sets out the overall 

process of consultation and engagement. Within this he points in 

Section 6.14 that the team were no longer consulting on the principles 

of the scheme, but was seeking more detailed and specific feedback 

around the proposals as shown in designs. 

2.11.2. The WPRA Proof also makes a general statement relating to the 

“inability of the NGT team to answer most of the points being raised”. 

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

staffed by a number of NGT Team members (typically five to seven, 
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but sometimes more), who between them were able to cover a range 

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

encouraged to complete feedback forms, and from these answers 

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

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

areas, it would have been the case than answers were not available 

2.12. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on Section 8, page 6, last paragraph on 

the WPRA Proof statement that the whole process has involved “giving 

information”.  

2.12.1. The evidence as provided in Section 6 of Mr Haskins’ Proof [APP-2-

2], together with the detail as set out in Core Document [A-01-13] 

Statement of Consultation, demonstrates that a process of 

consultation and meaningful discussion has been evident across the 

life of the NGT Project. The designs for a number of key elements of 

the scheme have been shaped by the consultation process in some 

way, as is shown in the Proof of Mr Smith [APP-3-2]. 

Rebuttal Argument 12: 

2.13. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to Section 9, of the WPRA Proof which 

states: “that the NGT campaign of being founded in dubious statistics and 

misquoted public support” and presents information based on a 

questionnaire distributed by community associations in north-west Leeds 

which was “worded to replicate the 2009 survey”, and which is purported to 

show that the NGT project has little support. 

2.13.1. In Mr Haskins’ Proof [APP-2-2] at Section 6 he has set out the 

process of consultation and engagement, including responses to 

surveys as undertaken. The evidence presented by Mr Haskins 

refutes the WPRA claims that the Promoters have misquoted public 

support. 

2.13.2. In contrast to the public opinion research undertaken by the 

Promoters, the WPRA survey questionnaire is quite clearly an attempt 
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to gain support for opposition to NGT: in fact the survey promoters 

admit to being a group of “concerned residents” and they identify six 

specific aspects of their concern. Furthermore, no data is provided to 

demonstrate that its survey respondents are a representative sample 

of the population.  

2.13.3. An important implication is that anyone with doubts about the scheme 

is much more likely to respond to the survey than a supporter of the 

scheme who is likely to be ‘turned off’ by the tone of the 

questionnaire. It will therefore be important to view the findings in the 

context of the response rate since there will almost certainly be non-

response bias.  

2.13.4. In terms of questionnaire design, it cannot be considered as a 

genuine piece of market research because it is clearly an attempt to 

generate opposition to the scheme. This is most obvious in the 

section asking residents to write to the Secretary of State: “It is 

important that individual residents and businesses make their own 

views known to the Secretary of State: if there are very few written 

objections it may be concluded that there is no real opposition to the 

scheme. Filling in a questionnaire is helpful but is not enough! Please 

write and encourage others (including others in your household) to do 

so.”    

2.13.5. A statement of this nature has no place in a genuine 

consultation/opinion questionnaire: what would be appropriate is 

information about the address to which comments should be sent. 

2.13.6. While there is initial reference to the benefits identified by the scheme 

promoter, the tone of the information provided in the covering sections 

is clearly one-sided. Taking two of their points, for example:  

 Bus services will be adversely affected (leaving the average 

public transport user worse off); 

 General traffic will suffer increased delays with increased fuel 
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consumption affecting air quality; 

2.13.7. The implication of the first point is that NGT won’t be used by the 

“average public transport user”, which is not the case and gives the 

impression that trolleybus users are somehow different to bus users. 

Regarding the point on air quality, the point made is conjecture which 

is not backed up by evidence, and ignores any potential 

environmental benefits associated with the trolleybus (air quality or 

CO2 emissions).   

 


