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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 

Drummond and Churchwood Residents’ Association Proof (OBJ/1727) 

submitted on behalf of the Drummond and Churchwood 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. Chapter 2 of this rebuttal proof responds to a number of issues raised in the 

Proof of the Drummond and Churchwood Residents’ Association: 

1.4. In addition, the Promoters wish  offer response to several points made in the 

The Drummond and Churchwood Residents’ Association’s Statement of 

Case received by The Promoters on 2nd January 2014.  These responses 

can be found in Chapter 3.  

1.5. 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 Drummond and 

Churchwood Residents’ Association Proof.  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. 

1.6. 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 in the Proof of Evidence 

Rebuttal Argument 1: 

2.1. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 1.1 on the issue of public 

consultation events being used for the dissemination of information only, not 

consultation.  

2.1.1. The evidence as provided in Section 6 of Mr Haskins Proof of 

Evidence, 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) in particular at 

section 4.2. 

Rebuttal Argument 2: 

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 1.3 claiming the Yorkshire 

Evening Post poll of February 2014 evidences wide spread opposition to the 

NGT project.  

2.2.1. It is The Promoters understanding that this poll allowed for multiple 

responses to be submitted using multiple devices. There is evidence 

to suggest that local action groups used various forms of social 

media and leaflets/flyers to encourage people to take part in the poll.  

The Promoters were not consulted as part of the polls’ development, 

nor did they encourage anyone to take part in the poll.  

2.2.2. It is the opinion of The Promoters that a great deal of the opposition 

to the scheme is based upon misinformation and untruths circulated 

by local action groups over the past 18 months. It is worth noting that 

all those that took part in the poll and indeed all those that did not 

were welcome to take part in the formal Transport and Works Act 

Order process. This could have included attending a consultation 
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event, completing one of the questionnaires circulated by the NGT 

team requesting comments on the proposals, contacting the NGT 

team for more information, submitting a formal objection to the 

scheme and indeed attending/taking part in the Inquiry itself. In 2008 

1,077 people attending consultation exhibitions and a further 1,400 

consultation packs were distributed in the City Centre. In 2009 1,356 

people attending exhibitions held along the route and a further 

18,700 consultation packs were handed out along the route.  

Rebuttal Argument 3: 

2.3. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 1.4 claiming The North West 

Leeds Transport Forum questionnaire found widespread resident opposition 

to the scheme in their area. The questionnaire as issued was presented as 

an attempt 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. The fact that there is no attempt to 

conceal their viewpoint is a point in the questionnaire’s favour in that there is 

a level of honesty.  

2.3.1. 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.  

2.3.2. 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 
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write and encourage others (including others in your household) to do 

so” 

2.3.3. This type of wording has no place in a genuine consultation/opinion 

questionnaire: what would be appropriate is information about where 

to write to. 

2.3.4. 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 

consumption affecting air quality” 

2.3.5. 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).   

Rebuttal Argument 4: 

2.4. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 1.6 which expresses concerns 

that the information provided as part of the TWAO application was too 

complex and of too great a volume.   

2.4.1. This information has been provided in line with guidance, and 

necessarily does cover a wide range of areas, some of which are 

highly technical.  A Non-Technical Summary of the Environmental 

Statement was also submitted as part of the application (and was 

free of charge) to assist people in finding information that they were 
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seeking.  In addition, all TWAO documentation was available free of 

charge on a CD. 

Rebuttal Argument 5: 

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on sections 1.6 and 1.7 which express 

concerns that information distributed by promoters in published material was 

misleading and inconsistent.  

2.5.1. The evidence as provided in Section 6 of my Proof of Evidence, 

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.  As a consequence of this, refinements to the 

scheme have been made, and consequentially information has been 

updated to reflect this.  This updated information has been 

disseminated through Information Papers and at public events as 

available.   

Rebuttal Argument 6: 

2.6. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 1.8 which states there is/has 

been a lack of resource available to residents and businesses 

2.6.1. The Promoters have made strenuous efforts to ensure that 

information is disseminated in a clear and timely fashion such that 

the maximum possible opportunities for feedback and comment are 

available.  It is evident from the feedback from 

consultation/engagement events, plus responses to the submitted 

TWAO documentation and Statements of Case that significant local 

resource has been input. 

 



  REB-1 OBJ1727 

Page 8 of 27 
 

Rebuttal Argument 7: 

2.7. Response prepared by Mr Smith on section 2.1 which states the NGT 

scheme will be integrated with the other bus services along the A660.  

2.7.1. The evidence as provided in Section 10.3 of my Proof of Evidence 

sets out why I believe the NGT system would be integrated with 

ordinary bus services.  

Rebuttal Argument 8: 

2.8. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick on section 2.2 which states journey 

times for the majority of people using the route will be slower if NGT is 

introduced.  

2.8.1. As set out in Core Document C-1-13, NGT will offer journey times in 

the A660 corridor which are faster than bus. The introduction of NGT 

will also facilitate a reduction in bus journey times. As I set out in my 

evidence [APP-7-2], the demand forecasting and benefit calculation 

that underpins the value for money assessment takes into account 

the time taken to walk to and from stops, as well as waiting time. 

Rebuttal Argument 9: 

2.9. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 2.4 which states that the 

degree of connectivity to the rail station will not be greater than with the 

current bus service.   

2.9.1. An NGT stop is to be located on City Square, and represents the 

closest point of interchange that will be available to users of bus 

services.  Connectivity enhancements will also be made in respect of 

the fact that NGT journey times will be quicker than existing (and 

future) bus journey times and that reliability of journey times for NGT 

passengers will be enhanced.  All of the above factors lead me to the 

conclusion that connectivity will be greater to the rail station than 

with the current bus services. 
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Rebuttal Argument 10: 

2.10. Response prepared by Mr Haskins on section 2.5 which states that the NGT 

system will not be rapid and that it is unlikely that any extension to create a 

larger network will happen in the near future as it will be prohibitively 

expensive  

2.10.1. The North Line corridor, (the A660 through Headingley from 

Lawnswood Roundabout to the City Centre) is the slowest traffic 

route in Leeds. Recent traffic surveys undertaken for Leeds City 

Council have shown that the current average speed of bus services 

is 8-9mph and by car 11mph in the morning/evening peaks. The 

average speed of the NGT service is expected to be 13mph (60% 

quicker than bus), on the North Line corridor. This increase in speed 

is as a result of the 65% of the NGT Trolleybus corridor between the 

Park and Ride sites being segregated from general traffic or in 

NGT/bus-only lanes. The average speed of NGT vehicles (13mph) is 

higher than similar ‘urban’ tram routes such as parts of the 

Nottingham NET system (as low as 8mph) and Manchester East 

Line (as low as 11mph)   

2.10.2.   Core Document G-4-26 (West Yorkshire ‘plus’ Transport Fund: A 

Prospectus for Change) sets out the strategic priorities and 

prioritised schemes which form part of this fund.  This includes (at 

page 5) “Following the commitment to lines 1 and 2 of the NGT 

network, work will be undertaken to develop proposals and business 

cases to create a core ‘rapid transit’ network. This could include 

further modern trolleybus schemes or tram-trains.”  Specifically (on 

page 6), details are set out relating to NGT Trolleybus Line 3 to Aire 

Valley, Leeds. 

Rebuttal Argument 11: 

2.11. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick on section 2.8 which states that the 

Bodington park and ride is unlikely to work as no express trolleybus service 

can be provided to and from the city centre.  
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2.11.1. In paragraph 3.154 of my proof of evidence [APP-7-2] I introduce the 

additional Low Cost Alternative test we have undertaken, which 

includes a dedicated express bus service between Bodington and 

Stourton. In paragraph 3.156 of that document I conclude that the 

journey time improvement from express buses does not offset the 

reduced frequency in comparison to stopping all buses. Exclusively 

serving Bodington with a non-stop shuttle bus service is actually less 

beneficial to potential Park & Ride site users. 

Rebuttal Argument 12: 

2.12. Response prepared by Mr Smith on section 2.9 with states that the widened 

road, narrower pavements, increased street furniture and articulated buses 

will all bring additional road hazards to pedestrians and cyclists who are 

major users of the road. 

2.12.1. Whilst the carriageway of some roads has been widened to safely 

accommodate all users of the street, in other places such as 

Woodhouse Lane and Headingley Lane the footways have been 

widened. Street furniture is intended to be kept to a minimum in the 

scheme design and the principles are set out in the Urban Design 

and Access Statement (A-08k). In addition where opportunities exist 

for overhead line equipment (OLE) building fixings, powers have 

been sought for this purpose as it will reduce the number of OLE 

support poles and therefore street furniture.  

Rebuttal Argument 13: 

2.13. Response prepared by Mr Smith on section 2.10 with states there is a high 

concentration of nurseries and schools on the A660. The scheme will 

heighten road safety issues for children and young people who are 

encouraged by local schools to use active modes of travel for health 

reasons. 

2.13.1. NGT proposals provide a significant enhancement for active modes 

including cycling and walking; most especially in terms of safety 
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improvements. At paragraph 7.3.16 of my Proof (APP 3-2) I 

summarise the safety benefits of the net increase of 64 signal 

controlled pedestrian crossings along the route. In particular many of 

these crossings have been located near to schools and nurseries to 

help improve road safety. At paragraph 7.2.14 of my Proof (APP 3-2) 

I summarise additional cycle facilities including widened bus/ cycle 

lanes and a net increase of 3.9 kilometres of cycle provision along 

the route. I consider that the NGT scheme proposals will contribute 

towards reduced collisions and improved safety for all street users.  

Rebuttal Argument 14: 

2.14. Response by Mr Haskins on section 2.11 which states that the closure of 

several student residential facilities negates need for NGT on this route.  

2.14.1. The Business Case for NGT, as presented in Core Document [C-1] 

has allowed for this change in the student numbers in recent years.  

It is true to say that demand for NGT would be higher than has been 

presented if students were still living in locations such as Bodington 

Halls. 

2.14.2. For many months of the year students do not attend University yet 

congestion is still high and public transport is still very well used, if 

not overcrowded at peak times during these months.  

2.14.3. The student population of two Universities is over 45,000.  The 

Universities are large employers (employing over 10,000 staff on a 

full and part time basis). 

Rebuttal Argument 15: 

2.15. Response by Mr Haskins on section 2.13 which states that disabled people 

have stated their concerns to The Drummond and Churchwood Residents 

Association about the NGT scheme.  

2.15.1.  The Promoters are undertaking a formal programme of consultation 

on a regular basis with as many different organisations as possible 
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that represent the different access groups. This consultation 

includes: 

 Problems that a range of people would encounter including the 

visually impaired, hearing impaired, disabled, those with impaired 

mobility, children and the elderly;  

 Current good and bad practice when developing transport 

schemes;  

 Facilities they would wish to see developed; and  

 Current assistance received on existing systems and how this 

could be improved for NGT. 

2.15.2. The Promoters have established an NGT Equality Access Users 

Group which includes individuals who represent a wide range of 

protected characteristics. The purpose of the group is to act as the 

‘voice of the customer’ and to work in partnership with the NGT 

Team to ensure that access issues are fully taken into account  and 

considered within  the design, construction and operation of the 

system. In March 2014 members of the NGT team took four 

members of the Access Group to Nottingham to see the NET 

system. This has helped inform the schemes development. 

Rebuttal Argument 16: 

2.16. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to point 2.14 which states the widened 

road will create community severance leading to social fragmentation and 

the potential of economic and social exclusion, particularly for the young and 

old.  

2.16.1. If introduced the NGT scheme would deliver a net gain of 64 signal 

controlled pedestrian crossing along the entire route. Not only this 

but at many key locations wider footways will be provided and more 

‘green time’ for pedestrians at key junctions.  
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Rebuttal Argument 17: 

2.17. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to point 2.15 there will be an adverse 

economic impact on local businesses.  

2.17.1. In paragraph 3.30 of my proof of evidence [APP-7-2] I introduce that 

DfT guidance sets out which costs and benefits should be 

monetised. The cost benefit appraisal has been undertaken in line 

with DfT guidance in this respect. Other (non-monetised) NGT 

impacts have been taken account of in the overall Value for Money 

assessment. I consider this to be an appropriate approach in line 

with DfT requirements. 

Rebuttal Argument 18: 

2.18. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to point 3.2 which states the proposal 

contravenes many existing planning and transport policies including West 

Yorkshire Local Transport Plan 2012, NPPF 2012, Planning (Listed Buildings 

and Conservation Areas ) Act 1990, Manual for Streets 2007 and 2010, 

English Heritage Streets for All 2004.  

2.18.1. In Section 4 of my Proof [APP-2-2], I set out the fit that NGT has in 

terms of transport policy.  In Section 4 of Mr Speak’s Proof [APP-8-2] 

he sets out the fit that NGT has with planning policy.  

Rebuttal Argument 19: 

2.19. Response prepared by Mr Ward to point 3.3 which states of the 7 affected 

Conservation Areas, 3 have not yet been appraised by the Council. This 

means the impact of the scheme on them cannot be properly assessed. 

These are the Leeds City Centre, Headingley and University Conservation 

Areas which are all of great significance. 

2.19.1. 28 of the 76 Conservation Areas in Leeds District do not have an up-

to-date appraisal.  As noted by the objector Leeds City Centre, 

Headingley and the University are among those.  Of course this does 

not mean that development cannot occur in those 28 areas: the 
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same guidance, methodology and assessment process still apply.  In 

my Proof at paragraphs 5.16 to 5.38 I consider the impact of NGT on 

each conservation area. 

Rebuttal Argument 20: 

2.20. Response prepared by Mr Ward to point 3.4 which states the cumulative 

impact of the scheme on the heritage assets of all the Conservation Areas 

located on or by the route has not been considered in the NGT Heritage 

Environment ES. Also the heritage assets of individual Conservation Areas 

have not been properly assessed for "significance" as required by the NPPF 

2.20.1. The Historic Environment chapter considers cumulative impact in 

various sections (see 2.24, 4.39, 4.71 to 4.74, 5.6 & 5.8).  I also 

make an assessment of residual effects and cumulative impacts in 

my Proof at paragraphs 8.4 to 8.7. 

2.20.2. Table 2.1 of the of the Historic Environment chapter sets out the 

methodology that has been applied to determine the significance of 

heritage assets. 

Rebuttal Argument 21: 

2.21. Response prepared by Mr Ward to point 3.5 which states the NGT impact 

assessment on Far Headingley Conservation Area not been properly carried 

out. Despite this, adverse impact is conceded including “negative residual 

effects". 

2.21.1. The objector does not specify in what regard the assessment of the 

Far Headingley Conservation Area has not been properly 

undertaken.  The residual impacts, as set out in Table 4.4 of the 

Historic Environment chapter, are an overall minor adverse for the 

Far Headingley Conservation which is considered to be ‘not 

significant’. 
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Rebuttal Argument 22: 

2.22. Response prepared by Mr Walker to point 3.6 which states a unique, historic 

and green environment will be visually transformed. 453 individual trees and 

an additional 22 tree groups (with individual trees not yet counted) are to be 

destroyed, others will be lopped back. The estimated total capital value asset 

loss of this is £14m. These figures include the destruction of 21 mature trees 

in our area next to St Chad's Church which are estimated to be worth over 

£1/2m.This will transform the look and feel of our Far Headingley 

Conservation Area.  

2.22.1. This point is covered at 8.36 and 8.37 of my proof of evidence. The 

visual assessment for this area can be found in Technical Appendix 

H with regard to Character Areas 09, 10 and 11, at pages 105 to 

133.  

2.22.2. Following further discussion, the design has been amended in this 

location, and of the 21 trees surveyed in the objectors CAVAT 

assessment, 8 are now shown as retained. 

Rebuttal Argument 23: 

2.23. Response prepared by Mr Ward to point 3.7 which states that no standard 

NPPF procedures have been carried out to understand the significance of 

below ground archaeological heritage along the route. The "Grampian" 

condition used to cover mitigation is neither enforceable or reasonable. 

2.23.1. I have provided a full response on the issue of archaeological 

heritage in my rebuttal point 8 to Caroline Hardie, Northwest Leeds 

Transport Forum. 

2.23.2. It is not made clear by the DCRA which condition they are referring 

to, however I note that Grampian conditions are extensively used in 

the planning process.  The conditions relating to the Planning 

Direction Application and LBC / CAC applications have been subject 
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to consultation with the Local Planning Authority, City Plans Panel 

and statutory bodies.  

Rebuttal Argument 24: 

2.24. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to point 3.8 which states that NGT will 

diminish the local business environment, fewer people will want to live there 

are property value may reduce, especially during the construction period.  

2.24.1. As set out in the Business Case Review [C-1] and as I set out in my 

evidence, the cost benefit analysis that underpins the value for 

money assessment shows that NGT will deliver substantial 

economic benefits to Leeds. As is set out in Core Document C-1-7, 

experience from rapid transit schemes elsewhere is that one way 

that these benefits materialise is increased house prices in areas 

with good access to the new system. As is set out in Core Document 

C-1-12, the permanence that systems such as NGT will bring 

supports investment in commercial property. As Mr Smith  sets out in 

his evidence [APP-3-2], while the total construction period will be up 

to three years, the duration of construction on the A660 Otley Road 

will be substantially less than this. While, inevitably, this will lead to 

some disruption, the short duration of the construction is not 

anticipated to have any lasting impact. 

Rebuttal Argument 25: 

2.25. Response prepared by Mr Hanson to point 4.2 which states that the 

predicted modal shift is unlikely to occur.  

2.25.1. As I set out in my evidence [APP-5-2], the forecasts of NGT demand 

have been derived from the Leeds Transport Model (LTM). LTM is a 

demand forecasting model that has been developed with regard to 

Department for Transport guidance for forecasting demand, revenue 

and benefits for major scheme schemes such as NGT. The demand 

forecasts have been discussed with Department for Transport 

officials in advance of the Department awarding NGT Programme 

Entry status. 
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Rebuttal Argument 26: 

2.26. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to point 4.3 which states that most of 

the forecast modal shift is from one public bus system to another which 

makes the scheme a waste of public money 

2.26.1. As I set out in my evidence [APP-7-2], NGT will deliver substantial 

economic benefits well in excess of its implementation cost. 

Rebuttal Argument 27: 

2.27. Response prepared by Mr Henkel to point 4.4 which states the financial risk 

associated with competitor behaviour has not been taken into consideration.  

2.27.1. As I set out in my evidence [APP-4-2], a range of possible competitor 

responses to NGT have been considered. NGT is robust to possible 

competitive behaviour. 

Rebuttal Argument 28: 

2.28. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to point 4.5 which states the borrowing 

against future revenue offers too greater risk.  

2.28.1. As I set out in my evidence [APP-7-2], after a period where demand 

and revenue will build up, the forecast revenue for NGT are in 

excess of the combined NGT operating costs and the cost of 

servicing NGT-associated debt. This is the case even after a 20% 

risk reduction to NGT revenue (see Paragraph 21.19, C-1) 

Rebuttal Argument 29: 

2.29. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to point 4.6 which states the 

Department for Transport have identified an adverse economic impact on 

Leeds businesses.  

2.29.1. The preliminary design for the NGT scheme, assessed in the March 

2012 Business Case resulted in an increase in traffic congestion 

which gave a £110m disbenefit to highway users over the 60 year 
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appraisal period. Since then the NGT scheme design has been 

significantly refined, and the most recent update to the Business 

Case shows that the disbenefit to highway users has been virtually 

eliminated (down to around £4m over the 60 year appraisal period). 

Based on my experience of similar scale schemes elsewhere, should 

the Secretary of State make the TWA Order, I anticipate that this 

design refinement will continue as a procurement reference design is 

produced and this has the potential to lead to the disbenefits to road 

users diminishing further.. 

2.29.2. The current disbenefit to road users of £4m over 60 years must be 

taken in the context of the £600m benefit to public transport users 

over the same period. 

2.29.3. The 2014 Business Case Review was submitted to the Department 

for Transport in January 2014 as part of the Transport and Works 

Act Order process. Additional reviews will have to be undertaken and 

similar reports submitted as the scheme develops and different 

levels of approval are granted. 

Rebuttal Argument 30: 

2.30. Response prepared by Mr Chadwick to point 4.7 which questions the 

forecast of 4,000 new jobs being created by the NGT scheme.  

2.30.1. The approach to forecasting the employment impact of NGT is set 

out in Core Document C-1-18 and I elaborate on this in my evidence 

[APP-7-2]. The model used to forecast the employment impact of 

NGT reflects the socio-economic characteristics of Leeds and the 

characteristics of NGT. 

Rebuttal Argument 31: 

2.31.  Response prepared by Mr Walker to point 4.8 which claims £14m worth of 

trees would be lost as part of the scheme and that the cost of maintaining 

new trees has not been included.  
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2.31.1. Issues relating to the removal of trees generally have been covered 

in sections 6 and 8 of my proof of evidence. The specific point 

regarding the use of the Capital Asset Value of Amenity Trees 

(CAVAT) method of assessment is covered at point 8.36 and 8.37 of 

my proof of evidence. The on-going maintenance of replacement 

planting is covered at point 8.6 of my proof. Response prepared by 

Mr Ward to point 4.9 which claims the potential mitigation costs 

which may occur due to archaeological discovery are unknown and 

the Grampian condition applied is unenforceable and unreasonable.  

Rebuttal Argument 32: 

2.32. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to point 4.10 which claims the proposal 

contravenes many existing planning and transport policies.  

2.32.1.  In Section 4 of my Proof [APP-2-2], I set out the fit that NGT has in 

terms of transport policy.  In Section 4 of Mr Speak’s Proof [APP-8-2] 

he sets out the fit that NGT has with planning policy 

Rebuttal Argument 33: 

2.33. Response prepared by Mr Farrington to point 4.10 which raises points 

around economic regeneration and deprivation wards and that the 

introduction of NGT will not significantly support economic regeneration in 

Leeds. 

2.33.1. This is addressed in Sections 5.16-5.22 of my Proof of Evidence. 

Rebuttal Argument 34: 

2.34. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to point 4.11 which states the proposed 

technology is outdated, inflexible, and expensive, will have high maintenance 

costs and have little re sale value.  

2.34.1.   This is address in sections 11.13-11.22 in my Proof of Evidence.  



  REB-1 OBJ1727 

Page 20 of 27 
 

3 Response to Points raised in the Statement of Case 

Rebuttal Argument 35: 

3.1. Response prepared by Mr Haskins to point 1.7 which takes issues with the 

legibility of notices and the height they were placed on lampposts.  

3.1.1. 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 

3.1.2. 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. 

3.1.3. 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 & Metro e-

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

other effected parties and also via notices to 40 statutory 

undertakers 

3.1.4. 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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Rebuttal Argument 36: 

3.2. Response prepared by Mr Smith to point 2.9 which states the provision of 

cycling infrastructure is inadequate and dangerous, especially at certain key 

junctions.  

3.2.1. 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).  

Rebuttal Argument 37: 

3.3. Response prepared by Mr Smith to point 2.10 which states the technology 

proposed will represent an increased danger to pedestrians and cyclists and 

refers to trolleybuses as  the ‘whispering death’.  

3.3.1. As set out in my proof [APP-3-2], 7.3.13, the promoters recognise 

that pedestrians may not always take sufficient care to look out for 

an approaching trolleybus particularly as they are relatively quiet 

vehicles. Therefore the following mitigation will be applied: 

 Pedestrian safety awareness campaigns will be conducted 

 User groups will be invited to participate in detailed design 

 Driver training will highlight areas of high pedestrian activity 
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 Vehicles will be fitted with a driver operated audible warning such 

as a bell 

 Speed limits will be set as appropriate for the local context and 

typically be 15mph in shared space areas 

3.3.2. As set out in my proof [APP-3-2], 7.3.14, the total number of 

controlled pedestrian crossing facilities will increase from 124 to 187 

along the route alignment, which will contribute to improved 

accessibility and safety for pedestrians. 

3.3.3. As set out in my proof [APP-3-2], 10.12.5, Manual for Streets 

recommends a minimum footway width of 2m and that consideration 

be given to a wider footway adjacent to a heavily used carriageway 

or adjacent to gathering places such as schools and shops. I am 

satisfied that due consideration has been given to footway widths, 

and where possible additional width has been provided 

3.3.4. As set out in my proof [APP-3-2], 7.2, NGT proposals would close 

gaps in provision and enhance what is the busiest cycle route in 

Leeds. It is anticipated that there will be a net increase of 

approximately 3.9 kilometres of cycle provision along the scheme 

alignment. 

Rebuttal Argument 38: 

3.4. Response prepared by Mr Smith to point 2.11 which states the scheme 

designs do not allow for sufficient pavement width and they do not confirm 

with official guidance on pavement width.  

3.4.1. Manual for Streets (E-4-15) is a guidance document and 

recommends (paragraph 6.3.22 on page 68) a minimum footway 

width of 2m and that consideration be given to a wider footway 

adjacent to a heavily used carriageway or adjacent to gathering 

places such as schools and shops. I am satisfied that due 

consideration has been given to footway widths in each particular 
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context along the route, and where possible additional width has 

been provided such as on Headingley Lane and Woodhouse Lane. 

In other places wider footways are not feasible due to boundary 

constraints or impacts on third parties. 

3.4.2. The objector mentions the use of extra wide child buggies 

associated with the Kindercare Children’s Day Nursery, which is 

assumed to relate to the footway between Drummond Avenue and 

Drummond Road. The footway currently varies in width from 3.25m 

to 3.5m and will be reduced with NGT proposals to around 2.5m to 

3m along this section. This width will accommodate extra wide 

buggies, particularly as it is understood to be over a short length of 

some 50m length. The footways proposed at St Chad’s NGT stop 

are over 3m in width and the southbound stop is to be situated in a 

large open plaza environment; I consider that this will provide 

sufficient room for street furniture. The net increase of 64 additional 

signal controlled pedestrian crossings along the route will be a 

particular benefit to young children and the elderly by improving 

safety when crossing the road 

Rebuttal Argument 39: 

3.5. Response prepared by Mr Forni to point 2.12, specifically the assertion that 

noise during the construction process will affect student attendance, 

recruitment and influence the schools performance indicators.  

3.5.1. I refer to paragraph 4.5 to 4.54 of my proof, which details 

construction noise calculations and methodology.  Predicted 

construction noise increases at the school were at worst, 4dB during 

construction of the carriageway.   

3.5.2. I also refer to Para 5.14 of Part A of the Code of Construction 

practice, where it is stated that “The noise levels measured at 1m 

from the most affected façade of any hospital, school, college or 

other teaching facility during the operational hours of that institution 

resulting from any operation by the contractor on or off the site and 
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concerned in any way with the work shall not exceed LAeq of 65dB 

in any one-hour period”. It is the intention to formally integrate this 

statement into Part B of the CoCP, with the agreement of the Local 

Authority on a location-specific basis. Therefore it is fully expected 

that impacts at the Lawnswood School will be minimised. 

Rebuttal Argument 40: 

3.6. Response prepared by Mr Smith to point 2.12, specifically the impact on the 

Kindercare Nursery.  

3.6.1. The objector states that the northbound lane of Otley Road 

immediately prior to the Churchwood Avenue junction and current 

signal controlled crossing reduces to less than 2.5m width alongside 

a narrow cycle lane. This is not correct as the traffic lane (A-11 

drawing TD13) at this location is 4m in width and there is no 

accompanying cycle lane.  

Rebuttal Argument 41: 

3.7. Response prepared by Mr Forni to point 2.15, specifically the impact of traffic 

congestion and noise on St Chads Road.  

3.7.1. With the proposed scheme, there will be an increase in traffic on St 

Chad’s Road, which well correspond to a 2dB change at worst – this 

will vary depending on proximity to Weetwood Lane or Otley Road. 

By contrast, traffic would decrease on Hollin Road, resulting in a 3dB 

decrease in noise on the adjacent facades of Orchard Court and St 

Chad’s Court – again, the extent of this decrease would depend on 

proximity to Weetwood Lane or Otley Road.   

Rebuttal Argument 42: 

3.8. Response prepared by Mr Leather to point 2.15, specifically pollution along 

St Chads Road.  



  REB-1 OBJ1727 

Page 25 of 27 
 

3.8.1. An assessment of potential air quality effects of the Scheme is 

presented within the Environmental Statement [Air Quality Technical 

Appendix (B-2)].  Overall the NGT Scheme is predicted to improve 

air quality at more locations than it will cause deterioration. This 

change however is not considered significant. The dispersion 

modelling results used to inform the assessment show that by 2020 

(opening year), concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and fine 

particulates (PM10 and PM2.5) are predicted to be below air quality 

objectives, as described in the Air Quality Technical Appendix (B- 2, 

page 5 paragraph 1.34). Changes in concentrations caused by the 

NGT Scheme are minor adverse at worst, and are therefore not 

significant.  As reported in the Environmental Statement [Air Quality 

Technical Appendix (B-2)], modelling has been carried out to identify 

changes in pollutant concentrations at St Chad’s Court (which is 

representative of worst case impacts in this area).  Changes in 

pollutant concentrations here are conclude to be ‘negligible.   

Rebuttal Argument 43: 

3.9. Response prepared by Mr Smith to point 2.18 which states the proposals 

may impact the operation of Cottage Road Cinema, a Spar Shop and the BP 

fuel station.  

3.9.1. The objector mentions parking for businesses along Otley Road in 

the St Chad’s area, although this is not currently possible at certain 

times of the day due to the operation of an inbound bus lane. NGT 

proposals would provide loading and parking bays in the vicinity of 

Park Terrace and Cottage Road which would be available for use 24 

hours a day. 

Rebuttal Argument 44: 

3.10. Response prepared by Mr Smith to point 3.3 which questions whether the 

scheme design conforms with The Manual for Streets 2007 and 2010.  
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3.10.1. The design complies with Manual for Streets and this is set out in 

paragraph 4.4.1 of this rebuttal  

Rebuttal Argument 45: 

3.11. Response prepared by Mr Smith to point 3.8, specifically to concerns as to 

how visitors/employees will access the St Chads Parish Centre.  

3.11.1. For St Chad’s Parish Centre I have covered access issues during 

construction in my Proof (APP 3-2) at section 10.20. In the 

permanent case the design has been modified (A-11 drawing TD14) 

to include a right turn waiting area into the access track and this is 

covered in my Proof (APP 3-2) at paragraph 10.20.4.  

Rebuttal Argument 46: 

3.12. Response prepared by Mr Smith to point 3.8, specifically to concerns as to 

how the congregation/visitors/employees will Headingley St Columba United 

Reformed Church.  

3.12.1. At St Columba Church it is envisaged that works in the vicinity will 

last for several months, land parcel 10051 is only required for less 

than 4 weeks. This is to allow access to the western side of the new 

retaining wall on the eastern boundary of the church site. The works 

to construct this wall (1.2m in height and approximately 27m in 

length) will be undertaken primarily from the land to the east of and 

bordering the church site. However it was envisaged that some 

limited access via the church road and car park would be necessary 

to ensure access to the western side of the wall, in particular once it 

and the adjoining embankment to the immediate north are partly 

constructed. Aside from the church’s eastern car park area which will 

be securely fenced off, the rest of land parcel 10051 is simply 

provided for access with occasional vehicles and construction 

workers transiting through the church site to reach the construction 

area on the eastern boundary. Except for the hoarded off part of the 

church’s eastern car park, plant and equipment would not be stored 
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on the remainder of land parcel 10051 nor any works undertaken 

there. In the permanent case there will be no change to the access 

and egress arrangements at St Columba Church as a result of the 

NGT scheme.  

Rebuttal Argument 47: 

3.13. Response prepared by Mr Walker to point 3.10, specifically the references a 

tree valuation report commission by The Drummond and Churchwood 

Residents Association.  

3.13.1. This point is covered at point 8.36 and 8.37 of my proof of evidence. 

3.13.2. Following further discussion, the design has been amended in this 

location, and of the 21 trees surveyed in the objectors CAVAT 

assessment, 8 are now shown as retained. 

Rebuttal Argument 48: 

3.14. Response prepared by Mr Walker to point 3.10, specifically the claim that the 

cost of maintaining new trees and replanting failed trees has not been 

calculated and costed for.  

3.14.1. The on-going maintenance of replacement planting is covered at 

point 8.6 of my proof. 

 

 

 

 


