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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 

Margaret Bell (no objection has previously been received) which was 

received by the Promoters on 24/04/2014.   

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 addresses the following points raised in Margaret Bell’s proof of 
evidence: 

• Response prepared by Mr Smith and Mr Walker to the points made in 

paragraph 2 regarding the impacts of the NGT scheme 

• Response prepared by Mr Smith made in paragraph 3 regarding 

access and manoeuvring within the site. 

• Response prepared by Mr Smith to the point made in paragraphs 4 and 

5 regarding access to the property 

• Response prepared by Mr Caten made in paragraph 6 regarding 

property value. 

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 Margaret Bell.  The 

name of the Promoters’ witness who is responsible for each aspect of this 

rebuttal proof is given at the beginning of each section below. 

1.5. Each of the Promoters’ witnesses who have contributed to this rebuttal 

confirm that they believe the facts and opinions they have stated to be true 

and where applicable, their evidence conforms to the standards and 

requirements of their professional bodies. 
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2 Response to Points Raised  

Rebuttal Argument 1: 

2.1. Response prepared by Mr Smith to the point made in paragraph 2 regarding 

impact of the NGT scheme. 

2.1.1. Approximately 2m of highway widening is required at this property. 

This is to accommodate a southbound bus/ cycle lane, southbound 

general traffic lane, northbound offside NGT lane, northbound 

general traffic lane and northbound cycle lane. There is already a 

southbound bus lane, varying in width between 2.8m to 3.1m width, 

however this needs to be widened to safely accommodate cyclists. A 

northbound NGT lane is also required as trolleybuses will need to be 

in an offside position and be clear of any queuing traffic to the Outer 

Ring Road junction. A northbound cycle lane is necessary as this is 

one of the busiest cycle routes in Leeds and general traffic needs 

width to pass cyclists safely. 

2.1.2. The highway widening works that impact on the western side of the 

gardens would be completed in a total construction time of around 1 

month; although wider works in this vicinity may take up to 6 months 

to complete.  

2.2. Response prepared by Mr Walker to the point made in paragraph 2 

regarding the distance between NGT and the objector’s property 

2.2.1. The objector suggests that replacement trees and shrubs would take 

several years to give an adequate barrier. As set out in my proof of 

evidence in appendix 2 (APP-10-3-2) a number of proposed 

boundary treatments are put forward and are subject to discussion 

with the objector. These range from reinstatement of existing 

features as they are now, to providing a new boundary treatment in 

either brick or stone with timber or metal railings and hedgerow 

planting.  
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2.2.2. The proposed hedgerow planting would be semi mature and of 1.5m 

height, providing instant impact from planting. Replacement tree 

planting would be ‘Extra Heavy Standard’ trees with a girth of 18-

20cm and height of approximately 4-5m. 

2.2.3. The objector goes on the state that; ‘any proposals to replant the 

trees, given the reduced frontage, would raise the problem of 

possible tree root damage to the property and drainage system.’ 

2.2.4. One replacement tree is proposed to the property’s front garden in a 

similar location to that of the existing removed trees. This is to be 

located approximately 10m from the building frontage, with existing 

garden trees nearer to the property frontage. Suitable tree species 

would be selected so as to reduce any risk of damage to the 

property. 

Rebuttal Argument 2: 

2.3. Response prepared by Mr Smith made in paragraph 3 regarding access and 

manoeuvring within the site. 

2.3.1. The objector is currently able to use the space in the front garden 

area of the property to turn around a vehicle, presumably so that it 

can enter the property in a forwards direction and also exit in a 

forwards direction. I agree that setting back the boundary wall by 

1.8m and then re-providing a planting strip for trees or bushes (if 

they are wanted) behind this would reduce the area available to turn 

a car. However I have undertaken swept path analysis for a large car 

(4.71m in length) and it is feasible to turn it around on the retained 

frontage whilst being clear of an assumed 2m wide planting strip 

behind the set back wall. It is also possible to then reverse into the 

driveway down the side of the property which leads to a garage. This 

manoeuvre can be done as a three point turn which is assumed to 

be the current case. Therefore the proposals would not preclude the 

householder entering and leaving the property in the same manner 

as they currently do.  
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Rebuttal Argument 3: 

2.4. Response prepared by Mr Smith to the point made in paragraphs 4 and 5 

regarding access to the property 

2.4.1. Currently, after 09:30 am when the bus lane ceases operation, 

vehicles can exit the property and can turn into two southbound 

traffic lanes. During the peak period prior to 09:30am, vehicles exit 

across the bus lane and into a single southbound general traffic lane.  

Under the NGT proposals, the bus lane will change from AM peak 

period operation to 24 hour operation.  The objector is concerned 

that crossing this bus lane and waiting for a gap in the single 

southbound general traffic lane will not be a quick manoeuvre and 

will be a safety concern. This is similar to the existing arrangement in 

the morning peak period, and I also note that there are good 

sightlines along the road to oncoming traffic. NGT proposals to 

signalise Lawnswood roundabout and the Weetwood Hall junction 

will create gaps in the southbound traffic flow which can be used by 

vehicles exiting the property. I also note that it is common throughout 

the UK to cross an active bus lane to exit a property and I do not 

consider this to be a safety issue in this instance.  

2.4.2. The objector assumes that cars will not be able to right turn into the 

property given that they would need to cross the northbound offside 

NGT lane. This is not correct as vehicles are allowed to cross a bus 

lane to access frontage properties provided that they do not wait in 

the bus lane. Therefore if the way is clear a vehicle may cross the 

bus lane and right turn into the property. If the way is not clear the 

vehicle could wait in the northbound general traffic lane until it is safe 

to proceed or use the Lawnswood roundabout to turnaround before 

left turning into the property from the southbound lane. The diversion 

via the Lawnswood roundabout would add around 750m to the trip 

length and I consider this to be a simple and straight-forward 

movement.  
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Rebuttal Argument 4: 

2.5. Response prepared by Mr Caten made in paragraph 6 regarding property 

value. 

2.5.1. The introduction of NGT will increase accessibility to public transport 

in this area. Lawnswood NGT stop will be in close proximity to 238 

Otley Road. Accessibility to public transport can often increase the 

desirability of property but in any event any loss of value resulting 

from the compulsory acquisition of relevant property interests would 

be compensatable under the compensation code and I understand 

that compensation is not a matter for this inquiry to consider. 


