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PROMOTERS’ REBUTTAL PROOF OF EVIDENCE

IN RELATION TO

THE OBJECTION AND EVIDENCE OF

WILFORD COMMUNITY GROUP

OBJECTION NUMBER 831

Introduction

This rebuttal proof of evidence has been prepared on behalf of Nottingham City
Council and the Nottinghamshire County Council (together “the Promoters™) 1o
respond Lo particular aspects of the objection and evidence of Wilford Communit v
Group.

In particular, Willord Community Group has raised new points that the Promoters
have not previously addressed in the proofs of evidence prepared by their
witnesses, which were submitted to the Inspector and each statulory objector on 9
October 2007.

Tt is not intended that this rebuttal proof should address further points that witnesses
for the Promotcrs have already covered in their evidence: however, cross-
relerences to relevant paragraphs of those witnesses” proofs of evidence are given
below, where appropriate.

It is ntended thai this rebhuttal proof should be z composile response by the
Promoters o those new points raised in the evidence of Wilford Community Group
and referred to above. In this respeet, for cross-examination purposcs the name of
the Promoters” witness who is responsible for each aspect of this rebuttal prool is
given at the beginning of cach section below.
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2.1

Defined Llerms

The Tollowing delined terms are referred to throughout this rebuttal proof:

“the Objector” means Wilford Community Group;

“the

Objector’'s means the statement of case submitted by Wiltord Community

Statement of Case Group on 17 August 2007;

‘the

Objector’s means the Objector’s Statement of Case which the Objeclor has

evidence” indicated wishes to be taken as the Objector’s evidence;

“the

Order means the application for the proposed Order submitted on 26

application™ April 2007; and

“the proposed Order”  means the proposed Nottingham Express Transil Sysiemn Order.

)

3.1

3.1

Promoters’ rebuttal of the Objector’s evidence
The Route, p6-8

The Cbjector argues thar the " Clifton via Queens Drive” route would provide preater
paironage than the proposed route and that “There hus been no independent serutiny
of NET's patremage figures for either the Queens Drive route or for stops in Wilford .
(Chris Deas, Dave Carter)

The consideration of route options is contained in Mr Deas™ Proof [NET.PI/A] at
seetion 6.0 and a report from MVA on appraisal of route options is found al Appendix
3 of NET. B1/13. In determining the most appropriate route for NET Phasc Two, the
Promoters have cmployed the combined knowledge, experience and professionalism
ol the two councils’ officers and some of the most respected specialist firms in the
country. The methodology for determining patronage is explained in Mr Carter’s
Prootf [NET.P3/A}, which also identifies his qualifications, experence and
professional status appropriate to this assessment.

The Objector “disputes NET's figures for residences in the caichment area of the
“Wilford Villuge™ tram stop. Therefore, we have little confidence in NET s (hitherto
unpublished) figures for the other stops in Wilford™. (Callum Gibson)

The Promoters and the Objector engaged in some considerable discussion and
corrcspondence on alternative stop locations throughow 2004 and more recently,
particularly with regard to the Objector's sugeestion for an alternative or addition to
the “Wilford Village” stop at Main Road to be located east of (he embankment
oppusite Bader Road but the Objector did not hitherto suggest different catchment
houschold numbers, It may be the effect of poor reproduction bul the 400m
catchment circle indicated at Map 2 in Appendix B of the Objector’s evidence
indicates a centre point north of the stop location. I moved 1o a more accurate
position the catchment would take in more houses. It should also be noted thar the
reduced 400m distance was to compare access (o the alternate stop locations {(Bader
Road v Main Road) by the more elderly people in the village, whereas many other
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potcntial users would be within the easy capability of an 800m calchmenl more
usually used for estimating patronage and accessibilily to stops. With the exception of
approximately 20 properties, all of Wilford Village lies within 800m of onc or other
of the two proposed stops at Main Road and Willord T.ane, Also, the note of the 5
February 2004 meeting between the Objector and the Promoters™ representative
(included as Appendix C of the Objector’s evidence) indicales that at that time the

Promoters” representative (PA) was asked whether patronage had been undcrs.mu_dlw

implying that the Objector considercd more. not less, people might use the stops.

The Promoters remain of the view that the proposed stops are in the best locations o “"“

provide o beneficial service to meet the needs of the village residents, visilors 1o the
local amenitics and the schools.

The Objector questions the location of the “"Wilford Village" stap, contending that
“NET savs that although there is little support for the " Wilford Village" stop, a lack
of consensus means that this is de facto the best stop.  Wilford Communire Group
disagrees with this approach”_ (Callum Gibson)

This is a misinterpretation ol what was said at the 5 February 2004 meeting (as
recorded in the meeting notes included at Appendix C ol the Objector’s evidence).
The discussion was regarding the Objector’s suggestion for a stop near Bader Road as
noted at 3.3 above. Our widespread consuliation had not identified a strong support
for this proposal.

The reasons the Promoters did not favour a Bader Road stop were {ully explained to
the Objector during the lengthy interaction referved to above and are broader than
patronage alone, as outlined at scction 7.3 of the Objections Response Prool
INET.P8/A]. In particular, the Promaoters consider that a stop at this relatively
1solated location would nol provide an appropriate level of security and safety for
users at or approaching the stop and improving this situation would require the
removal of approximately 200 metres of the embankment, significantly changing the
environment for residents.

It is noted that the Objector does not now appear to be arguing for a Bader Road swop.
Wilford Toll Bridge, p9-10

The Objecror argues for an alternative crossing point, contending thar “If the route
has to go via Wilford, the costs of re-engineering Wilford Toll Bridge should be
diverted to build a new crossing from Victoria Embankment to the east of the former
railway embunkment adjacent to Tremongers Pond.  This will have a less adverse
impact on the Site of fmporiance for Nature Conservation and the howseholds en
Coronation Avertug, and could allow for a stop closer to the Nottingham Envnaniel
School”. (Callum Gibson and fan Gilder)

Consideration of alipnment options at this location is contained in section 7.2 of the
Objections Response Prool [NET.P8/A] and Mr Gibson’s Proof |[NET.P2/A] at 4.14.
It can be seen that the factors taken into consideration in rejecting the alternatives are
considerably more complex than the Objector's supgestion that the reasons are limited
to “adverse impacts on the townseape of Vietoria Embankment™,
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Discussions with the Environment Agency al an early stage in the project
development confirmed that reconstruction of the Teoll Bridge could reuse the two
cxisting bridge foundations within the River Trenl, and thereby allow the
reconstructed bridge to have three spans over the river. Any alternative new bridge
over the river would be reguired 10 have no piers within the river waterway. and
therefore a long single span bridge would be required. It would be a requircment of
the Environment Agency that either bridge would have no material impact on flood
behaviour.

The Listed Building impact on the Toll Bridge is covered in Mr Gilder's Prool
[NET.PG/A] at 10.24 — 10.38. Mr Gilder explains the works that are proposed to the
Toll Bridge and that these will involve no changes to the external appearance of the
approach arches and the faces of the pilasters will be reinstated in reclaimed or
matching brickwork. The toll house will not be affected. The structure across the
river was replaced in the 1980s with a modern light weight bridge deck that is out of
scale with the historie, listed approach features. Mr Gilder comments that the new
bridge deck will be visually more appropriate and any harm Lo be caused by Lhe
alterations overall has been mimimised and 15 small. In her Proof |EH.P1/B. section
9.2], Dr Valerie Scott, English lleritage, advises “the proposal to widen the modern
deck of the bridge will have little or no impact on its archilectural interest”.

The alignment avowds the Tremongers Pond atsell but, as indicated in the
Environmental Statement (p9-77), approximately 28% of the arca of the Iremongers
Pond SINC (which is the arca bounded by the Trent. former railway embankment,
Coronation Avenue and Main Road) is lost. The loss will be partly offset by the
creation of new water-margin habitats and access t the arca will be retained.
Alterpatives 1o this alignment could have a more significant impact on habitat, MTood
risk and amenity. The alignment suggested by the Objector, for a new bridge to the
east of the old railway alignment, would placc the stop in a very isolated position
(outside school hours) with no passive surveillance and further from the village. This
alternative would also be within the river floodplain and a SINC — in this case the
Trentside West Bridgford SINC.

The Objector also states that “NET s justification for the re-engineering of the Toll
Bridge implies thar it is little used and needs improvement . (Caltum Gibson)

The Promoters’ justification has no such mmplication. It is acknowledged that the
bridge is well used by pedestrians and cyclists and the works will retain this use when
the tramway is in operation,

“Alternative” stop, pl1

The Objector asks that “Mention of an “alternative” stop opposite St Patrick’s
School should be formally removed from the plans ™. {Callum Gibson)

During development of the proposals there was considerable consultation and
discussion with individuals and the Ohjector, including site visils Lo view the Main
Road and Coronation Avenue area. This informed the design and decision process.
At the time of writing the Environmental Statement (ES), issues regarding the Main
Road stop were not fully resolved and the ES therefore addresses the impacts of an
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