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THE LEEDS TROLLEY VEHICLE SYSTEM ORDER 

HERITAGE ASSESSMENTS 

Introduction 

1 During the cross-examination of Phil Ward, a number of questions were raised about the 

assessment of the impacts of NGT on heritage features that had been carried out as part of 

the EIA process. In particular, a number of objectors made the claim that the ES Technical 

Appendix G on the Historic Environment (A-08c-7) does not provide sufficient details of the 

setting and significance of listed buildings that might be affected by NGT, or of the likely 

impacts on them.  

2 It is therefore now apparent that a number of objectors are likely to make the case during their 

own evidence on heritage and in their closing submissions that the ES is inadequate because 

it fails to deal with setting and significance in sufficient detail. 

3 The Promoters do not accept that the ES is inadequate. The ES as submitted satisfied the 

requirements of Rule 11 and Schedule 1 of the Transport and Works (Application and 

Objections Procedure) (England and Wales) Rules 2006
1
 (‘the Application Rules’). As has 

been emphasised on many occasions by the courts the ES regime is intended to be an aid to 

effective environmental decision making, not a legal obstacle course: see Waddenzee [2004] 

Env LR 14; and R (Hart) v Secretary of State (2008) 2 P&CR 16 per Sullivan J (as he then 

was) at paragraph 72.  The Courts have also deprecated an unduly legalistic approach to 

what an Environmental Statement is required to contain, see e.g. R (Blewitt) v Derbyshire 

County Council [2004] Env L.R.29, Sullivan J holding that unless any alleged deficiencies 

were so serious that the document cannot be described as, in substance, an environmental 

statement for the purposes of the relevant regulations, any suggestion that the decision 

maker was legally barred from granting permission would be misconceived. In Wakil v. LB of 

Hammersmith and Fulham [2013] EWHC 2833 (Admin) at paragraph 125, Lindblom J drew 

attention to the fact the definition of an environmental statement (in that case for the 

equivalent town planning regulations) the words ‘reasonably’ appear twice, and thereby 

qualifies the requirement. A similar definition is to be found in rule 4(1) of the Application 

Rules. 

4 The promoters also take the view that the ES bears comparison with the ESs produced for 

other similar schemes. However, as the assessments concerned had already been carried 

out (albeit not published in the detail that objectors would have desired), the Promoters have 

updated Technical Appendix G to set out further details of the listed buildings that were 

assessed as part of the EIA process, including specific details of their setting and 

significance, so that the Inspector and Assistant Inspector have all of this information 

available to them, together with any comments made on it by Objectors, before making a 

recommendation to the Secretaries of State. This update takes the form of tracked changes in 

the non-technical summary and ES, together with an updated version Technical Appendix G 

and its Annex A, as well as more detailed plans (which, if accepted by the Inspector, would 

together be Inquiry Document B-13).  
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5 It is also important to distinguish between an ES and opinion evidence presented by an expert 

witness.  

6 The main purpose of an ES is to assemble information to enable the decision maker to make 

an informed decision. It is often the case that further information becomes available as an 

application progresses through the various stages of consideration, or as in this case that it is 

of assistance to set out the analysis which led to the conclusions in greater detail. The 

relevant rules (in this case the Application Rules) contemplate that further information will be 

provided, whether because it is requested by the Secretary of State, or provided voluntarily by 

the applicant.  The fact that the Rules contain those provisions carries with it the necessary 

implication that the additional information may be provided after the deposit of the documents 

in support of an application.  

7 Expert evidence, such as that given by Mr Ward contains opinions on impacts on heritage 

assets, and may rely upon information contained in an ES, but is not be equated with an ES. 

8 The rules relating to the submission of proofs of evidence do not apply to the submission of 

further environmental information. 

The Relevant Statutory Provisions and the Principles to be Applied 

9 The information in both the original and updated Technical Appendix plainly identifies, 

describes and assesses the likely impacts of NGT on heritage assets. This information, 

therefore, is information of the type required to be considered by the Secretaries of State prior 

to deciding whether to give “development consent” to NGT, in accordance with the EIA 

Directive. As Recital (7) to the Directive states “That assessment should be conducted on the 

basis of the appropriate information supplied by the developer, which may be supplemented 

by the authorities and by the public likely to be concerned by the project in question.”  

10 The “developer” in this case is the NGT Promoters, who have supplied the information in the 

original and updated Technical Appendix. The process for supplying and supplementing 

environmental information in the context of TWA applications is set out in the Application 

Rules. In particular, rule 10(2)(g) requires applicants to submit an ES, and rule 17 enables the 

Secretary of State to direct applicants to supplement this if the Secretary of State considers 

that this is necessary. 

11 Except as specifically provided in the Transport and Works (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 2004
2
 

(“the Inquiry Rules”), it is for the inspector to determine the procedure at an inquiry (rule 

18(1)). It is therefore for you to determine whether the updated Technical appendix should be 

admitted. 

                                                      

2
 By virtue of rule 5(2) of The Transport and Works Applications (Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and 

Ancient Monuments Procedure) Regulations 1992 (E-1-17) the Inquiry Rules (E-1-16) apply in relation 

to the called in conservation area consent and listed building consent applications.  
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12 It should also be noted that rule 18(11) of the Inquiry Rules gives you express power to take 

into account documents submitted during the course of an inquiry.  

13 Rule 18(4) of the Inquiry Rules provides that an inspector may refuse to permit the production 

of evidence in certain specified circumstances. The submission of the updated Technical 

Appendix does not fall within any of the circumstances referred to. It is neither irrelevant nor 

repetitious (other than to ensure consistent presentation). Furthermore the rule contemplates 

that where the giving of oral evidence is not permitted, written evidence can nonetheless be 

submitted. 

14 Guidance on the exercise of the relevant powers is set out in the Transport and Works Act 

Guide to Procedures
3
.  

14.1 At paragraph 4.104 it is stated that that the power granted by rule 18(4) of the Inquiry Rules 

(in relation to refusing to permit cross-examination) should not be used to deprive anybody of 

the opportunity of a fair hearing, and that inspectors are well aware of the need to comply with 

the principles of natural justice.  

14.2  At paragraph 4.108 it is stated that an inspector may also take into account any evidence or 

other document that he receives from any person during an inquiry subject to disclosure at 

the inquiry.  

15 We suggest that you should be mindful of the rules of natural justice and the obligation to 

ensure a fair hearing, and adopt the following approach when determining whether to admit 

the additional information. 

15.1 Determine whether the information is relevant to the matters before the inquiry, and in 

particular the matters identified by the Secretary of State. 

15.2 Consider whether the information submitted is likely to assist the decision maker in reaching a 

conclusion on a principal controversial issue. 

15.3 Consider whether the information can be admitted without causing undue prejudice to any 

party, and if such prejudice would be caused, whether it can be overcome by any other 

measures. 

15.4 Consider whether refusal to admit the evidence would cause any undue prejudice to any 

party, and if such prejudice would be caused, whether it can be overcome by any other 

measures. 

The Updated Technical Appendix 

16 The reason that the updated Technical Appendix appears to be a substantial document is 

because of the format of the original Technical Appendix. The original document assessed 

the impact on every heritage asset within the study area, the overwhelming majority of which 

will not be significantly affected by the NGT proposals. While the Promoters could have 

                                                      

3
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limited the update to just those assets that are likely to be affected, or that were the subject of 

particular criticism by Objectors, it was thought better to set out the same assessment of all 

heritage assets, so that the Secretaries of State, Inspector, Assistant Inspector and third 

parties can understand the assessment and in particular that other assets are unlikely to be 

affected, and comment on it if they desire to do so.  

17 Document B-13 takes the following format: 

17.1 Section 1 of the document (3 pages) introduces the July 2014 update, and explains its format. 

It also sets out how the coloured tracking of text works: changes made in January 2014 

appear in red, and those made in July in green. 

17.2 Section 2 (3 pages) sets out the changes to the Historic Environment section of the Non-

Technical Summary of the ES. Paragraphs 8.14 to 8.21 and 2 rows of the table in paragraph 

9.3 are updated. 

17.3 Section 3 (13 pages) sets out the changes to the Historic Environment section of the ES itself. 

Paragraphs 7.156, 7.157, 7.160, 7.173 to 7.176, 7.178 and 7.180, tables 7.8 and 7.9, and a 

row in each of tables 9.1 and 9.2 are updated. 

17.4 Annex A to the document (356 pages) is the updated Historic Environment Technical 

Appendix G to the ES. This is intended to be a complete replacement as, while the changes 

within the body of the updated Appendix could have been dealt with simply by identifying the 

changes, as for the changes to the NTS and main ES, Annex A to the Appendix contains a 

table with new columns, so the entire table has had to be reproduced. In this context, it was 

considered better to reproduce the entire updated Technical Appendix. 

17.5 Annex B to the document constitutes 10 pages of updated plans showing more details of the 

heritage assets concerned. 

Authorship of the updated Technical Appendix 

18 The updated Technical Appendix was authored by Mott MacDonald. The team was led by 

Josh Williams, the Heritage Team Leader for Mott MacDonald, who has over 17 years’ 

experience in the heritage sector.  Josh was assisted by Helen Noakes, whose name appears 

on the original Technical Appendix, James Sugrue, a heritage consultant who is currently 

completing a Masters in Building History at Cambridge University, and Paul Riccoboni, an 

archaeology and heritage consultant with over 10 years’ experience.   

19 Josh Williams was the technical “checker” for the purposes of Mott MacDonald’s document 

review system, and the “approvers” were Kevin Leather, the Applicants’ main witness on EIA 

matters and Callum Gibson, Mott MacDonald’s project director for NGT. 

20 Mr Ward, as conservation officer for Leeds City Council, and Vanessa Allen and Nathan 

Huntley, for the Applicants, reviewed the updated Technical Appendix before it was 

submitted. 
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Advertising the updated Technical Appendix  

21 In this case, the updated Technical Appendix is intended to be an inquiry document if 

accepted by the Inspector. A number of documents have already been submitted to the 

inquiry by both the Applicants and Objectors, amounting to around 2,600 pages in total prior 

to the submission of this document, 52% of which had been submitted by the Applicants, and 

48% by Objectors. Under the Inquiry Rules, there are no set procedures for the submission or 

publication of inquiry documents during the course of the inquiry, this being a matter to be 

decided by the Inspector under rule 18. In particular, unlike the EIA Regulations for town and 

country planning, or DCO applications, there are no specific rules dealing with the production 

of additional environmental information during the course of a TWA inquiry. Accordingly, in 

order to draw the updated Technical Appendix to the attention of those who were consulted 

on the application but who are not participating in the inquiry, the Promoters have advertised 

it, served copies on statutory consultees, and made the updated Technical Appendix 

available for inspection as if it were further environmental information required to be produced 

under rule 17 of the Application Rules. This was done on Monday, 7 July 2014, and a 

deadline of Monday 18 August 2014 (being 6 weeks from the date of the notice) given for 

responses. The Applicants also made the updated Technical Appendix available on their 

website. 

22 Although not required to do so by the Application Rules or Inquiry Rules, the Promoters have 

also served copies of the updated Technical Appendix on all those who cross-examined Mr 

Ward, whether they are statutory consultees or not. Where the Promoters were aware that the 

objectors had retained heritage experts of their own (namely, First West Yorkshire and the 

Drummond & Churchwood Residents Association), electronic copies were also sent to them, 

so that these could more easily be transmitted to the relevant experts. Hard and electronic 

copies were also sent directly to the Programme Officer for the Inspector, Assistant Inspector 

and inquiry library. Details of those served are in the Appendix.  

Objections to Admission of the Technical Appendix 

23 Ten objections to the admission of the updated Technical Appendix have been received, 

from: 

(a) West Park Residents’ Association 

(b) North West Leeds Transport Forum  

(c) Drummond & Churchwood Residents’ Association 

(d) Claire Randall 

(e) A660 Joint Council 

(f) First West Yorkshire 

(g) Weetwood Residents’ Association 

(h) North Hyde Park Neighbourhood Association 
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(i) Friends of Woodhouse Moor 

(j) Margaret Thompson. 

24 In considering those objections it is appropriate to follow the approach suggested above, 

25 There can be no dispute that: 

25.1 The information is relevant to the matters before the inquiry and in particular to matters 5(d) 

(impact on conservation areas and listed buildings) 5(f) (OLE), and 10 (adequacy of the ES) 

and identified in the Secretary of State’s letter dated 18
th
 February 2014. 

25.2 The information will assist you and the Secretary of State in reaching a decision. 

26 Given the extended inquiry programme, there is ample time to advertise the information, allow 

any person who wishes to, to submit observations, and to consider such observations and 

other consultation responses.  There will be six weeks following the expiry of the initial 42 day 

period until the programmed heritage week to start on 29 September. Those measures 

overcome any undue prejudice to objectors. 

27 If the information were not to be admitted, the Secretary of State would be deprived of 

relevant information which is available and has been advertised, and would cause severe 

prejudice to the promoters. 

28 It is abundantly clear that the information should be admitted in evidence and put before the 

inquiry. 

29 The response to the specific points raised in the objections is set out below: 

29.1 The updated Technical Appendix amounts to an acceptance by the Promoters that 

their original case/evidence/ES was flawed/unfit for purpose: As set out above, the 

Promoters do not accept that the original case/evidence/ES were flawed or unfit for purpose. 

However even if this were the case, this does not amount to a reason not to consider the 

updated Technical Appendix, which contains environmental information relevant to the 

Secretary of State’s final decision. Indeed if the ES as considered to be deficient that would 

be good reason to admit the updated Technical Appendix, and indeed to require the 

information to be provided. If the Secretary of State is comfortable making the decision 

without this information, then all is well and good, but this information is available to be 

considered, and it would be more convenient for all if it were considered now rather than as a 

result of the Secretary of State giving a “minded to” decision at some later stage. 

29.2 There is insufficient time for consideration of the updated Technical Appendix at this 

stage in the inquiry process: This is not the case. Heritage matters are now due to be held 

in the week commencing 29 September. That gives sufficient time for those concerned to 

comment on the updated Technical Appendix by 15 August, produce any additional evidence 

they require, and consider any rebuttal from the Promoters prior to the Objectors giving 

evidence in chief on heritage. 



 

12106055.01 7 

29.3 There should be a further opportunity to cross-examine Mr Ward/the Promoters’ 

witnesses generally.  The ES does not form part of Mr Ward’s evidence, although he relies 

on it to form his own conclusions.  The overall conclusions of the updated Technical Appendix 

do not differ from those contained in the original ES. The updated Technical Appendix does 

identify specific residual effects on individual heritage assets that were previously 

encompassed within broader assessments of overall residual effects. Mr Ward’s analysis was 

based on the overall conclusions.  As a result there is no need to re-call Mr Ward.  However, 

if you took a different view Mr Ward could be recalled during the planned heritage week.  

29.4 The deadline for comments is unrealistic: 6 weeks represents the amount of time given for 

comments on the original ES, and the amount of time that would have been given if the 

Promoters had been directed to produce this information. It is a longer period than would 

have applied if the information had been required to be produced during a DCO hearing (4 

weeks) or a planning inquiry (3 weeks).  

29.5 Parties other than statutory consultees and those who cross-examined Mr Ward might 

be interested in the contents of the updated Technical Appendix: this is recognised, and 

so the Promoters have published notice of the updated Technical Appendix in the same way 

as was done for the original ES and the January supplement. They have also placed copies 

on their website. 

29.6 Considering the additional material will give rise to additional costs, which should be 

met by the Promoters, and an “Adverse Costs Order” cannot be made in favour of lay 

objectors. Alternatively, the Promoters should undertake to pay the reasonable costs 

thrown away by the late submission of this information: if the Secretary of State had 

directed the Promoters to produce this information (or Inspectors during a DCO or planning 

inquiry), no costs liability would arise. Nor do they necessarily arise here, as under DfT 

Circular 3/94, which gives guidance on the award of costs in TWA inquiries, costs may be 

awarded only where a party has been found to have acted unreasonably and this has caused 

another party to incur unnecessary expense (except in relation to compulsory purchase, 

where different considerations apply). Circular 3/94 goes on to deal with circumstances in 

which this might apply, and refers in particular to instances where the inquiry needs to be 

adjourned as a result of one party’s behaviour. Given the timing of the current inquiry, as 

mentioned above, the Promoters consider that the updated Technical Appendix can be dealt 

with without need for an adjournment. Nor do they accept that their behaviour has been 

unreasonable or that the time spent in cross-examination to date has been wasted, and so do 

not give an open-ended undertaking of the type sought. If, however, particular parties 

consider that they have been put to additional costs as a result of the submission of the 

updated Technical Appendix, then the Promoters will respond to any costs application made. 

So far as lay objectors are concerned, neither section 250 of the Local Government Act 1972 

(which confers the power to award costs and is applied to TWA inquiries by section 11 of the 

Transport and Works Act 1992) nor Circular 3/94 distinguishes their position from that of 

professionally represented objectors. 

Either way, this does not constitute a reason to refuse to allow this material to be considered 

by the inquiry. 
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29.7 The extensive nature of the updated Technical Appendix amounts to a new document, 

rather than an update/Only small amounts of additional evidence should be accepted 

at this stage. There is no rule to this effect. Under the DfT’s Guide to TWA Procedures (Core 

Document E-4-14):  

3.50 Where an applicant wishes to submit changes, or provide additional information, 

at a public local inquiry, it will usually be for the Inspector to consider whether to allow 

the submission of such new material, although in cases of doubt he or she may wish 

to seek the opinion of the Secretary of State. The Inspector will wish to ensure, if 

necessary by adjourning the inquiry, that other parties at the inquiry are given an 

adequate opportunity to consider the fresh documentation; and he may consider that 

wider publicity should be given. The Secretary of State may also wish to consider 

after the inquiry whether any additional publicity ought to be given in order to ensure 

that any persons likely to be affected by the change - who might not have appeared 

at the inquiry - have had an adequate opportunity to comment.  

3.51 Although applicants may therefore be allowed to make additions and 

amendments to an application on the basis set out above, they should nevertheless 

make every effort to keep post-application changes to a minimum. Bearing in mind 

the extra costs and delays that might arise, applicants will wish to satisfy themselves 

before making an application that all of the documentation is as complete and 

accurate as practicable. It is recognised however that changes can sometimes arise 

from discussions with objectors, and that incorporation of such changes could help to 

remove objections and/or avoid the need for a fresh application. 

In the Applicants’ view, while the information is additional, it does not constitute a change to 

the scheme, and the timing of the inquiry is such that other parties will have an adequate 

opportunity to consider it without an adjournment, as there is ample time prior to late 

September. Its acceptance should not therefore give rise to extra costs or delays. 

29.8 Accepting the updated Technical Appendix would allow any party, at any inquiry, to 

have a second go after their case “had been exposed in cross-examination”. This is not 

a case of the Applicants seeking a second go. The updated Technical Appendix contains 

additional information about the impacts of the scheme, which Objectors claim does not exist, 

but which does and which can fairly be taken into account by the Inspectors and Secretaries 

of State. The case in favour of the scheme, and the overall judgement of the witnesses who 

have appeared to make that case, remains unchanged. 

29.9 Accepting the updated Technical Appendix would be unfair, prejudicial to the orderly 

and expeditious conduct of the inquiry and highly prejudicial to objectors: given the 

timing involved, it is not accepted that accepting the updated Technical Appendix would be 

unfair or prejudice any party. There is ample time for other parties to consider the material, 

and submit any statements that they wish in relation to it, prior to the next inquiry session on 

heritage. So far as the orderly and expeditious conduct of the inquiry is concerned, the 

applicants do not consider that accepting this information will have a significant impact on 

timing, given that the next heritage session is not due until late September. 

29.10 There is no reason why this information could not have been produced prior to Mr 

Ward giving evidence: the reasons why the updated Technical Appendix has been produced 

now are set out above. Either way, this does not constitute a reason for the material not to be 
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considered at the inquiry. The questions remain: is it relevant to the matters before the inquiry 

and Secretaries of State’s decisions? is it likely to assist the decision-maker in reaching a 

conclusion? can it be admitted without unduly prejudicing third parties? In our submission, the 

answer to all of these questions is “yes”. 

Conclusions 

30. The information is plainly relevant to the matters before the inquiry, and in particular the 

matters identified by the Secretary of State. 

31. The information submitted is likely to assist the decision maker in reaching a conclusion on a 

principal controversial issue/s, namely the adequacy of the ES and impact on heritage assets. 

32. Given the current programme for the inquiry the information can be admitted without causing 

undue prejudice to any party. 

33. The refusal to admit the evidence would cause undue prejudice to the Applicant – the 

promoters would be deprived of the opportunity to respond to points take by objectors. 

34. A decision to refuse to consider the evidence would not be justified under the relevant 

provisions of the Inquiry Rules, and would be contrary to the principles of natural justice.  

Neil Cameron QC 

Robert Walton 

Bircham Dyson Bell LLP  

 

16 July 2014 
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Appendix: Details of service 

Copies of updated Technical Appendix formally submitted to: 

The Secretary of State for Transport 

The Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

 

Additional copies served on: 

Programme Officer for Inspectors and Inquiry Venue 

Notice published: 

Yorkshire Evening Post, 7 July 2014 

Statutory consultees served with copies of the updated Technical Appendix: 

Leeds City Council 

The Environment Agency 

English Heritage 

Natural England 

Canal & Rivers Trust 

Inland Waterways Association 

The National Association of Boatowners 

The Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

 
Owners of affected private streets:  
 

 Diocese of Leeds 

 University of Leeds 

 BT 

 Headingley Land Development (Bracken Ltd) 

 1 Lawnswood Gardens 

 

The Auto-Cycle Union 

The British Horse Society 

The Byways and Bridleways Trust 

The Open Spaces Society 

The Ramblers’ Association 

The British Driving Society  

The Cyclists’ Touring Club 

The Peak and Northern Footpaths Society 

Her Majesty’s Railway Inspectorate 
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The appropriate authorities for Crown land:  
 

 HM Revenue and Customs 

 The Secretary of State for Work and Pensions 

 The Highways Agency 
 

Statutory undertakers: 
 

 Yorkshire Water 

 Northern Powergrid (Yorkshire) PLC 

 Fibrespan Limited 

 Virgin Media Limited 

 Cable & Wireless Limited 

 Thus Limited 

 Vtesse Networks 

 BT  

 Verizon Global Solutions UK Ltd 

 Energetics Electricity Limited 

 BskyB Telecommunications Services Limited 

 Northern Gas Networks Limited 

 Geo Networks 

 Network Rail Infrastructure Limited 

 British Gas 

 Everything Everywhere Limited 

 Telefonica 

 Hutchison 3G 

 Royal Mail Group plc 

 National Grid Gas plc 

 National Grid plc 

 National Grid Electricity Transmission plc 

Objectors who had cross-examined Mr Ward served with hard copies of the updated Technical 

Appendix: 

Ian Barraclough Representing Headingley Castle Management Ltd 

Stuart Natkus  
Representing Headingley Land Developments Ltd, Morley House Trust & 
Topland Ridgeway 

Bill McKinnon  Representing Friends of Woodhouse Moor & North Hyde Park 
Neighbourhood Association 

Dawn Carey-Jones  Representing South Headingley Community Association 

Helen Pickering Representing Drummond and Churchwood Residents Association 

Doug Kemp Representing West Park Residents Association 

Claire Randall Private objector 

Tony Ray Representing North West Leeds Transport Forum 

K&WM SJ Berwin Representing First West Yorkshire Ltd 

Walton & Co Representing Leeds College of Art 

 



 

 12 12106055.01 

Transport and Works Act 1992 

Transport and Works (Applications and Objections Procedure) (England and Wales) Rules 
2006, Rule 17(4)(a) 

Proposed Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order 

NOTICE OF FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION 

On 19 September 2013, West Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive of Wellington House, 40-50 
Wellington Street, Leeds LS1 2DE and Leeds City Council of Civic Hall, Leeds LS1 1UR applied to 
the Secretary of State for Transport under section 6 of the Transport and Works Act 1992 for the 
above-mentioned Order to be made under sections 1, 3 and 5 of that Act.  On 1 April 2014, West 
Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive was dissolved and its functions were transferred to West 
Yorkshire Combined Authority. West Yorkshire Combined Authority and Leeds City Council (together 
‘the Promoters’) are now promoting the application for the Order. 
 
The draft of the proposed Order authorises the construction and operation of a trolley vehicle system 
in the city of Leeds comprising a northern route running from the city centre through Headingley to a 
park and ride site at Bodington and on to Holt Park, and a southern route running from the city centre 
to a park and ride site at Stourton and, for that purpose, compulsorily or by agreement to acquire land 
and rights in land and to use land.  The draft Order contains a number of protective provisions for the 
benefit of affected undertakings. 
 
The Secretary of State, jointly with the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, 
has appointed Martin Whitehead LLB BSc (Hons) CEng MICE as the Inspector, and Katie Peerless 
Dip Arch RIBA as an Assistant Inspector, to conduct a joint public local inquiry into the application for 
the Order and associated applications for a direction of deemed planning permission, listed building 
consent and conservation area consent. The inquiry opened on Tuesday 29 April at Regus Office, 5th 
Floor, 2 Wellington Place, Leeds LS1 4AP. 
 
The application for the Order is subject to an environmental impact assessment and the Promoters 
have today supplied to the Secretary of State supplementary information relating to the Environmental 
Statement which was provided with the application. 
 
The Environmental Statement Supplement assesses further various aspects of the proposed scheme 
where further information has been provided by the Promoters.  This information includes 
assessments of the setting and significance of heritage assets likely to be affected by the application, 
and the predicted impact on them. 
 
A copy of the Environmental Statement Supplement may be inspected free of charge from Monday, 7 
July 2014 until Monday, 18 August 2014 by visiting any of the following locations— 
 

 Metro: Wellington House, 40-50 Wellington Street, Leeds, LS1 2DE; Mondays to Fridays 

09:00–16:00; 

 Leeds City Council Development Enquiry Centre: Leonardo Building, 2 Rossington Street, 

Leeds, LS2 8HD; Mondays, Tuesdays, Thursdays and Fridays 08:30–17:00; Wednesdays 

10:00–17:00; 

 Leeds Central Library: Calverley Street, Leeds, LS1 3AB; Mondays to Wednesdays 09:00–

20:00; Thursdays and Fridays 09:00–17:00; Saturdays 10:00–17:00; Sundays 13:00–17:00; 

 Holt Park Community Library: Holtdale Approach, Leeds, LS16 7RX; Mondays 10:00–

20:00; Tuesdays 09:00–17:00; Wednesdays 09:00–20:00; Thursdays and Fridays 09:00–

17:00; Saturdays 09:00–16:00; 

 Headingley Library: North Lane Library, Leeds, LS6 3HG; Mondays to Fridays 09:00–19:00; 

Saturdays 10:00–14:00; Sundays 12:00–16:00; 

 Hunslet Library: Waterloo Road, Leeds, LS10 2NS; Mondays 13:00–18:00; Tuesdays and 

Thursdays 10:00–18:00; Saturdays 10:00–15:00; Sundays 11:00–15:00; and 
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 Bircham Dyson Bell LLP: 50 Broadway, London SW1H 0BL; Mondays to Fridays 09:30–

17:30. 
 
Copies of the Environmental Statement Supplement may be obtained from Bircham Dyson Bell LLP, 
50 Broadway, London SW1H 0BL (attention Pam Thompson (Telephone: 020 7783 3437; Email: 
pamthompson@bdb-law.co.uk)) from Monday, 7 July 2014 until Monday, 18 August 2014.  A 
charge may be payable.  
 
Representations about the Environmental Statement Supplement should be sent to the Secretary of 
State for Transport c/o Transport and Works Act Orders Unit, General Counsel’s Office, Department 
for Transport, Zone 1/18, Great Minster House, 33 Horseferry Road, London SW1P 4DR (email: 
transportandworksact@dft.gsi.gov.uk); and to Joanna Vincent, Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order 
Inquiry Programme Officer, Regus Office, 5th Floor, 2 Wellington Place, Leeds LS1 4AP.  Any such 
representation MUST (i) be received by the Secretary of State and Programme Officer on or before 
Monday, 18 August 2014, (ii) be made in writing (whether sent by post or by e-mail), (iii) state the 
grounds of the representation, (iv) indicate who is making the representation, and (v) give an address 
to which correspondence relating to the representation may be sent.  (If you are sending your 
representation by e-mail, please provide a postal address.) 

The Secretary of State or Programme Officer may make complete copies of any representations 
public, including any personal information contained in them, and will copy them to West Yorkshire 
Combined Authority and Leeds City Council as the applicants for the Order. 

 
Bircham Dyson Bell LLP 
50 Broadway, London SW1H 0BL 
Solicitors and Parliamentary Agents acting for  
West Yorkshire Combined Authority and Leeds City Council 
 
 
Monday, 7 July 2014 
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NOTICE FOR PUBLICATION IN 
THE YORKSHIRE EVENING POST ON MONDAY, 7 JULY 2014  

 

Transport and Works Act 1992 

Transport and Works (Applications and Objections Procedure) (England and Wales) Rules 
2006, Rule 17(4)(a) 

Proposed Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order 

NOTICE OF FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION 

On 19 September 2013, West Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive of Wellington House, 40-50 
Wellington Street, Leeds LS1 2DE and Leeds City Council of Civic Hall, Leeds LS1 1UR applied to 
the Secretary of State for Transport under section 6 of the Transport and Works Act 1992 for the 
above-mentioned Order to be made under sections 1, 3 and 5 of that Act.  On 1 April 2014, West 
Yorkshire Passenger Transport Executive was dissolved and its functions were transferred to West 
Yorkshire Combined Authority. West Yorkshire Combined Authority and Leeds City Council (together 
‘the Promoters’) are now promoting the application for the Order. 
 
The draft of the proposed Order authorises the construction and operation of a trolley vehicle system 
in the city of Leeds comprising a northern route running from the city centre through Headingley to a 
park and ride site at Bodington and on to Holt Park, and a southern route running from the city centre 
to a park and ride site at Stourton and, for that purpose, compulsorily or by agreement to acquire land 
and rights in land and to use land.  The draft Order contains a number of protective provisions for the 
benefit of affected undertakings.  
 
The Secretary of State, jointly with the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, 
has appointed Martin Whitehead LLB BSc (Hons) CEng MICE as the Inspector, and Katie Peerless 
Dip Arch RIBA as an Assistant Inspector, to conduct a joint public local inquiry into the application for 
the Order and associated applications for a direction of deemed planning permission, listed building 
consent and conservation area consent. The inquiry opened on Tuesday, 29 April 2014 at Regus 
Office, 5th Floor, 2 Wellington Place, Leeds LS1 4AP. 
 
The application for the Order is subject to an environmental impact assessment and the Promoters 
have today supplied to the Secretary of State a supplement to the Environmental Statement which 
was provided with the application. 
 
The Environmental Statement Supplement assesses further various aspects of the proposed scheme 
where further information has been provided by the Promoters.  This information includes 
assessments of the setting and significance of heritage assets likely to be affected by the application, 
and the predicted impact on them. 
 
A copy of the Environmental Statement Supplement may be inspected free of charge from Monday, 
7 July 2014 until Monday, 18 August 2014 by visiting any of the following locations— 
 

 Metro: Wellington House, 40-50 Wellington Street, Leeds, LS1 2DE; 

Mondays to Fridays 09:00–16:00; 

 Leeds City Council Development Enquiry Centre: 

Leonardo Building, 2 Rossington Street, Leeds, LS2 8HD; 

Mondays, Tuesdays, Thursdays and Fridays 08:30–17:00; Wednesdays 10:00–17:00; 

 Leeds Central Library: Calverley Street, Leeds, LS1 3AB; 

Mondays to Wednesdays 09:00–20:00; Thursdays and Fridays 09:00–17:00; Saturdays 

10:00–17:00; Sundays 13:00–17:00; 
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 Holt Park Community Library: Holtdale Approach, Leeds, LS16 7RX; 

Mondays 10:00–20:00; Tuesdays 09:00–17:00; Wednesdays 09:00–20:00; Thursdays and 

Fridays 09:00–17:00; Saturdays 09:00–16:00; 

 Headingley Library: North Lane Library, Leeds, LS6 3HG; 

Mondays to Fridays 09:00–19:00; Saturdays 10:00–14:00; Sundays 12:00–16:00; 

 Hunslet Library: Waterloo Road, Leeds, LS10 2NS; 

Mondays 13:00–18:00; Tuesdays and Thursdays 10:00–18:00; Saturdays 10:00–15:00; 

Sundays 11:00–15:00; and 

 Bircham Dyson Bell LLP: 50 Broadway, London SW1H 0BL; 

Mondays to Fridays 09:30–17:30. 
 
Copies of the Environmental Statement Supplement may be obtained from Bircham Dyson Bell LLP, 
50 Broadway, London SW1H 0BL (attention Pam Thompson (Telephone: 020 7783 3437; Email: 
pamthompson@bdb-law.co.uk)) from Monday, 7 July 2014 until Monday, 18 August 2014.  A 
charge may be payable. 
 
Representations about the Environmental Statement Supplement should be sent to the Secretary of 
State for Transport c/o Transport and Works Act Orders Unit, General Counsel’s Office, Department 
for Transport, Zone 1/18, Great Minster House, 33 Horseferry Road, London SW1P 4DR (email: 
transportandworksact@dft.gsi.gov.uk); and to Joanna Vincent, Leeds Trolley Vehicle System Order 
Inquiry Programme Officer, Regus Office, 5th Floor, 2 Wellington Place, Leeds LS1 4AP.  Any such 
representation MUST (i) be received by the Secretary of State and Programme Officer on or before 
Monday, 18 August 2014, (ii) be made in writing (whether sent by post or by e-mail), (iii) state the 
grounds of the representation, (iv) indicate who is making the representation, and (v) give an address 
to which correspondence relating to the representation may be sent.  (If you are sending your 
representation by e-mail, please provide a postal address.) 

The Secretary of State or Programme Officer may make complete copies of any representations 
public, including any personal information contained in them, and will copy them to West Yorkshire 
Combined Authority and Leeds City Council as the applicants for the Order. 

 
Bircham Dyson Bell LLP 
50 Broadway, London SW1H 0BL 
Solicitors and Parliamentary Agents acting for  
West Yorkshire Combined Authority and Leeds City Council 
 
 
Monday, 7 July 2014 
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