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THE LEEDS TROLLEY VEHICLE SYSTEM ORDER 

NOTE ON QUESTIONS IN RELATION TO THE UPDATED HERITAGE TECHNICAL APPENDIX 

1 This note responds to questions raised in relation to the updated Heritage Technical Appendix 

(B-13) and the Promoters’ note on it (APP-154) on the morning of inquiry day 35, Thursday, 

17 July 2014. 

2 Is this a new assessment or information previously available? 

2.1 As submitted by Mr Cameron QC, the assessments were carried out prior to the compilation 

of the original Heritage Technical Appendix (A-08c-7), and so the information based on them 

was previously available. The fuller descriptions of the heritage assets and their settings are 

also information that was previously available, as they were based on those assessments and 

other available information, such as listings, but had not previously been presented to the 

inquiry. Strictly speaking, the more detailed descriptions of impacts and effects on individual 

assets and their settings are new information where previously those impacts and effects 

were described for groups of assets, but the descriptions are based on the original 

assessments. The drawings annexed to B-13 present information that was previously 

available in a new format, so to that extent constitute new information. 

3 If the ES is adequate why would the Secretary of State need further information? 

3.1 As submitted by Mr Cameron QC, it is for the decision maker to judge the adequacy of the 

environmental information available to them. The Promoters consider that the environmental 

information contained in the ES, together with the comments made on it by third parties, is 

sufficient for a valid decision to be made, taking into account the impacts of the proposals on 

the historic environment. However, its adequacy has been challenged and, if the Inspector or 

Secretary of State should take a different view from the Promoters, then any inadequacy 

would prevent the Secretary of State from granting consent. Document B-13 therefore 

provides the information which is available to the Promoters and addresses the alleged 

inadequacies, on a reasonable and prudent basis, to ensure that a decision may properly be 

made. 

4 When was the assessment carried out. Was it produced after the [inquiry] evidence? 

4.1 The desktop studies and site surveys were, together with the assessments based on them, as 

described in the methodology section of both A-08c-7 and B-13 (this section is unchanged), 

were carried out prior to the TWA application in September 2013. The more detailed 

descriptions set out in B-13 were collated and reviewed in June and July 2014, so after Mr 

Ward’s evidence had been given.  
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5 Why were hard copies only sent to those who cross-examined Mr Ward? 

5.1 They were not. As the information contained in B-13 constitutes additional environmental 

information, copies were sent to all parties who had received copies of the original ES (the 

“statutory consultees” described on pp. 10 & 11 of APP-154). Some of these parties were 

sent hard copies, some electronic, depending on previously expressed preferences. In 

addition to this, the Promoters sent hard copies to all objectors who had cross-examined Mr 

Ward in the interests of transparency. The Promoters knew that the large majority of the 

objectors who had cross-examined Mr Ward (and could therefore be assumed to be 

interested in the subject matter of B-13) were not statutory consultees, and would not 

otherwise have automatically been notified about the new document, so the Promoters sent 

them hard copies of the new document to draw it to their attention. 

6 Why is there a new author if this is information that was already part of the assessment? 

6.1 Paragraphs 18-20 of APP-154 describe the authorship of B-13. Although Mott MacDonald’s 

document control form only enables one name to be entered for each role, the reality is that 

documents of this nature are produced by teams. In this case, Josh Williams, who led the 

team compiling the document, and Helen Noakes, his main assistant, were involved in the 

compilation of the original Technical Appendix1, and carried out the original assessments. 

The fact that additional people were involved in the review of B-13 does not alter this. 

7 Has the original ES taken into account the full setting? Has this changed the impact on any 

heritage asset?  

7.1 The original ES did take into account the settings, but A-08c-7 did not describe the setting of 

individual buildings, or the impact on that setting, it in the detail that B-13 goes into. There is 

no change to the assessment of impact on the setting of any heritage asset. 

8 Can the actual newspaper notice be produced? 

8.1 A PDF of the page is attached. We await a copy of the newspaper itself. 

 

Bircham Dyson Bell LLP 

17 July 2014 

 

                                                      

1 As acknowledged in, for instance, FWY-122 in which First West Yorkshire produced their social media profiles. 
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