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Dear Mr Whitehead 
I am writing to you on behalf of the Drummond and Churchwood Residents' Association. We have 
now discussed our position in relation to the promoter's request for submission of the amended 
Heritage Report to the inquiry. It is as follows: 
 
The new document is over 370 pages long with very significant amendments and additional 
evidence. We do not believe it conforms to public inquiry expectations that only small amounts of 
additional evidence should qualify for late submission. Indeed, the degree of change is so substantial 
that it really constitutes the submission of a new and different report. 
 
We believe that the new amended report would need to go out to widespread public consultation. 
All the evidence and cross examinations would have to be reheard. This would significantly delay 
inquiry proceedings and be an immense waste of inquiry time and money. This is especially the case 
as it does not result in any changes in the NGT plans for the proposed development. 
 
The need for NGT to commission this additional work means that they accept the original EIA report 
was not properly carried out. We completely agree with them that the original is not fit for purpose 
and made this point when we cross examined the expert witness. We accept there are good aspects 
to the new report ( such as the reworking of Headingley and City Centre Conservation Areas and 
additional work on listed building ), but would draw your attention to this as additional evidence of 
the inadequacy of the original work. 
 
As you know, our resident association ( an affiliate of NWLTF ) commissioned expert advice at some 
considerable cost from Caroline Hardie of Archaeo-Environment Ltd to help inform us on the impact 
of the scheme on the historic environment of the area. Acceptance by the inquiry of the new report 
would mean we would need to go back to her for additional advice. This would incur significant 
additional costs for us. She has told us there is almost no chance she would have the time to do this 
work in a very limited additional consultation time period given both her existing workload and her 
holiday commitments. This would put us in a significantly disadvantageous position compared to 
that of the promoter. 
 
To accept this report would set an unfortunate precedent for the inquiry in that it would then be 
open for anyone to argue that they would like to re-present their case after cross examination and in 
effect have a "second go". 
 
Kind regards 
Helen Pickering 
Drummond and Churchwood Residents' Association 

 


