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Closing Statement 
 

Heritage 

 

A large amount of my original Statement of Case was taken up with 

Heritage matters as being a significant part of the impacts of the proposed 

scheme. 

 

The conclusions I have reached on these points from the evidence which 

has come up with regard to them is that the impacts were largely 

downplayed and that the cumulative impact effect was ignored.  

 

For instance the proposals for road widening on Headingley Hill would 

change the character of the area to its detriment forever, as they would to 

all the consecutive conservation areas along the northern route. 

 

In addition to this, with respect to the heritage assets I drew attention to 

myself, in some cases it is still not clear how much for instance a wall is 

proposed to be moved, as was demonstrated in my examinations of Mr 

Ward and Mr Walker, who gave different statements of how much the 

gate piers of Rose Court would be required to be moved, despite the late 

reworked B-13 document.  Somewhere between 2 and 5 meters is not 

sufficient clarity or exactness.  With respect to these gate piers it has also 

been established that should they be damaged extensively they could need 

to be replaced in their entirety and would, as Ms Lightbody averred ‘lose 

their authenticity’. 

 

The loss of proportion of the space in front of Rose Court is also 

something that has not been satisfactorily addressed.  I put it to Mr Ward 

that this would be the case, but he would only comment on the 

‘generosity of space’.  Proportion is the ratio of one side of an area to that 

at an angle to it, as exampled by the ‘Golden Mean’ ‘phi’ and not a 

function of size per se.  Proportion is a quintessential aspect of classical 

architecture.  Rose Court mansion is built in the classical style and the 

distance from Headingley Lane would have been a consciously 

considered part of the ‘spatial relation’ between the two.  The narrowing 

of this space would do much more than affect the ‘generosity of space’, 

but would rather fundamentally alter the proportions, the ratio of the 

dimensions of the space.  This is a mathematical fact.   

 



In addition, a loss of 5 meters would almost certainly affect the ability of 

the forecourt space to function as originally intended for turning a horse 

drawn vehicle, and the gradient would be adversely affected by being 

increased. 

 

These are clearly ‘significant’ impacts, however the Applicant insists it 

would not be, and it cannot even be fully assessed if the actual distances 

involved are not accurately stated.  I merely cite this as the most obvious 

example of the shortcomings of the considerations of Heritage impacts, of 

which there are many, and which are mostly downplayed.  The impacts 

would change the Conservation Areas for ever. 

 

Furthermore, the scheme, if implemented would be expected to conform 

to the plans as submitted to the Inquiry.  Again, this cannot be done if the 

exact measurements are not known.  Indeed it is the case in many aspects 

of the proposals I have heard other witnesses establish that there are a 

million and one matters of importance which NGT would deal with later 

in the design process.  Some of this may be unavoidable, but too much is 

left unexplained, or unattended to by the Applicant. 

 

 

Environment 

 

This underestimating of impacts continues throughout the Applicant’s 

case. 

 

It has been established that it would take many years for tree planting 

‘mitigation’ to reach a point where it was anything like it is today.  Given 

the age and quality of the trees that the Applicant wishes to fell the 

replacements would not reach this point within the lifetime of any 

resident of Headingley alive today. 

 

The mitigation would be severely limited in its effectiveness in that with 

respect to the tree planting it would take several generations for it to be 

fully effective.  It should be said that all these trees of one age would give 

a less balanced environment than that we have at present and would not 

have the same presence as the trees which have been established over a 

century and a half or more.  It cannot be satisfactory to make replacement 

plantings in different places from where they have been felled, as has 

been suggested.  Also, where there would be dense replanting as on 

Headingley meadow and fields the character would change dramatically.  

Not only from the loss of tall established trees, some of great age, but the 

perspective and depth of vision they provide where it is possible to see 



through to others in the middle distance would be lost, as the new 

plantings would be purposely dense in order to provide sight screening 

and would create a new and unwarranted enclosure of space, especially 

on the open fields of Headingley Hill and Meadow, which at present are 

lined on their boundaries but otherwise have open views through these 

and across the fields.  The new plantings would be entirely different in 

character to that currently enjoyed. 

 

The Applicant has provided no rebuttal to my evidence that the loss of 

green space and trees would have an adverse effect on mental health, 

stress levels and general functioning of local residents.  The replacement 

with small tightly packed trees after the trauma of seeing the well loved 

mature ones cut down cannot and would not remove the sense of grief 

and loss that would be experienced, and would take a long time to 

achieve the same beneficial effects that those at present are responsible 

for. (Doc 9 Mental Health and Function; Washington University.  Doc 10 

Univ Michigan ; Nature Cognitive Benefits).  I have presented evidence 

from a local resident (Mr Burrows OBJ 1380) whom I believe would be 

seriously adversely affected in this respect, as I believe would be the case 

to some degree or other with most of those who leave hereabouts. 

 

 

Operational Claims 

 

It has to be questioned whether a saving of perhaps a quarter of an hour 

over the full length of for instance the northern route journey can really 

justify the works, tree loss and major changes to a well loved mature 

conservation environment.  It is important to remember that Headingley 

is something under half way from Bodington to the city centre, so the 

expected time savings from there would be much less than the claimed 13 

to 15 minutes from the Park and Ride.  The fact that the 40% of seats 

could well be taken by then would also be likely to cause passengers from 

Headingley inwards to have to stand.  Certainly it must be considered that 

the prospect of standing would be unpopular and I imagine many 

passengers, especially the elderly, disabled, those carrying luggage, 

shopping or with children would choose to go to a regular, nearer, bus 

stop and prefer to use a service which can provide seating, regardless of 

the fact that it might take a few minutes longer.  There is thus the very 

real possibility that local people will take against the trolleybus and prefer 

buses as more comfortable.  (The absurdity of Mr Chadwick’s ‘standing 

in comfort’ in response to Mr Sleeman OBJ 1166 comes to mind) In such 

a case, trolleybuses may rarely reach their supposed full capacity, but 

might only carry a little over the 40% seating provided.  In such a case 



the financial viability of the trolleybus would be seriously brought under 

threat.  The Applicant seems to have not considered this very real 

possibility and must therefore be considered to have made an unrealistic 

business case.  Certainly I myself would not wish to travel the distance 

from Headingley to the city centre standing as I have arthritis in my knees 

and would prefer to wait a few minutes longer and have a high 

probability of getting a seat on a bus. 

 

The expected time saving would also, it must be remembered, be gained 

at the expense of all other traffic which would be subject to ‘traffic 

stacking’ on places where there is sufficient road capacity. 

 

This problem with standing is a major one which has come up time and 

again in the Inquiry.  I would argue that no evidence has been presented 

which would support the idea that ‘modal shift’ would be achieved.  If I 

were a car driver I would not exchange the comfort of my vehicle for a 

standing place on the trolleybus, but I might consider taking a bus if it 

were convenient, especially an express service, and it has been 

demonstrated that with fewer stops for NGT there would be shorter walks 

to regular bus stops, a major factor on cold and wet winter mornings and 

dark evenings in favour of regular buses. 

 

The park and ride at Bodington could fill up rapidly in the morning, 

discouraging use by drivers throughout the day, even though the 

trolleybuses may have free seats at those other times.  And yet we have 

heard nothing from the promoters about arranging ‘feeder buses’ which 

would bring passengers to NGT stops (principally the Park and Rides 

would be appropriate).  I submitted evidence on the subject of ‘feeder 

buses’ (Doc 8 ‘Myth   Park and Ride will encourage public transport use 

.pdf’.) 

 

First West Yorkshire would be in a position to assist with this, and yet we 

have heard that Mr Henkel, while claiming that First were ‘unco-

operative’ was shown by Mr Jones to have been misleading in this claim.  

Full co-operation should have been initiated by Metro /WYCA from the 

start to engage in such services as the ‘feeder buses’ I have described, and 

yet they have not, even though First would clearly be the most likely 

operation to be able to assist with this.  Rather Metro have engaged in an 

attitude of hostile competition expecting First’s services to be reduced in 

response to NGT, rather than trying to work together with this concept of 

‘feeder buses’ put in my evidence. 

 



Much has been said about city centre parking, yet it is still the case that 

LCC has encouraged car journeys to the city centre with the inclusion of 

an increase of 375 car parking spaces at the Victoria Gate development, 

which both Councillor Richard Lewis and Mr Farrington have been 

involved with in their responsibility for Development.  This has not been 

raised much at the Inquiry, but I have had no rebuttal to the point I made 

about this in my Statement of Case.  There is a clear contradiction 

between LCC officers allowing for hundreds more (permanent, not 

temporary) car parking spaces in shopping centre developments, while 

yet complaining about how much of this there is in Leeds, and using it as 

a reason to promote trolleybus. 

 

Many technical and environmental matters have been dealt with by others 

better qualified than I.  However my own concerns with regard to these 

matters have not been allayed by anything I have heard. 

 

And it must be remembered that the Councillors see this principally as a 

‘Highways scheme, more than … of Public Transport’.  (Doc3a Cllr R 

Lewis Highways Scheme Quote 2013-06-05) If 90% of the expenditure is 

to be on construction and only 10% on the actual system, then it seems 

that the Government grand of £273m would be entirely spent on road 

widenings and so forth.  If this money were actually to be spent on the 

transport system itself, surely much better value could be achieved. 

 

Consultation 

 

I accept that every last detail could not be planned at the submission of 

case stage, however there is an alarming amount of detail which has 

clearly not even been looked at yet in the consultations, or even known 

about, which should be.  I would refer to the reply from Mr Gifford which 

has been entered by the Programme Officer in my documents ‘Response 

to a question raised by Claire Randall on 14 October Final’ which I 

received yesterday (23 Oct 2014) from him in response to a written 

question by me on the date cited.  In this Mr Gifford for NGT avoids 

mentioning anything concerning the event which I inquired about, so we 

must assume that it had not been looked into.  The Leeds Gay Pride 

march and street party is a major event and had NGT asked the Council’s 

events team about events along the route, or consulted with the businesses 

on Lower Briggate where the trolleybus would pass, one of the first 

things they would have found out is that the Gay Pride street party after 

their march requires the entire street to be closed off for at least half a 

day, which would cause operational difficulties which would have to be 

addressed.  



 

This is simply an example of the failure to attend to detail, or indeed the 

failure to be concerned with the people, communities and businesses who 

frequent the locations which the route passes through and has impacts 

upon.  One does not know how many other local issues have been missed 

in this manner.  There has been a serious lack of transparency. 

 

 

Perhaps my strongest feeling is attached to the way in which Leeds City 

Council and Metro/ WYCA have ridden rough shod over the concerns of 

local people, not only in Headingley, but elsewhere.  

 

The statement from Cllr Richard Lewis (Doc 6 Cllr R Lewis 2013-06-05 

Headingley Public Meeting Q&A) that the scheme would be stopped if 

the local people did not want it seems to be hollow, given that despite the 

clear majority view of all those who expressed one having been, both at 

the flawed consultation events and since, against the imposition of a 

trolleybus route.  It would seem that awareness has changed since the 

Supertram Inquiry and this should be taken account of.  To say that 

because people did not object to Supertram then their resistance to the 

trolleybus is suspect is itself a questionable statement.  Opinions change 

over the years and people are now more well informed with more 

experience and confidence with how to use the internet to gather 

information and network socially.  In this respect it should be considered 

that the trolleybus opposition is probably more representative than that 

put against Supertram. 

 

Whatever the position with regard to this, we have an assurance from Cllr 

Lewis ‘Absolutely’ (Doc6 Cllr R Lewis 2013-06-05 Headingley Public 

Meeting) that it would be stopped if the local people don’t want it, and 

yet we see no evidence that LCC or Cllr Lewis intend to act on this. 

 

I have presented evidence concerning the party whip imposed by the 

Labour group which has sought to impose the will of its party leadership 

on both its unwilling members and the public.  If they had any real 

confidence in the project they would have allowed a free vote, and a 

majority free vote in favour would have given them a greater authority in 

pushing forward with it.  This can now never happen, and it is my 

considered view that the growing opposition expressed by several polls 

which have been carried out is in part due to disillusionment with the 

extremely flawed consultations which took place and the bulldozing 

attitude of the Council Executive. 

 



 

Mr Haskins himself agreed to me that the technical drawings DF6 which 

were shown at early consultations had been poorly presented. 

 

Mr Walker suggested that the falsified comparative images of before and 

after NGT (which are thus fraudulent representations) were merely the 

result of some over enthusiastic graphic artist.  Even were this the case, 

no-one appears to have reviewed these images before they were signed 

off on, showing negligence and incompetence at higher levels.  But the 

fact that these images were altered in order to give false subliminal 

associations, against the guidance that such images should be clear and 

representative seems to have been ignored.  One has to consider the 

possibility that this falsification was intentional and thus fraudulent, since 

at least one other objector picked up on this misrepresentation, whereas 

no-one responsible seems to have done so in the professional NGT 

promotion team. 

 

Although I myself, living on the edge of Headingley, would not be 

directly affected by works, I am entitled to speak out on behalf of those 

whom I believe would have their Human Rights violated, to be adversely 

affected by the usurpation of their land, would be made homeless or 

would be directly adversely impacted in a serious way.  These are serious 

matters of Human Rights as I detailed in my case to the Inquiry. 

 

I also do not resile from my assertion that LCC/ WYCA are attempting to 

impose a condition akin to slavery in their attempt to make the local 

residents (and indeed all of Leeds taxpayers) ‘subject to, or dominated 

by’ their ‘power or influence’. (OED)  If they are not actually imposing a 

condition of slavery, then it is certainly the case that they are treating us 

as if we were slaves, chattels which they can treat as they please. 

 

While we have heard repeatedly from counsel for the Applicant that the 

NGT scheme would provide public transport which would satisfy the 

conditions required by the DfT, no account seems to be taken by them of 

the fact that it would achieve this (debatable) condition at an 

unacceptable cost both to other road users, but also, even more 

importantly in my mind, to both the mature conservation status 

communities along the route (and others I was not aware of when I 

submitted my case) and the rights of those affected, despite Cllr Lewis’s 

claim to the contrary.  The communities of the A660 and elsewhere are 

being required to take the hit for the proposed benefit of others who live 

further out from Leeds.  This is fundamentally unfair.  The harm that the 



scheme would cause strongly outweighs any proposed benefit, and that 

supposed benefit is seriously to be questioned. 

 

This scheme is entirely unsatisfactory on many levels.  Technically it has 

been critiqued by experts, but for myself I am concerned not only on the 

extreme environmental impacts which cannot be mitigated in the eyes of 

local residents whatever the NGT consultants might say, but above all on 

the ethical issues which transcend even those rights formalised in the 

UDHR in that they are important matters of principle.   

 

I have raised clear ethical concerns about the consultations, proposed 

usurpation of property and the like, but this is a matter which has also 

arisen with respect to the exaggeration of evidence, failure to comply 

with guidance, poor methodologies and other shortcomings.   

 

These are not matters which I directly addressed to a major degree in my 

own case, however I would assert that it is legitimate for me to draw 

attention to them since they are matters of ethical conduct, which is the 

backbone of my case.  The experts such as Professor Bonsall may draw 

attention to methodological failures and so forth, but such cross 

examinations and evidence comes under my own remit because they 

demonstrate immoral and unethical behaviour on the part of the 

Promoters and Leeds City Council, thus supporting my principle case 

against them. 

 

Conclusion 

 

As I stated in my case when I delivered it to the Inquiry, an institution 

which ignores those it claims to represent and acts against their wishes 

has abdicated its moral responsibility and thus cannot be considered 

ethically competent to act and make decisions on their behalf.  Leeds City 

Council is guilty of this and thus has no moral authority with regard to 

imposing this unwelcome scheme on the population and city of Leeds. 

 

I urge you to recommend that the Application for a TWA Order be 

rejected and that you put to the Secretaries of State that a full and proper 

review of all options for improvements to public transport throughout 

Leeds and not just for one route be carried out. 

 


