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Dear Mr Whitehead, 

 

I am writing with respect to the correspondence concerning the newly 

submitted Heritage document. 

 

I appreciate that Mr Cameron believes that his client should put as much 

information before the Inquiry as it can, however, I am not satisfied that 

this has conformed with the rules that we have all been expected to abide 

by in the Inquiry process. 

 

I should also like to say that as a private objector, being presented with a 

document some 370 pages long at this stage when the Inquiry is half way 

through, I find this an unacceptable imposition and burden to my 

resources and ability to process all this information.  The area of costs is 

new to me as a novice in these matters, but it is my present understanding 

that I would not as a private objector be entitled to seek costs in dealing 

with the document.  Even were I entitled to costs it would still take up an 

immense amount of time which I cannot spare.  I would hope to be taking 

advantage of the summer break to have a rest and then revise my case in 

view of the evidence which has come to light over the process of the 

Inquiry so far, as I imagine others would be doing. 

 

To add such a massive document to the Inquiry at such a late stage is an 

unacceptable affront to the parameters that have been set for it from 

before the outset.  We were all expected to have our Statements of Case 

submitted by the end of January this year, and complete our Summaries 

by April with evidence and documents.  We have all done this and 

thereby qualified to participate in the process of the Inquiry.  A large 

number of small documents have been submitted along the way since 

then, however these have all been of a minor nature and easily reviewed.  

This new document which would be included I understand as a core 

document is claimed not to have been required due to shortcomings in the 

earlier document but simply as an addition. 

 

I do not have the time or the necessary skills to analyse such an extensive 

document, however of the small details that I am aware, there is for 



instance the matter of the set back of Rose Court gate piers.  Mr Ward in 

examination told me this was 5 meters.  Now Mr Walker has said it is to 

be 2 meters.  Presumably this is a correction in part of the revised 

appendix.  If Mr Ward gave evidence which has now been corrected, how 

can the Applicant say that all the original evidence is fine and that this is 

just further clarification and detail. 

 

The Applicant has had several years in which to do their surveys and 

work up their detailed plans.  If they had had all this information before 

then why was it not submitted in the first instance before the closing dates 

in the early part of this year?  I have heard anecdotal reports that 

surveyors from NGT were seen measuring sites along the north route in 

the period between Mr Ward’s examination and the appearance of the 

new document. 

 

I do not know if these are related to the new document, but I must 

endorse Mr Jones’s view that one cannot have it that the original 

document was satisfactory and that the Applicant does not accept that it 

had any shortcomings and then at the same time submit this new 

document with new information insisting that it is essential for you to 

have all the information. 

 

We are all subject to the structure of the Inquiry.  If this immense 

document is to be accepted then all parties must be entitled to submit 

revised cases and evidence.  We should certainly need to recall Mr Ward, 

and I, along with others I imagine, should like the right to cross examine 

him again. 

 

But I would rather avoid all this if possible, and if I may say with all due 

respect, what has been done seems in my view to be an attempt to cheat 

the Inquiry.  It was NGT Metro in concert with Leeds City Council who 

triggered the Public Inquiry by making an application for a Transport 

Works Act Order.  So far as my understanding goes, this then went to a 

formal timetable which we have been observing through the submission 

deadlines and so forth earlier. 

 

So after having worked in preparing their case for several years, costing I 

understand £25m of taxpayers money, and having knowingly entered into 

a formal timetable which they initiated, the Applicant is now seeking 

special privilege to submit revised and additional information outside of 

the original timetable limitations. 

 



This is unacceptable to private objectors such as myself who have 

observed all the strictures for submitting our cases.  Those such as myself 

do not have endlessly elastic budgets to pay experts and lawyers to go 

through documents on my behalf and advise me as to their shortcomings.  

As private citizens we have entered into this process in good faith and 

trusting that natural justice will be served through all parties being treated 

the same.  It would seem to me that the Applicant is acting in bad faith 

and is attempting to wear down the objectors through a process of sheer 

attrition rather than respecting the level playing field which was set up 

and which we should all be expected to participate in fairly. 

 

Should this document be accepted into the Inquiry there would be 

inevitable consequences which would open the floodgates and allow a 

cascade of other new submissions, re-calls and re-examinations and 

thereby endlessly drag out this Inquiry which has already become much 

longer and more complicated than any of us expected at the beginning. 

 

If the Inquiry is to remain on course and achieve completion before 

November is well advanced I would strongly urge you to reject this 

document.  The Applicant has had years in which to prepare its case and 

if it was unable to present it in a timescale of their own choosing then 

that is not something that should be visited on the Inquiry and Objectors 

alike.  Many would argue that this indicates. they cannot be regarded as 

competent.  The submission of this document is already an admission that 

they failed.  They should not be allowed to have special treatment. 

 

I urge you to reject the new Heritage document. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Claire Randall 

OBJ 998 

 

 

 

 

 

 


