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21272/A3/SN/kb 
 

8th September 2014 
Dear Sirs 
 
NEW GENERATION TRANSPORT LEEDS (NGT) – DOCUMENT B-13 COMMENTS 
 
Further to the submission of Document B-13 submitted by the promoters of the above scheme, I 
write on behalf of our clients, the Morley House Trust and Stonebridge Homes regarding the 
submission of the document, which has been considered necessary by the promoters. 
 
Submission of the document 
 
Having attended many of the sessions, including the heritage session and submitted questions 
through cross examination, the revised document is very prudent to many of the points that we have 
raised.  Whilst legal submissions took place on the suitability of the document and its purpose, I 
have regard to the Inspectors ruling issued on 24 July 2014 and the points contained therein. 
 
Whilst many of the views of Mr Jones QC were shared, I note that responses are invited on the 
nature of the document and the impact that it has on the evidence given to date.  These issues will 
therefore be addressed below. 
 
As further background, the site of the former Leeds Girls’ High School has now been sold to 
Stonebridge Homes who sought to secure a planning consent that complied with the provisions of 
NGT.  However despite their best efforts the planning application, whilst approved, contains a 
number of constraints as a result of NGT, which have resulted in the objections being maintained 
due to the adverse impacts upon regeneration possibilities of the site. 
 
Representations and attendance have taken place on behalf of both parties and a subsequent costs 
claim is to be made for both parties prior to the closure of the Inquiry. 
 
Finally as way of an introduction it is also considered necessary to highlight concerns over the new 
document and its timing.  Large parts of the document seek to correct errors, many of which were 
identified in our original submissions over a year ago.  The promoters have had the opportunity to 
make these corrections for some time and have not considered it necessary until the final stages of 
the process.  This approach is wholly inappropriate and prejudicial to interested parties. 
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The contents of the revised document 
 
As a general note the new document is very confusing in terms of the new text, the revised text and 
the omitted text.  Some text is in green, others in red, new text is added in black and in some 
occasion’s text is struck through in black.  No evidence to support these assertions is provided and 
indeed other documents, which are equally incorrect have not been amended, such as the 
Conservation Area Consent applications. 
 
Many hours of assessment and careful consideration were given to the previous document and cross 
examination prepared and submitted accordingly, together with evidence, statements of case and 
original objections.  The new version of the ES chapter amends paragraph references and table 
numbers, making it exceptionally difficult to cross reference these previous comments.  For example 
Table 4.1 has now been replaced and all referenced in our written and oral submissions now refer to 
the amended Table 4.2.  For this reason, the original ES has to stand and the submissions remain 
valid. 
 
The impact on the adequacy of the ES 
 
Throughout our submissions, orally and verbally, the adequacy of the ES has been questioned from 
a factual perspective.  These inadequacies were accepted by Mr Ward in his cross examination and 
the inadequacies have been partially dealt with in the revised document.  For ease of reference the 
following were identified on the land between the land holdings of my client as being incorrect. 
 

• The wall of Ford House was incorrectly assessed in terms of its size, which could lead to a 
greater impact; 

• 35a Headingley lane was completely omitted from the ES; 
• The boundary wall of Headingley Office Park was incorrectly assessed; 
• 31 Headingley lane was omitted form the ES; 
• The stable block assessment was incorrect in comparison to the CAC application; 
• LGHS wall and piers were assessed incorrectly and contrary to the CAC/LBC applications. 

 
Many of these have now been addressed and corrected in the supplementary document.  This shows 
the clear inadequacy of the ES and the omissions.  These impacts all occur on adjoining parcels of 
land all affected by the route.  Given the errors and omissions, the conclusions of the ES cannot be 
considered sound.  The updated document identifies adverse impacts and consequently this should 
have a cumulative impact on the area, however the overall conclusions do not change. 
 
If document B-13 is not to form part of the ES, as a matter of fact the ES therefore fails to assess 
the above buildings and in turn cannot be relied upon for the determination of the application. 
 
Inconsistencies with the ES 
 
Whilst the new document tries to deal with some of the failings of the ES, there are still omissions.  
For example, Table 4.2 (previously 4.1) does not include the Elinor Lupton Centre.  This omission is 
in my written evidence and cited in cross examination.  LBC007 still refers to a 60m wall, whereas 
the LBC application cites 135m of wall and finally the assessment of the gym on the LGHS main site 
refers to a minor adverse impact, whilst the CAC for demolition references it as moderate adverse, 
something again dealt with in cross examination. 
 
On this final point it is noted that document B-13 now deletes reference to the phrase ‘may contain 
original internal features’.  Nobody has accessed that site since the adjournment of the Inquiry, 
therefore we are unaware why this has been amended.  The striking through of this text is not 
supported by evidence and again conflicts with the CAC application. 
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If this document is considered to be the most up-to-date and relevant document, it must be 
consistent with all others, therefore the CAC/LBC applications should be updated. 
 
The credibility and weight to give to the Document and the evidence of Mr Ward. 
 
Without knowing the provenance of the document it is difficult to comment upon its credibility and 
the weight to give to its contents in detail.  The document seeks to retrospectively address many of 
the comments made at the Inquiry.  Despite the lengthy amendments and complete rewrite of some 
sections no alterations occur to the overall conclusions, which again, given the majority of 
amendments identify an increase in the impact, this is surprising. 
 
As a general point it is considered that the weight to give to the document is tied to its nature and 
the weight to give to the original ES.  The original ES is clearly inadequate, this cannot be denied 
with the extent of alterations, many of which have been made as a result of complete omissions of 
references to buildings. 
 
The two documents cannot be treated in isolation, for the document to be given weight it needs to 
be considered in the same light as the ES, subject to consultation and cross examination.  Similarly 
the more weight that is given to the document, the less weight that can be given to the ES, as this 
identifies and addresses the deficiencies.  If the document is not taken as a formal addendum to the 
ES, it renders the ES of little weight as it proves the deficiencies that exist. 
 
With regards Mr Wards evidence, the errors identified in the ES above were accepted and 
acknowledged on our client’s sites.  It should be noted that other errors were also accepted, which 
have not been addressed, for example many of the mitigation measures that alter the impacts of the 
development in the CAL/LBD/ES 
 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion it is very disappointing that despite numerous references to the deficient ES, it has 
taken the intervention of Counsel and the Inquiry for the promoters to submit a new document 
addressing them.  This approach has led to extensive wasted time, effort and expense on behalf of 
all third parties whom have had to read and prepare questions on the original ES, which is 
theoretically now superseded.  The issues highlighted are not new and could have been addressed 
prior to the examination saving this time and expense.  On this basis a formal costs application will 
be submitted in due course. 
 
With regards to the document, its status is uncertain and is intrinsically linked to the ES.  The level 
of amendment and alteration in the document show the deficiencies in the ES and the more weight 
attributed to the document, the less weight can be attributed to the ES.  On this basis we see no 
way it can be treated as anything other than an addendum with full admission of the inadequacy of 
the ES.  The document does not simply provide background information to the conclusions it 
compounds the errors, such as the inclusion of reference to buildings previously omitted. 
 
I trust the contents of this letter will be given due regard in considering the applications and wish to 
be kept notified of any future stages of the determination process. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
STUART NATKUS 
Planning Associate 

 


