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TWA/13/APP/04/0BJ/1641 

 

SOUTH HEADINGLEY COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION 
 

Final Submission Made on 28th October 2014 by Dawn Carey Jones on behalf of SHCA 

 
1. South Headingley Community Association objects to the proposed NGT scheme. It would 

devastate the environment of the communities of Hyde Park and Woodhouse and elsewhere at 

great expense to Leeds and without benefit to the city's people. We stand in unity with 

communities all along the route who do not consent to this scheme, who would be badly 

harmed by it and who have not been properly consulted. 

 

2. Our case has been made through our Proof of Evidence; Evidence in Chief; cross examinations of 

Mr Ward (Heritage), Mr Flesher (Recreational Use of Parks and Greenspace), Mr Walker 

(Landscape, Townscape and Visual Amenity), Mr Speak (Planning), Mr Leather (Other 

Environmental Matters) and Mr Caten (Land and Property); submissions of extra appendices 15 

to 39 during the inquiry and our submission in response to the promoters' supplemental 

Environmental Statement, B-13. We asked to be able to cross-examine the author of B-13 but 

were not given the opportunity.  

 

3. We also rely on the evidence of Friends of Woodhouse Moor (OBJ 1623) in relation to 

Woodhouse Moor and provision of greenspace in Hyde Park and Woodhouse and of Dawn Carey 

Jones (OBJ 1625) in relation to the woefully inadequate consultation carried out by the 

promoters, and of Bill McKinnon (OBJ 1622) on the issue of Shared Space and trolleybus safety. 

 

4. We were co-commissioners of the Archaeo-Environment Report produced by heritage expert 

Caroline Hardie (H-1). This was because the Historic Environmental Report in the 

Environmental  Statement was both inaccurate and inadequate. This necessitated us to have an 

assessment done of our own Headingley Hill, Hyde Park and Woodhouse Moor Conservation 

Area. We refer you to her report and the particular case study of our Conservation Area 

described in Table 1, pages 10-23. We also refer you to the evidence in the Arboricultural 

Report produced by arboricultural expert, Mr Turner (H-2). 

 

5. The inquiry has shown that there is no justification for the scheme to be allowed to go ahead as 

a result of the huge cost and the damage to our environment that would take place with no 

benefit brought to our area. 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Historic and Visual Environment 
 

6. The promoters have at no point been transparent about what the effects of the scheme would be 

at Hyde Park Corner. It lies geographically at the centre of the Headingley Hill, Hyde Park and 

Woodhouse Moor Conservation Area (page 13 of the CAA and TWAO Document D-5-3). Not only 

is the Environmental Statement assessment of the Conservation Area inadequate, but there has 

been no assessment of what the cumulative impact on the Conservation Area would be of the 
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demolition of a visually significant part of Hyde Park Corner combined with the adverse impacts 

of the scheme on the landscape and heritage assets in the adjoining areas of Woodhouse Moor 

and Headingley Hill. 
 

7. Hyde Park Corner and the surrounding area was modelled by the Victorians on the most 

prestigious areas of London, hence the high quality of some housing and buildings, the name of 

it and surrounding roads such as the Kensingtons and Grosvenors. It is also (like London) 

culturally linked to the radical political traditions of people wanting to be heard like Hyde Park 

in London and as also found in the history of Woodhouse Moor as a public park - an area 

historically significant for political and community events. 

 

8. There is a visual relationship between the tight busy streetscape of Hyde Park Corner with its 

characterful lack of uniformity and the open, formal Victorian green space of Woodhouse Moor 

which is special, as agreed by Mr Ward during cross examination of him by Dawn Carey Jones on 

20th June (SHCA Appendix 37). Hyde Park Corner functions as the gateway between Headingley 

and the City Centre and between Hyde Park and Woodhouse and is an important nodal point. 

There are significant errors in the ES Historic Environment Report. The supplementary 

document B-13 rectifies the first major error by now recognising Woodhouse Moor as being in a 

Conservation Area and so a part of a heritage asset (B-13/ 3.71). It also corrects another error: 

An increased number of listed buildings – 4 not 3 – located close to Woodhouse Lane on the 

South side of the Moor will be adversely impacted by the scheme. The green open space 

provides a significant part of the setting of these assets (B-13/ 3.72).  

 

9. In our Conservation Area sixty one protected individual trees and five protected groups of trees 

would be felled and there would be partial felling of a number of groups - we do not know 

whether this figure is two groups or eleven groups as the numbers in the column add up to 

eleven but the total for the column is given as two in Table 7 of the promoters' APP 

183/Proposed Tree Loss In Conservation Areas. Seven individual trees are also listed as "at 

risk". These mature trees are a hugely important part of our Conservation Area. Because in the 

original ES Woodhouse Moor was not listed as a heritage asset it is likely that proper care about 

their protection has not been taken by the promoters, for example there seems to be no 

intention by the promoters to replace trees which may be felled along Cliff Road between 

Monument Moor and Cinder Moor (A-05/M4931-122).  

 

10. The CAA says the Hyde Park character area is focused around the local centre of Hyde Park 

Corner (p.13) and also describes Hyde Park Corner as the heart of the area (p.20). The scheme 

will significantly impact on the Listed Buildings and structures on the Headingley Hill section of 

Headingley Lane which is the name of the A660 road as it joins Hyde Park Corner. Headingley 

Hill is also described as being central to the character of the area. There would be considerable 

damage to listed buildings and old boundary walls plus mature tree loss in this part of the 

Conservation Area. We contend that the cumulative impact of the adverse changes to 

Woodhouse Moor and Headingley Hill combined with the partial demolition of the "heart" of the 

CA as represented by Hyde Park Corner would be of "major significance" to the CA and is 

assessed as such by Mrs Hardie in her expert report. 
 

11. The site on Headingley Lane between Hyde Park Road and Victoria Road in front of the modern 

advertising hoardings owned by the promoters used to have a grand parade of shops on it, 

made from marmo, significant in Leeds as this material was manufactured locally in 
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Burmantofts. These shops were demolished in the late 60s or early 70s to make way for a 

different planned major transport scheme which did not got off the ground and since then our 

community has been left with an unusable and unlandscaped piece of grass and modern 

advertising hoardings. The promoters bought the buildings at the Victoria Road / Headingley 

Lane junction (CAC015-017) for the Supertram Scheme which also did not go ahead. The 

ownership of both these sites by the promoters and the threat of additional demolitions has 

caused planning blight at Hyde Park Corner. The Monument Moor part of Woodhouse Moor is 

also suffering from Planning Blight, having had investment deliberately prevented so as not to 

get in the way of the trolleybus scheme. 

 

12. The promoters' choice of view for photomontages at Hyde Park Corner (B-7/pp.16-18) is of 

advertising hoardings in front of St Augustine's Church on land owned by the promoters (SHCA 

Appendix 33). The promoters say that NGT will improve Hyde Park Corner by removing these 

hoardings to get a better view of the church but the promoters could have removed these at any 

time over the last few decades seeing as they own them.  
 

13. The choice of view ignores the site of the demolitions at Hyde Park Corner which is where the 

major visual and heritage impacts of the scheme would be as it is here it is proposed to make 

the road up to twice as wide, causing irreparable damage to the tight streetscape and funneling 

effect of Hyde Park Corner before it opens out onto Woodhouse Moor. To choose this view as 

their only photomontage of effects at Hyde Park Corner is disingenuous. In addition, the large 

tree between the hoardings and St Augustine's Church is not shown as being removed on the 

photomontages if the scheme goes ahead and it will be removed. 
 

14. These Hyde Park Corner demolitions are the subject of planning applications CAC015 (Numbers 

27-29 Headingley Lane); CAC016 (Number 25a Headingley Lane/2 Victoria Road); and CAC017 

(Numbers 11-25 Headingley Lane), TWAO documents A-10-15, A-10-16 and A-10-17. 
 

15. The buildings the subject of the CAC017 application for demolition are Victorian, having been 

constructed between 1891 and 1894, as shown by census evidence submitted by SHCA in 

response to B-13 (which continued to say they were 20th century) and accepted by the 

promoters in their response to submissions made on B-13 (APP-180/10.10). The promoters 

had repeatedly referred to them in written and oral evidence as early twentieth century, or 

modern or having modern modifications. As shown in photographic evidence submitted by 

SHCA in response to B-13 the buildings are almost exactly the same as they were in the 1930s 

(we don't have earlier photographs) including detailing. 
 

16. CAC016 and CAC017 misquote the Headingley Hill, Hyde Park and Woodhouse Moor  

Conservation Area Appraisal (D-5-3) which was adopted in May 2012. They say the CAA says 

the buildings which are the subject of these applications "are also negative inclusions within the 

Conservation Area" whereas in fact the CAA, page 20, shows the buildings to be positive 

additions to the CA. They fit into three of the CAA's six categories for what may constitute a 

positive contribution to the CA, only needing to fit into one to be considered positive. (The three 

they fit into are: Buildings which provide evidence of the area’s history and development; 

Buildings with local historical associations; Groups of buildings which together make a positive 

contribution to the streetscape. –Page 13 of the CAA) To misquote the CAA to such an extent 

has prejudiced the general public in their ability to be able to respond to the applications 

properly.  
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17. Planning Applications CAC015, CAC016 and CAC017 are further error strewn throughout, as 

described orally in SHCA's Evidence in Chief and marked in SHCA Appendices 30-32 – from the 

consultation section near the beginning, to not listing all the Listed Buildings within 50 metres 

of the demolition sites although purporting to do so, to wrongly describing attributes, details, 

states and ages of buildings. B-13 did not correct these mistakes. 

 

18. The views from the listed terraces at the top of Victoria Road (which are not mentioned in the 

planning applications) will go from looking out onto two early 20th century red brick houses, the 

Victorian advertising hoardings known locally as "Piccadilly Circus" and which still advertise 

local events, and the Jean Crowther Memorial Garden, to a wide expanse of road and will not be 

insulated from traffic noise. 

 

19. SHCA has on more than one occasion raised the fact that information about what would happen 

to the "leftover" space after road widening and trolleybus stop building at Hyde Park Corner (if 

the buildings are demolished) is vague. On the Design Freeze 7 landscape plan for Hyde Park 

Corner (M4931-121) it says "Regeneration Opportunity. Potential future building plot to repair 

urban grain", but the plan shows a grassed area with trees. SHCA is of the opinion that the 

"leftover" space would probably not be the site of "urban realm improvements" or "greenspace" 

for long but would be sold for development. Mr Ward said during cross examination by Dawn 

Carey Jones on 20th June (SHCA Appendix 37) that he thought in the immediate term it would be 

a landscaping scheme to give some public realm back to Hyde Park Corner, but he didn't think it 

was any secret that it may be redeveloped in future. The NGT Design Statement Volume 3 

Character Area Regeneration Synergy Report (B-12) refers to the land as temporary greenspace. 

If the buildings here are demolished and the road is widened as proposed, the historical 

streetscape can never be restored. Information has not been provided about the future of the 

historic stone boundary wall which surrounds the Memorial Garden for Jean Crowther and 

forms the end of the highly visually sensitive junction of Victoria Road and Headingley Lane. 

This small garden area has important local community significance as a memorial to Jean 

Crowther who ran a florist shop for over forty years in the parade of shops that would be 

demolished. Jean was a much-loved and active member of the community. 

 

20. Before contemplating granting planning consent to demolish these buildings at Hyde 

Park Corner which have been shown to make a positive contribution to our Conservation 

Area, detailed landscape plans and information on potential development should be 

produced and go out for proper public consultation. It is unacceptable to say there will be 

some unspecified landscaping there for an unspecified period of time. SHCA object to this 

position. The need for information and consultation on the future of this very visually 

sensitive area should be a planning condition imposed through this inquiry. 

 

21. All the listed building and conservation area consent planning applications should be re-

submitted with all the mistakes and inconsistencies corrected and missing information 

added and they should go out for proper public consultation to take place. This should be 

a planning condition if the scheme is recommended.  

 

22. With regards to the impact on landscape, the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment 2nd Edition (G-4-2) – which were used as a guide in the Landscape, Townscape and 

Visual Impact Assessment, which fed into the ES – state in paragraph 9.18, “A balanced 
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assessment of the views of consultees may be presented as a separate section of the EIA, 

explaining whether and how these views have been taken into account. Where there is a 

difference between professional judgement and the views of consultees or the public, it is 

helpful to suggest the possible reasons for the differences.” But this hasn’t been done, as 

admitted by Mr Leather when cross-examined by Bill McKinnon on the morning of 11th Sept 

2014. 

 

Business Viability at Hyde Park Corner 
 

23. Hyde Park Corner is a local shopping centre designated S4 in the UDP which is a saved policy for 

the Core Strategy. 

 

24. Business owners tenanting the properties due to be demolished are against the scheme as 

evidenced by emails from them (SHCA Appendix 38). The promoters, who own these properties 

(SHCA Appendix 33), have increased the rent at these units by 20% this year, as evidenced by a 

letter to one of the tenants (SHCA Appendix 38). The loss of these lower rent retail units to the 

local retail centre of Hyde Park Corner would adversely impact the viability and diversity of the 

remaining shops and businesses. Furthermore, by reducing the total number of shops at Hyde 

Park Corner, the proposed demolitions would make Hyde Park Corner a less attractive shopping 

destination. 

 

25. The buildings which are let are in a good state of repair despite the promoters sometimes, but 

not always, referring to them as dilapidated. Six businesses rent 8 of the 10 retails units in the 

CAC017 site and one business owner only moved out in October. The former petrol station 

which is now a fancy dress shop and the site of the proposed CAC015 demolition has been 

established for a long time and serves the large student demographic well. The letting agency on 

the Headingley Lane part of the CAC016 site is also a well-established business. 

 

26. The LS6 Café Bar at Hyde Park Corner would be adversely affected by having a trolleybus 

shelter right outside it. There are usually several tables and chairs on the pavement outside LS6 

for clientele (SHCA Appendix 36) despite Mr Caten repeatedly referring to "one table and two 

chairs" when cross-examined by Mrs Sleeman on the morning of 12th Sept. If the scheme goes 

ahead customers will be sitting in a trolleybus shelter which would also block sunlight to the 

tables and chairs and through the large café windows and interfere with the canopy that is 

sometimes extended. 
 

Community Impact 
 

27. The promoters have provided no evidence of community consultation. When cross-examined  

by Bill McKinnon on 11th Sept Mr Leather struggled to differentiate between community groups 

and equality groups and admitted that apart from what was listed in the Promoters' Statement 

of Consultation (A-01-3) there had not been any other consultation with community groups. 

SHCA was not consulted by the Promoters and is not listed in A-01-3, p.16 as one of the 

community groups consulted. 

 

28. All of Hyde Park Corner and Woodhouse Moor is extremely valuable to the inner city 

communities of Hyde Park and Woodhouse. NGT's Strategic Fit Report (C-1-15) Table3.8 says 
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Hyde Park and Woodhouse Ward has the lowest percentage of households with car or van 

availability in Leeds (62%) and therefore a large part of the community walks or cycles to work 

(the city centre is within walking distance), around the community, to Woodhouse Moor and to 

the shops at Hyde Park Corner. Yet neither Hyde Park Corner (part of which would be 

demolished) nor Monument Moor (which would have a trolleybus road built across it) are listed 

as community resources in the Promoters' evidence (A-08c-3 – Technical Appendix C, 

Community) and should be, as admitted by Mr Leather during cross-examination by Dawn 

Carey Jones on the morning of 11th Sept. 

 

29. The communities of Hyde Park and Woodhouse are relatively deprived and transport policy 

requires new transport schemes to support rather than adversely impact disadvantaged 

communities. However the scheme would bring no benefit to our area as we are very well 

served by buses and can walk or cycle into the city centre, but would come at a high 

environmental cost to our park and local centre.  

 

30. Environmental Statement Technical Appendix C – Community (A-08c-3) paragraph 2.24 

describes some of the limitations of the community impact assessment, including using mainly 

secondary data and, "qqualitative assessments of the impacts to businesses and residents (i.e. in 

terms of disruption,  access and quality of life)" being based upon professional judgement.  

 

31. The promoters have not looked at how negative impacts of the scheme would affect the groups 

who live, work, and play along the route, despite the requirement of WebTAG 3.17 (SHCA 

Appendix 29) requiring them to carry out Social and Distributional Impact Assessments (SDIs). 

Table 1 on page 7 of WebTag 3.17 specifically states “any intervention which increases the 

amount of slow moving traffic may give rise to impacts on air quality.” And yet no SDI has been 

carried out on the effect of worsened air quality, as a result of stacking traffic on Woodhouse 

Lane, on groups using Woodhouse Moor. Neither has an SDI been carried out into the effects of 

increased severance despite the fact that widening the A660 at Hyde Park Corner, and routing 

the trolleybus across Woodhouse Moor, would both lead to increased severance. And no SDI has 

looked at the negative effect of increased accidents on the various groups who use the A660 

despite evidence that shows the scheme would lead to increased accidents. 
 

32. Under cross-examination by Dawn Carey Jones on the morning of 11th Sept, Mr Leather stated 

that Mott MacDonald’s Technical Appendix J (B-5) used the 2011 census figure to calculate the 

open space provision in Hyde Park and Woodhouse. It actually used the 2001 census figure. By 

this means, the promoters were able to claim that Hyde Park and Woodhouse has 0.49 hectares 

of Amenity Green Space. Since this is more than the threshold of 0.45 hectares, it suggests that 

Hyde Park and Woodhouse has a surplus of Amenity Green Space. Using the 2011 census figure 

reveals that Hyde Park and Woodhouse has just 0.42 hectares of Amenity Green Space 

(assuming all the other figures to be correct, which they’re not). Thus, Hyde Park and 

Woodhouse has a deficit in “Amenity Green Space,” therefore parts of Monument Moor and 

Cinder Moor should not be taken for the scheme.  

 

33. When Dawn Carey Jones was giving her evidence, the inspector asked her to state the area of 

Woodhouse Moor. The area of the main Moor given by Parks and Countryside in their 

Woodhouse Moor Management Plan 2004 is 19.07 hectares. Using this figure for the area of the 

main Moor, and excluding Cliff Mount Fields (which was transferred to City of Leeds School on 

the 1st August 2014), shows that Hyde Park and Woodhouse has a deficit in “Parks and Gardens” 
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(using the mid 2012 population estimate for Hyde Park and Woodhouse). Therefore parts of 

Little Moor and the Avenue should not be taken for the scheme.      

 

34. The evidence is that the Ward of Hyde Park and Woodhouse is short of greenspace, therefore 

parts of Monument Moor, Little Moor, Cinder Moor and The Avenue should not be allowed to be 

taken for this scheme. 

 

35. As stated in SHCA's Evidence in Chief, the promoters' Landscape, Townscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment does not follow GLVIA2 suggestions in terms of importance it assigns to visual 

receptors (A-08e-1/2.10 compared to G-4-2/7.31&7.32) No notice has been taken of the 

particular sensitivity towards the environment that the residents of the communities of Hyde 

Park and Woodhouse have as people who for a large part occupy back to back terraces or small 

houses with little or no gardens, in a densely populated area with low vehicle access. People 

step out of their houses and into their landscape, rather than out of their houses, into their 

gardens and into their cars, therefore they are particularly sensitive to changes in their 

communal landscape and townscape. Also because Woodhouse Moor was not recognised as 

being in a Conservation Area in the original ES, the error is repeated in A-08-e1/Table 

4.84/para 4.674 where it records the landscape sensitivity as only medium whereas it should be 

high. The significance of the scheme would then become major / adverse. The overall impact of 

the OLE wires on the tree lined boulevard through Woodhouse Moor was agreed by Mr Ward to 

be moderate / major and not low as stated. The townscape of Hyde Park Corner and and 

Headingley Hill would be similarly affected by OLE. The many inaccuracies and 

inconsistencies found in the various reports throw doubt on the reliability of many key 

final assessments. 

 

36. The scheme would raise road safety issues for the community in the Hyde Park Corner area as 

well as pedestrians passing through it. Removal of barriers in conjunction with the placement of 

the city bound trolleybus stop and new pedestrian crossings would be a serious potential safety 

issue. The widened road itself would pose a greater road hazard in an area characterised as 

having a demographic composed of high numbers of young people and being the location of a 

large popular local public house as well as being on the route of the "Otley Run" an infamous 

pub crawl along the A660. 
 

37. The widened road would also cause greater community severance. There is a need to cross it 

frequently to access the church, school, shops, restaurants, bus stops, the Park itself and many 

other local community facilities. 
 

38. The increased severance and safety risks to pedestrians and cyclists due to the significantly 

widened A660 at Hyde Park Corner, as well as the widening of Cliff Road and building of a new 

road across Little Moor through what should still be a children's playground are unacceptable.  
 

39. The promoters have not explained why they want to create areas of Shared Space in some areas, 

and not in others. So we don’t know why there would be Shared Space in front of the university, 

and not at Hyde Park Corner.  

 
40. In this area of very low vehicle accessibility, the streets in the communities of Hyde Park and 

Woodhouse are used as an unofficial car park for commuters to the universities and Leeds City 
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Centre. Without introducing residents' parking permits on a large scale throughout the 

community and throughout inner city Leeds, those commuters who currently do this are 

unlikely to stop, even if  the proposed Bodington Park and Ride is built which undermines the 

viability of the proposed Park and Ride sites.  

 

Conclusion 
 

41. Hyde Park Corner is a busy, historic, characterful local centre, adjacent to and interlocking with 

the formal Victorian greenspace of Woodhouse Moor. Both are of huge visual and historic 

communal value to the communities of Hyde Park and Woodhouse. Both have been suffering 

from planning blight due to the threat of major transport schemes, most recently the proposed 

NGT trolleybus. The promoters seem to have been using the effects of this blight to downgrade 

our community assets in the ES which is unacceptable. 

 

42. In addition to this, the ES was inconsistent, inaccurate and had lots of information missing, as 

did the Listed Building and Conservation Area Planning Applications. B-13, the supplement to 

the ES has corrected some of the mistakes and added more information about the settings of 

listed buildings but still contains inaccuracies and inconsistences which were pointed out in a 

submission and in SHCA's Evidence in Chief. No attempt has been made to correct the Planning 

Applications. Neither the Planning Applications nor the Environmental Statement are fit 

for purpose. 

 

43. SHCA was not consulted about the scheme though we did our best to advertise the promoters' 

phase 4 to 6 consultation events (which took place from November 2012 to July 2013) amongst 

the Hyde Park and Woodhouse communities because the promoters themselves were not 

managing to make people aware of the scheme or the consultation events. However, these 

events were inadequate and it was very difficult to glean information about how the scheme 

would affect our environment. For more detail about the inadequacies of the consultation and 

deliberate withholding of information from the public by the promoters please refer to the 

Proof of Evidence of Dawn Carey Jones (OBJ 1625). 

 

44. SHCA also believes that there is an asymmetry between the costs and benefits of the scheme. To 

a very large extent, the disadvantages of the trolleybus are certain: if the scheme goes ahead 

then the environmental degradation will definitely occur. Trees will be felled, valuable green 

spaces will be degraded and lost, the streetscape will be damaged by overhead equipment, 

valuable buildings will be demolished. 

 

45. On the other hand, there is no such certainty that the supposed benefits will materialise. The 

improved punctuality and faster journeys may or may not come about. The 4000 jobs may or 

may not be created; indeed, there is no way of knowing, even after the event, if additional jobs 

have come about (if any do) because of the trolleybus or for some other reason. 

 

46. We submit that the promoters have not proved their case, there can be no justification for the 

environmental damage to heritage assets and community resources including parks, mature 

trees and local centres, all in conservation areas, and that their application should be refused.  


