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Local	  Government	  Ombudsman	  
PO	  Box	  4771	  
Coventry	  CV4	  0EH	  
	  
28th	  November	  2014	  
	  

Dear	  Sir/Madam,	  
	  
Complaint	  about	  Leeds	  City	  Council	  and	  the	  Victoria	  Road	  Swimming	  Pool,	  Sports	  Hall	  and	  Playing	  Field	  Site:	  
Maladministration	  of	  Decisions	  (Planning	  Application	  13/00868,	  ACV	  Nominations	  RTB16	  &	  RTB27)	  
	  
Introduction	  
	  
This	  complaint	  relates	  to	  serious	  maladministration	  and	  	  corruption	  by	  Leeds	  City	  Council	  (LCC)	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  
process	  of	  determining	  planning	  application	  13/00868	  and	  two	  Asset	  of	  Community	  Value	  (ACV)	  listings	  for	  the	  site	  of	  	  
a	  sports	  pitch,	  sports	  hall	  and	  swimming	  pool	  in	  Hyde	  Park,	  Leeds,	  LS6.	  Please	  read	  this	  letter	  in	  conjunction	  with	  the	  
Chronology	  and	  please	  take	  the	  time	  to	  read	  all	  other	  enclosed	  documents	  to	  enable	  a	  clearer	  understanding	  of	  a	  
complex	  situation.	  We	  bring	  this	  complaint	  to	  you	  because	  having	  received	  inadequate	  responses	  from	  LCC	  (see	  
enclosures)	  we	  feel	  we	  have	  no	  realistic	  expectation	  of	  ever	  having	  the	  matter	  dealt	  with	  by	  LCC	  (either	  in	  a	  timely	  
manner	  or	  at	  all)	  and	  would	  like	  to	  request	  that	  you	  investigate	  as	  urgently	  as	  possible.	  
	  
Planning	  Application	  13/00868	  was	  refused	  on	  5th	  December	  2013	  but	  approved	  in	  principal	  on	  3rd	  April	  2014,	  after	  
making	  a	  surprise	  return	  to	  Plans	  Panel,	  and	  deferred	  and	  delegated	  to	  council	  officers	  to	  sign	  off	  at	  a	  later	  date.	  It	  
was	  signed	  off	  on	  12th	  September	  2014.	  Since	  7th	  April	  2014	  Hyde	  Park	  Olympic	  Legacy	  (HPOL),	  South	  Headingley	  
Community	  Association	  (SHCA)	  and	  others	  have	  been	  corresponding	  with	  LCC	  to	  ask	  for	  questions	  of	  process	  relating	  
to	  development	  of	  this	  site	  to	  be	  answered	  and	  for	  complaints	  to	  be	  responded	  to.	  
	  
To	  try	  and	  convey	  the	  case	  as	  clearly	  as	  possible,	  along	  with	  the	  Chronology,	  I've	  enclosed	  the	  correspondence	  threads	  
relating	  to	  these	  complaints	  and	  Freedom	  of	  Information	  Requests,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  community	  sports	  proposal	  and	  an	  
HPOL	  press	  release	  which	  summarises	  the	  situation.	  More	  evidence	  can	  be	  provided	  if	  you	  decide	  to	  investigate,	  but	  
hopefully	  this	  letter	  and	  enclosures	  will	  serve	  to	  outline	  our	  situation	  and	  why	  it	  should	  be	  investigated.	  We	  have	  a	  
partial	  paper	  trail	  and	  there	  are	  other	  people	  we	  could	  direct	  you	  to	  who	  have	  other	  parts	  of	  the	  paper	  trail.	  
	  
It	  is	  clear	  from	  reading	  the	  correspondence	  surrounding	  the	  complaints	  and	  the	  Freedom	  of	  Information	  Request	  that	  
Leeds	  City	  Council	  has	  not	  dealt	  with	  them	  either	  in	  a	  timely	  manner	  or	  even	  within	  their	  own	  specified	  guidelines,	  
therefore	  having	  made	  it	  impossible	  to	  escalate	  the	  complaints	  within	  a	  reasonable	  timescale.	  I	  am	  certain	  this	  is	  to	  
make	  sure	  that	  by	  the	  time	  Leeds	  City	  Council	  are	  finally	  obliged	  to	  respond	  and	  provide	  answers	  we	  will	  be	  out	  of	  
time	  for	  a	  Judicial	  Review	  and	  the	  site	  will	  already	  be	  built	  on.	  
	  
Facts:	  

• The	  Victoria	  Road	  Swimming	  Pool,	  Sports	  Hall	  and	  Playing	  Field	  Site	  (Hyde	  Park,	  Leeds,	  LS6)	  belongs	  to	  The	  
Grammar	  School	  at	  Leeds	  (GSAL).	  

• The	  site	  belonged	  to	  Leeds	  Girls'	  High	  School	  until	  it	  merged	  with	  the	  grammar	  school,	  8	  miles	  away,	  in	  2008.	  
• Hyde	  Park	  is	  an	  inner	  city	  area	  with	  a	  high	  level	  of	  child	  poverty,	  obesity	  and	  diabetes.	  
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• The	  community	  of	  Hyde	  Park	  had	  use	  of	  the	  site	  for	  over	  a	  hundred	  years	  until	  it	  was	  locked	  up	  and	  fenced	  
off	  in	  2008.	  

• There	  was	  and	  is	  a	  community	  sports	  proposal	  to	  retain	  the	  facilities	  for	  community	  and	  school	  use.	  
• South	  Headingley	  Community	  Association	  (SHCA)	  applied	  to	  have	  the	  site	  listed	  as	  an	  asset	  of	  community	  

value	  (ACV)	  so	  that	  the	  sports	  proposal	  could	  be	  put	  into	  place.	  This	  was	  approved	  in	  May	  2013	  but	  the	  site	  
was	  subsequently	  removed	  from	  the	  list	  in	  October	  2013.	  

• Leeds	  Metropolitan	  University,	  Head	  teachers	  of	  local	  primary	  schools	  with	  small	  areas	  of	  outdoor	  space,	  
(some	  with	  no	  green	  space	  at	  all)	  supported	  the	  community	  sports	  proposal	  and	  said	  their	  students	  would	  
use	  the	  facilities.	  

• A	  planning	  application	  to	  build	  houses	  and	  a	  large	  convenience	  store	  on	  the	  site	  was	  submitted	  in	  June	  2012	  
and	  withdrawn	  in	  November	  2012.	  

• A	  revised	  planning	  application	  (13/00868).,	  still	  for	  houses	  and	  a	  large	  convenience	  store	  was	  submitted	  in	  
February	  2013,	  deferred	  from	  plans	  Panel	  in	  October	  2013,	  refused	  by	  plans	  panel	  in	  December	  2013,	  
approved	  in	  principle	  by	  Plans	  Panel	  in	  April	  2014	  and	  signed	  off	  in	  September	  2014.	  

• Local	  Councillors	  supported	  the	  community	  sports	  proposals	  and	  objected	  to	  the	  planning	  application	  until	  
the	  beginning	  of	  2014.	  

• A	  second	  application	  from	  SHCA	  to	  have	  the	  sports	  field	  only	  listed	  as	  an	  asset	  of	  community	  value	  was	  
refused	  in	  June	  2014.	  

• The	  National	  Planning	  Policy	  Framework	  Guidance	  was	  updated	  in	  March	  2014	  to	  include	  a	  section	  on	  
"Health	  and	  Wellbeing"	  in	  planning.	  

• Leeds	  City	  Council	  (LCC)	  was	  given	  advice	  by	  Vincent	  Fraser	  QC	  in	  December	  2014	  following	  refusal	  of	  the	  
planning	  application	  by	  Plans	  Panel.	  

• Two	  "secret"	  meetings	  involving	  councillors	  and	  planning	  officers	  were	  held	  between	  the	  December	  refusal	  
and	  April	  approval.	  

• There	  is	  money	  available	  to	  purchase	  the	  site	  for	  the	  community	  and	  primary	  schools.	  
• There	  is	  a	  large	  deficit	  of	  sports	  facilities	  and	  pitches	  in	  the	  Hyde	  Park	  &	  Woodhouse	  Ward	  according	  to	  LCC.	  
• There	  was	  local	  LCC	  money	  available	  to	  purchase	  the	  site	  for	  community	  sports.	  
• The	  Royal	  Park	  School	  Site	  was	  demolished	  against	  community	  wishes	  to	  produce	  a	  green	  space	  to	  'mitigate'	  

against	  development	  of	  GSAL's	  sports	  site.	  
	  
Summary	  of	  Situation	  
	  
We	  strongly	  believe	  the	  health	  of	  a	  community	  with	  a	  high	  level	  of	  child	  poverty,	  obesity	  and	  heart	  disease,	  where	  five	  
primary	  schools	  have	  very	  limited	  outdoor	  space,	  some	  with	  no	  green	  space	  at	  all,	  has	  been	  disregarded	  because	  of	  
corruption	  in	  LCC's	  Planning	  Department.	  The	  disregard	  goes	  against	  planning	  policy	  because	  Public	  Health	  is	  a	  
material	  consideration	  in	  determination	  of	  planning	  applications	  (even	  more	  so	  since	  the	  6th	  March	  2014	  NPPF	  
"Health	  &	  Wellbeing"	  revision);	  we	  have	  evidence	  which	  points	  to	  deliberate	  maladministration	  by	  LCC	  of	  the	  way	  in	  
which	  the	  Planning	  Application	  has	  been	  approved	  and	  ACV	  listings	  have	  been	  refused;	  we	  believe	  this	  is	  because	  of	  
corruption	  within	  LCC's	  planning	  department.	  
	  
The	  site	  in	  question	  had	  community	  access	  (argued	  over	  but	  acknowledged	  by	  LCC's	  Director	  of	  City	  Development	  in	  
his	  report	  on	  the	  first	  ACV	  nomination	  by	  SHCA)	  until	  the	  site	  was	  locked	  up	  when	  the	  school	  merged	  and	  changed	  site	  
in	  2008.	  The	  Planning	  Application	  is	  for	  houses	  on	  the	  playing	  field	  and	  a	  large	  convenience	  store	  and	  flats	  in	  place	  of	  
the	  sports	  hall	  and	  swimming	  pool.	  The	  ACV	  nominations	  were	  to	  enable	  the	  community	  to	  put	  in	  place	  their	  
community	  business	  plan	  to	  retain	  the	  site	  as	  sports	  facilities	  for	  the	  health	  and	  well-‐being	  of	  the	  local	  community	  and	  
for	  use	  by	  five	  local	  primary	  schools	  whose	  head	  teachers	  have	  said	  on	  record,	  including	  in	  letters	  of	  objection	  to	  
13/00868,	  that	  they	  would	  make	  use	  of	  the	  site	  were	  it	  to	  be	  brought	  back	  into	  community	  use.	  
	  
The	  community	  sports	  plan	  was	  viable,	  as	  acknowledged	  by	  Leeds	  Metropolitan	  University	  and	  others,	  and	  there	  was	  
money	  available	  for	  a	  LCC	  purchase	  of	  the	  site,	  as	  stated	  by	  former	  Liberal	  Democrat	  Councillor	  Martin	  Hamilton	  who	  
put	  publicly	  in	  writing	  on	  17th	  April	  2014	  that	  "The	  reality	  is	  that	  Headingley	  Councillors	  have	  upwards	  of	  £200K	  in	  
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Ward	  Based	  Initiative	  capital,	  £250K	  in	  Section	  106	  for	  sports	  provision	  in	  the	  bank	  to	  spend.	  	  Hyde	  Park	  Councillors	  
have	  around	  £0.5	  million	  of	  unspent	  106	  money.	  	  The	  idea	  that	  only	  by	  extracting	  a	  few	  tens	  of	  thousands	  of	  pounds	  
from	  the	  Victoria	  Road	  developers,	  could	  green	  space	  on	  Royal	  Park	  be	  delivered,	  is	  incorrect.	  	  The	  money	  is	  already	  
there	  -‐	  so	  the	  fact	  that	  this	  was	  presented	  as	  a	  lynchpin	  at	  panel,	  was	  unfortunate."	  There	  was	  and	  is	  money	  available	  
to	  purchase	  the	  field	  for	  the	  community	  and	  primary	  schools.	  	  
	  
SHCA's	  two	  ACV	  nominations:	  one	  for	  the	  whole	  site	  (RTB16)	  which	  was	  approved	  and	  then	  overturned	  on	  appeal	  by	  
GSAL;	  and	  one	  for	  the	  field	  only	  (RTB27)	  which	  was	  rejected,	  should	  have	  gained	  time	  for	  the	  community	  to	  secure	  
funding	  and	  business	  partners.	  The	  ACV	  listing	  decisions	  were	  prejudiced	  by	  LCC's	  desire	  to	  overturn	  the	  refusal	  of	  
13/00868	  on	  December	  5th	  2014,	  because,	  said	  planning	  officers	  at	  Plans	  Panel	  Committee	  on	  3rd	  April	  2014,	  "the	  
applicants	  were	  becoming	  impatient".	  Further	  evidence	  of	  this	  prejudice	  is	  that	  at	  the	  April	  Plans	  Panel	  LCC's	  Chief	  
Planning	  Officer	  did	  not	  read	  out	  MP	  Greg	  Mulholland's	  letter	  calling	  for	  the	  site	  to	  be	  compulsorily	  purchased	  by	  LCC;	  
Labour	  Councillors'	  voting	  pattern	  (see	  press	  release)	  suggests	  they	  had	  been	  whipped	  and	  that	  the	  decision	  was	  pre-‐
determined;	  there	  was	  a	  discussion	  that	  members	  of	  the	  public	  were	  excluded	  from	  which	  centred	  around	  the	  legal	  
advice	  from	  Vincent	  Fraser	  QC	  which	  has	  subsequently	  been	  found	  to	  be	  general	  in	  nature	  and	  based	  on	  only	  partial	  
information;	  following	  approval	  of	  the	  application	  Labour	  Councillors	  received	  threats	  from	  their	  party	  about	  speaking	  
out	  against	  the	  decision.	  
	  
We	  strongly	  believe	  the	  planning	  application	  decision	  and	  ACV	  decision	  were	  determined	  corruptly;	  that	  there	  is	  an	  
unduly	  cordial	  relationship	  between	  GSAL	  who	  own	  the	  site	  in	  question	  and	  the	  planning	  department;	  furthermore	  
that	  someone	  within	  the	  planning	  department	  may	  be	  the	  subject	  of	  blackmail	  and	  that	  these	  factors	  have	  led	  to	  a	  
terrible	  case	  of	  maladministration	  evidenced	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  new	  government	  guidance	  relating	  to	  public	  health	  and	  
the	  determination	  of	  planning	  applications	  released	  to	  local	  authorities	  in	  March	  2014	  was	  not	  brought	  to	  the	  
attention	  of	  the	  Plans	  Panel	  Committee;	  that	  the	  basis	  of	  legal	  advice	  sought	  by	  the	  Planning	  Department	  from	  
Vincent	  Fraser	  QC	  and	  given	  to	  the	  Plans	  Panel	  Committee	  was	  insecure;	  and	  that	  this	  legal	  advice	  was	  deliberately	  
kept	  secret	  from	  the	  public	  until	  the	  Information	  Commissioner's	  Office	  obtained	  its	  release	  on	  4th	  November	  2014,	  
seven	  months	  after	  it	  was	  asked	  for.	  
	  
The	  legal	  advice	  (see	  enclosure)	  can	  now	  be	  seen	  to	  be	  deliberately	  misleading	  and	  general	  and	  narrow	  in	  nature,	  
probably	  as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  information	  supplied	  to	  counsel	  by	  LCC.	  It	  does	  not	  categorically	  say	  there	  are	  no	  grounds	  
on	  which	  LCC	  could	  refuse	  the	  planning	  application;	  issues	  of	  public	  health	  which	  are	  a	  material	  consideration	  in	  
planning	  matters	  were	  not	  taken	  into	  account;	  the	  advice	  took	  no	  account	  of	  the	  community's	  acknowledged	  viable	  
business	  plan	  for	  the	  sports	  site	  that	  had	  been	  in	  circulation	  for	  over	  a	  year	  and	  was	  a	  document	  associated	  with	  
13/00868;	  counsel's	  advice	  was	  given	  based	  on	  an	  assumption	  that	  the	  site	  would	  be	  left	  vacant	  and	  derelict	  if	  
planning	  permission	  were	  not	  granted.	  
	  
LCC	  eventually	  released	  this	  legal	  advice	  on	  4th	  November	  2014	  following	  a	  request	  from	  the	  Information	  
Commissioner's	  Office	  (reference:	  FER0554294).	  Prior	  to	  that,	  the	  decision	  to	  reject	  the	  FOI	  appeal	  (see	  enclosed	  
correspondence	  thread)	  seems	  to	  have	  been	  made	  by	  Chief	  Planning	  Officer	  Phil	  Crabtree	  with	  whom	  there	  is	  an	  on-‐
going	  unresolved	  complaint	  about	  the	  administration	  of	  the	  13/00868	  decision,	  which	  also	  links	  to	  SHCA's	  on-‐going	  
complaint	  about	  the	  RTB27	  ACV	  listing	  decision	  which	  had	  an	  inadequate	  Stage	  2	  complaint	  response	  on	  20th	  October	  
2014.	  Phil	  Crabtree	  is	  due	  to	  retire	  in	  December	  2014.	  
	  
Release	  of	  this	  advice	  and	  the	  report	  associated	  with	  it	  also	  shows	  that	  LCC's	  proposed	  demolition	  of	  the	  Royal	  Park	  
School	  Building,	  also	  in	  Hyde	  Park,	  which	  in	  the	  public	  part	  of	  the	  3rd	  April	  Plans	  Panel	  meeting	  was	  said	  not	  to	  be	  
taken	  into	  consideration	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  13/00868	  decision,	  was	  actually	  taken	  into	  consideration.	  This	  explains	  the	  
strange	  situation	  during	  the	  public	  part	  of	  the	  Plans	  Panel	  discussions,	  where	  councillors	  repeatedly	  said	  they	  were	  
not	  taking	  into	  account	  the	  green	  space	  that	  would	  appear	  if	  the	  building	  was	  demolished,	  and	  then	  proceeded	  to	  
discuss	  the	  appearance	  of	  this	  as	  mitigation	  for	  allowing	  development	  on	  the	  sports	  site!	  Please	  see	  the	  enclosed	  
press	  release	  to	  gain	  a	  clearer	  understanding	  of	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  former	  Royal	  Park	  School	  and	  13/00868.	  
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Please	  could	  you	  investigate	  this	  matter	  urgently.	  
	  
Yours	  faithfully,	  
	  

	  
	  

Dawn	  Carey	  Jones,	  On	  behalf	  of	  HPOL	  
Flat	  5,	  12	  Ash	  Grove,	  Leeds	  LS6	  1AY	  
dawncareyjones@hotmail.com,	  07815125484	  
	  

Encs:	  	  
	  

1. Chronology	  
2. Complaint	  correspondence	  with	  Chief	  Planning	  Officer	  Phil	  Crabtree	  initiated	  on	  7th	  April	  about	  Planning	  

Application	  13/00868	  (which	  should	  have	  eventually	  received	  a	  Stage	  1	  complaint	  response	  on	  16th	  
September.	  The	  response	  arrived	  on	  1st	  October	  but	  was	  inadequate).	  

3. Decision	  Notice	  re.	  Planning	  Application	  13/00868.	  
4. Minutes	  from	  3rd	  April	  2014	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West	  where	  13/00868	  was	  deferred	  and	  delegated	  to	  

officers	  for	  approval	  subject	  to	  agreements	  being	  put	  in	  place.	  
5. Correspondence	  about	  Freedom	  of	  Information	  Request	  	  FOI12223.	  
6. Information	  disclosed	  on	  4th	  November	  under	  FOI12223.	  
7. Correspondence	  about	  Freedom	  of	  Information	  Request	  	  FOI12900	  (deadline	  for	  response	  from	  Leeds	  City	  

Council	  5th	  January	  2015).	  
8. Correspondence	  between	  South	  Headingley	  Community	  Association	  and	  Leeds	  City	  Council	  initiated	  on	  30th	  

June	  2014	  re	  RTB27	  Asset	  of	  Community	  Value	  listing	  refusal	  (Stage	  2	  complaint	  response	  due	  on	  7th	  October,	  
received	  20th	  October).	  

9. The	  Community	  Business	  Plan.	  
10. Letter	  to	  Cllr	  Finnigan,	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West,	  dated	  29th	  August	  2014.	  
11. HPOL's	  Press	  Release	  dated	  1st	  July	  2014.	  
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Chronology	  to	  date	  
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1.	  Chronology	  to	  date:	  
	  
Planning	  Application	  12/02491:	  

• Received	  6th	  June	  2012	  
• Withdrawn	  6th	  November	  2012	  

	  
Planning	  Application	  13/00868:	  

• Received	  20th	  February	  2013	  
• October	  10th	  Plans	  Panel	  (deferred)	  
• December	  5th	  2013	  Plans	  Panel	  (refused)	  
• April	  3rd	  2014	  Plans	  Panel	  (Approved	  in	  principle,	  deferred	  and	  delegated	  approval	  to	  Chief	  Planning	  Officer	  

subject	  to	  conditions)	  
• 12th	  September	  2014	  Outline	  Permission	  Granted	  

	  
March	  2013	  ACV	  Nomination	  for	  whole	  sports	  site	  by	  South	  Headingley	  Community	  Association:	  

• Submitted	  20th	  March	  2013	  
• Letter	  informing	  us	  of	  successful	  listing	  dated	  16th	  May	  2013	  
• Oral	  Review	  Hearing	  took	  place	  on	  27th	  September	  2013	  
• Decision	  date	  of	  removal	  from	  list	  10th	  October	  2013	  

	  
April	  2014	  ACV	  Nomination	  for	  playing	  field	  only	  by	  South	  Headingley	  Community	  Association:	  

• Submitted	  2nd	  April	  2014	  
• Letter	  informing	  us	  of	  unsuccessful	  listing	  dated	  10th	  June	  2014	  

	  
Secret	  Council	  Meetings	  about	  13/00868:	  

• 27th	  January	  2014	  
• 27th	  February	  2014	  

	  
HPOL's	  Community	  Business	  Plan:	  

• Uploaded	  to	  Docs	  Associated	  with	  13/00868	  via	  LCC	  Public	  Access	  Portal,	  May	  2013	  
• Sent	  to	  Plans	  Panel	  Councillors	  prior	  to	  October	  10th	  Plans	  Panel	  

	  
Call-‐In:	  

• Requested	  28th	  May	  2014	  
• Rejected	  24th	  June	  2014	  

	  
Complaint	  about	  Planning	  Application	  13/00868	  Process:	  

• First	  complaint	  to	  LCC	  7th	  April	  2014	  
• First	  inadequate	  response	  from	  LCC	  11th	  April	  2014	  
• Reply	  to	  LCC's	  inadequate	  response	  24th	  April	  2014	  (Chased	  on	  20th	  May	  2014)	  
• Second	  inadequate	  response	  from	  LCC	  28th	  May	  2014	  
• Reply	  to	  LCC's	  second	  inadequate	  response	  3rd	  June	  2014	  
• Reply	  from	  LCC	  saying	  a	  proper	  reply	  is	  likely	  to	  take	  some	  time	  4th	  June	  2014	  
• Reply	  to	  LCC	  saying	  we	  looked	  forward	  to	  a	  reply	  4th	  June	  2014	  
• Formal	  complaint	  to	  LCC	  re	  no	  response	  21st	  August	  2014	  
• Acknowledgement	  from	  LCC	  saying	  complaint	  will	  be	  dealt	  with	  at	  Stage	  1,	  26th	  August	  2014	  
• Chased	  LCC	  for	  Stage	  1	  reply	  on	  17th	  September	  2014	  
• Reply	  from	  LCC	  saying	  longer	  needed	  to	  respond	  to	  4th	  June	  email,	  19th	  September	  2014	  
• Reply	  to	  LCC	  saying	  matter	  would	  be	  taken	  up	  with	  Ombudsman	  
• Reply	  from	  LCC	  apologising	  for	  delay	  in	  responding,	  26th	  September	  2014	  
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• Further	  inadequate	  reply	  from	  LCC	  1st	  October	  2014	  
	  

Complaint	  about	  Asset	  of	  Community	  Value	  RTB27	  Process:	  
• First	  complaint	  to	  LCC	  30th	  June	  2014	  
• Acknowledgement	  from	  LCC	  saying	  complaint	  will	  be	  dealt	  with	  at	  Stage	  1,	  1st	  July	  2014	  
• Formal	  complaint	  about	  lack	  of	  Stage	  1	  response,	  21st	  August	  2014	  (Chased	  27th	  &	  28th	  August	  2014)	  
• Reply	  from	  LCC	  saying	  complaint	  will	  be	  dealt	  with,	  28th	  August	  2014	  (Chased	  8th	  September	  2014)	  
• Inadequate	  Stage	  1	  reply	  from	  LCC	  9th	  September	  2014	  
• Reply	  to	  LCC	  asking	  for	  escalation	  to	  Stage	  2	  complaint,	  16th	  September	  2014	  Acknowledgement	  from	  LCC	  that	  

complaint	  will	  now	  be	  dealt	  with	  at	  Stage	  2,	  17th	  September	  2014	  
• Inadequate	  Stage	  2	  reply	  from	  LCC	  20th	  October	  2014	  

	  
FOI	  Request	  to	  LCC	  12223:	  

• Freedom	  of	  Information	  Request	  to	  LCC,	  ref	  12223:	  "Please	  could	  you	  supply	  me,	  within	  20	  days,	  with	  the	  
restricted	  document	  referred	  to	  on	  the	  last	  page	  of	  Agenda	  Item	  7	  of	  the	  South	  and	  West	  Plans	  Panel	  meeting	  
Public	  Document	  Pack	  [for	  3rd	  April	  Plans	  Panel],	  in	  relation	  to	  13/00868."	  Requested	  28th	  May	  2014	  

• FOI	  request	  rejected	  25th	  June	  2014	  
• Request	  to	  LCC	  for	  internal	  review	  of	  the	  decision	  not	  to	  release	  the	  information	  26th	  June	  2014	  
• Confirmation	  from	  LCC	  that	  request	  for	  internal	  review	  will	  be	  treated	  as	  an	  appeal	  under	  the	  Environmental	  

Information	  Regulations	  27th	  June	  2014	  
• Chased	  LCC	  for	  response	  because	  40	  working	  days	  had	  elapsed	  27th	  August	  2014	  
• Reply	  from	  LCC	  to	  say	  response	  from	  them	  was	  currently	  being	  finished	  off	  27th	  August	  2014	  
• Rejection	  by	  LCC	  of	  FOI	  appeal	  29th	  August	  2014	  
• Complaint	  about	  LCC's	  handling	  of	  FOI	  request	  to	  Information	  Commissioner's	  Office	  8th	  September	  2014	  
• Acknowledgement	  by	  ICO	  of	  complaint	  16th	  September	  2014	  
• Email	  from	  ICO	  saying	  case	  has	  been	  allocated	  to	  officer	  8th	  October	  2014	  
• Information	  released	  by	  LCC	  4th	  November	  2014	  

	  
FOI	  Request	  to	  LCC	  12900:	  

• Freedom	  of	  Information	  Request	  to	  LCC,	  ref	  12900:	  "Written	  Instruction	  to	  counsel	  from	  LCC	  Officer/s	  for	  legal	  
advice	  about	  13/00868	  which	  led	  to	  the	  advice	  from	  counsel	  included	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Chief	  Planning	  Officer's	  
report	  (for	  officers	  and	  members	  only)	  prior	  to	  the	  3.4.14	  Plans	  Panel	  and	  which	  has	  not	  been	  made	  public.	  
Please	  could	  you	  supply	  me	  with:	  the	  name	  of	  the	  legal	  professional	  who	  provided	  the	  advice;	  the	  company	  the	  
legal	  professional	  works	  for;	  the	  formal	  written	  instruction	  given	  to	  the	  legal	  professional	  to	  enable	  him	  or	  her	  
to	  start	  forming	  the	  advice;	  any	  other	  information	  that	  was	  given	  to	  the	  legal	  professional	  prior	  to	  him	  or	  her	  
giving	  the	  advice.	  Requested	  15th	  September	  2014	  

• FOI	  request	  rejected	  14th	  October	  2014	  
• Request	  to	  LCC	  to	  look	  again	  at	  the	  decision	  not	  to	  release	  the	  information.	  (Now	  asking	  only	  for	  instructions	  

and	  any	  other	  information	  as	  have	  name	  and	  company)	  5th	  November	  2014	  
• Confirmation	  from	  LCC	  that	  request	  will	  be	  treated	  as	  an	  appeal	  under	  the	  Environmental	  Information	  

Regulations	  5th	  November	  2014	  
	  
NPPF	  Revision:	  

• National	  Planning	  Policy	  Framework	  Guidance	  updated	  6th	  March	  2014	  to	  include	  a	  section	  on	  "Health	  and	  
Wellbeing"	  

	  
Advice	  from	  Counsel:	  

• Advice	  to	  LCC	  from	  Vincent	  Fraser	  QC	  dated	  23rd	  December	  2014	  
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Complaint	  correspondence	  with	  Chief	  Planning	  Officer	  Phil	  Crabtree	  
about	  Planning	  Application	  13/00868	  

	  
initiated	  on	  7th	  April	  2014	  

	  
(should	  have	  eventually	  received	  a	  Stage	  1	  complaint	  response	  on	  16th	  
September.	  The	  response	  arrived	  on	  1st	  October	  but	  was	  inadequate)	  

	  
a) Phil	  Crabtree	  Complaint	  Email	  Thread	  up	  to	  26th	  August	  2014	  
b) Phil	  Crabtree	  Complaint	  Email	  Thread	  -‐	  17th	  Sept	  email	  follow	  up	  from	  DCJ	  
c) Phil	  Crabtree	  Complaint	  Email	  Thread	  -‐	  25th	  Sept	  email	  follow	  up	  from	  DCJ	  
d) Phil	  Crabtree	  Complaint	  Email	  Thread	  leading	  to	  1st	  October	  Response	  



	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

a) Phil	  Crabtree	  Complaint	  Email	  Thread	  up	  to	  26th	  August	  2014	  
	   	  



 

www.leeds.gov.uk general enquiries 0113 222 4444 

 City Development  
Administration 

 The Leonardo Building 
2 Rossington Street 

Leeds 
LS2 8HD 

 
 Contact Name: Jayne Conboy 

Telephone: 0113 24 77897 
Fax: 0113  24 77830 

Email: jayne.conboy@leeds.gov.uk 
Our Ref: 2-BYWJEY 

Date: 26/08/14 
 

Dear Ms. Carey Jones 

 
RE – Complaint – 13/00868 
 
Further to your complaint received in this office on 26th August 2014. 
 
I write to confirm that your concerns will be dealt with under the Council’s Complaints Procedure. 
 
Your complaint will be investigated at Stage 1 by Ian Goodison, Customer Services Manager,                
who can be contacted on 0113 2478302. He will send you either a detailed response within 15 
working days, or an explanation as to why more time may be needed to complete the investigation. 
 
If you are not satisfied with the Stage 1 response you should contact me within 28 days of the date of 
that response. I will then arrange for your complaint to be reviewed under Stage 2 of the Council’s 
Complaints Procedure. 
 
If, after the Council has fully investigated your complaint, you are not satisfied with our response you 
can contact the Local Government Ombudsman and ask them to look at your complaint 
independently. 
 
Telephone: 0300 061 0614 
Website: www.igo.org.uk/making-a-complaint 
Fax: 024 7682 0001 
Text: @call back@ to 0762 480 3014 
Write to: Local Government Ombudsman 
   PO Box 4771 
   Coventry CV4 0E                         
 

Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Jayne Conboy 
Head of Administration and Directorate Support Services                                                          
 

Via Email. 

http://www.igo.org.uk/making


Dear Ms. Carey Jones,

Please find acknowledgement of your complaint attached.

Regards,
 
Richard Brook,
Information Compliance Administrator,
Level 4,
Leonardo Building,
(0113 24)76761.
 

From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com] 
Sent: 21 August 2014 16:55
To: Conboy, Jayne
Subject: Fwd: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)
 
Dear Ms Conboy,
 
Please see the correspondence below, including the original attachment sent to Phil Crabtree.
 
I have still not received the promised response from Phil Crabtree's colleagues, or any response at all since my reply to Mr Crabtree on 4th
June, eleven weeks ago.
 
Please accept this email as a formal complaint that citizens' rights are being eroded because the Planning Department does not respond to
correspondence in a timely matter.
 
Best regards,
 
Dawn Carey Jones (Hyde Park Olympic Legacy)
 
 
------------------------
 
Begin forwarded message:
 

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>
Subject: Re: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)
Date: 4 June 2014 09:46:57 GMT+01:00
To: "Crabtree, Philip" <Phil.Crabtree@leeds.gov.uk>
Cc: "Franklin, Mathias" <Mathias.Franklin@leeds.gov.uk>
Bcc: Janet Bailey <bailey.family@argonet.co.uk>, Bill McKinnon <mackius@mac.com>
 
Dear Phil,
 
I do appreciate the difficult and heavy workload of you and your team. Thanks for replying so quickly.
 
Likewise I hope you realise that the people involved in HPOL also have a difficult and heavy workload and the last thing we're doing is
time wasting.
 
Thank you for forwarding our email to your colleagues.
 
We look forward to the response.
 
Best wishes,
 
Dawn
 
On 4 Jun 2014, at 07:44, Crabtree, Philip wrote:
 

Dawn

From: "Brook, Richard" <Richard.Brook@leeds.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)

Date: 26 August 2014 11:51:14 GMT+01:00
To: "dawncareyjones@hotmail.com" <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>

 
1 Attachment, 91 KB

mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com
mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com
mailto:Phil.Crabtree@leeds.gov.uk
mailto:Mathias.Franklin@leeds.gov.uk
mailto:bailey.family@argonet.co.uk
mailto:mackius@mac.com


Thank	  	  you	  for	  your	  email.
I	  hope	  that	  	  you	  	  appreciate	  that	  we	  have	  a	  difficult	  and	  heavy	  workload	  apart	  from	  this	  particular	  application.	  Please	  accept	  my	  apologies	  for	  the
delay	  in	  our	  last	  reply.
I	  have	  forwarded	  	  your	  latest	  email	  to	  my	  colleagues	  to	  draft	  a	  further	  response	  to	  you.
In	  view	  of	  the	  number	  of	  	  	  further	  questions	  you	  raise	  	  this	  may	  take	  	  a	  little	  time
	  Regards	  ,
Phil	  Crabtree
	  

From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com] 
Sent: 03 June 2014 23:05
To: Crabtree, Philip
Cc: Franklin, Mathias
Subject: Re: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)
 
Dear Phil,
 
Thanks for your reply. I note that it took you over a month to reply.
 
I've now seen the minutes which were approved on 1st May.
 
I wrote to you on behalf of HPOL on 7th April and said: "Following HPOL's letter dated 1.4.14 asking for the decision about the above
application to be refused or deferred until the accuracies in the report of the Chief Planning Officer to Plans Panel had been corrected,
and your email confirming that any corrections to the report and updates will be reported verbally at the Panel meeting, we ask that the
corrections are recorded clearly and in full in the minutes from the meeting."
 
On 11th April you replied to me but didn't say that the corrections would be recorded clearly and in full in the minutes. You listed some
corrections which had been made but didn't list all that had been referred to in HPOL's 1.4.14 letter.
 
I replied to you on 24th April and said: "Thanks for your reply and for letting us know that the Panel was verbally updated about the
additional representations made after publication of the report. Will these be included in the minutes?" I then asked you whether the
Plans Panel had been told of other things in the 1.4.14 HPOL letter which you didn't refer to in your 11th April reply.
 
On 20th May I chased you up for a reply and received a reply on 28th May. 
 
In the 28th May reply you say: "I can confirm that your letter was received prior to the Plans Panel South and West meeting of the 3rd
April 2014 and this letter was referred to in the verbal update given at the Panel which informs Panel Members of any further
representations that have been received since the publication of the Panel Report.  Therefore the Panel were able to consider the matters
raised by you before they made their decision on the planning application." You still haven't answered my specific questions from 24th
April about the specific points that the 1.4.14 HPOL letter raised. These were:
 

1. Was the panel told about HPOL saying in relation to the Report that the boxes for "Equality & Diversity", "Community
Cohesion" and "Narrowing the Gap" had been wrongly left unticked again and that paragraph 2.18 "misses the main point: The
health of many members of the community is at risk because of lack of exercise."

2. Was the Panel told about what HPOL had said in relation to para 1.2 of the Report? We said, "[the] report refers to "the desire to
improve public open space facilities in the locality" and "the importance of providing access to outdoor recreation and sports
facilities but "open space" for recreation and sports is vulnerable to seasons and weather. Our area needs a sports site with
buildings such as the Victoria Road site would provide. Also, local schools could not take the pupils to public open space because
of safeguarding issues as well as the problems of seasons and weather."

3. Was the fact that there was a blurring in the Report between recreation and sports activities pointed out?
4. Was the Panel told that HPOL had pointed out that para 1.3 of the Report was written as though it summed up community use of

the field when in fact it did not?
5. Was the panel told of what HPOL had said about the Report making links between the Royal Park School site and the Victoria

Road site?
 
Having looked at the Minutes from the 3rd April Plans Panel meeting I note that minute 111 says: "The Chair also made reference to a
document prepared by the Hyde Park Olympic Legacy Action Group, he had just been handed in respect of 13/00868/OT - Victoria
Road (minute 114 refers) and stated that the document was too detailed to consider at such a late stage." Presumably this document is
the 1.4.14 letter from HPOL which was emailed to you on 1st April at 11.46am although the public access portal says the date it was
uploaded there was April 7th. On 2nd April at 7.59am you emailed me and said: "I have asked that your letter be referred to the Plans
Panel and we will correct any factual errors." But in the minutes from that Plans Panel it clearly says that the document had just been
handed to the Chair and was regarded too detailed to consider.
 
To me it looks like in your email to me of 11th April you avoided responding to my request for the corrections to the Report to be recorded
clearly and fully in the minutes and when I pressed you about the minutes on 24th April you didn't reply to my email. You didn't even reply
to the email I sent on 20th May chasing up a response to the 24th April one but you did reply 1 hour 45 minutes after I sent out the minutes
from the 3rd April Plans Panel meeting to the HPOL group. Obviously by this time the minutes had been written and approved.
 
In minute 114 it says: "The receipt of an additional 7 letters of representation was reported. Whilst these raised no new material

mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com


considerations, the concerns raised were summarised for Members' information. Comments received from Councillors P Gruen and J
Illingworth were also conveyed to the Panel." This is an inadequate summary as it doesn't say what the concerns raised were or what P
Gruen's comments were (which I have subsequently found out were verbal comments, not written comments); and because it doesn't say
what J Illingworth's comments were (which I think was an email of objection sent on 27th March) but which only appeared on the public
access portal on 2nd June, despite its upload date being backdated). Minute 114 does not make it clear whether the points numbered 1 to 5
above, which I asked you about on 24th April, were conveyed to Plans Panel or not, but minute 111 would seem to suggest that they
weren't. Your latest email reply to me avoids answering the question of whether these points were addressed or not.
 
A little further on in minute 114 it says: Paragraph 1.4 of the submitted report was corrected in light of these further representations. The
report stated that no children from the local community attended Kings Camp. This was incorrect and Members were updated verbally
that local children did attend Kings Camp. It was also noted that the original report to Panel in October 2013 had identified that the
Kings Camp formed part of the formal community use associated with the site." This is almost exactly the same wording that you used in
your 11th April reply to me. This is the only correction that is minuted.
 
In light of the above: I would ask that in the absence of detail and clarity in the minutes, you respond to me and tell me whether the
points I have asked about (numbered 1 to 5 above) were addressed in the Plans Panel meeting or not or whether the only point that
was made to Panel was about the correction of par 1.4 of the submitted report, about attendance at Kings Camp.
 
Having now read the minutes, they have raised further questions:
 
When the Chair asked members of the public to leave the meeting so that Members could privately consider exempt information, why were

community plans for the site
funding issues
that a large range of organisations had considered the potential of the site but that no realistic and deliverable proposals had
come forward
the application for listing the site as an asset of community value and that determining the application undermined the Localism
Act. The Panel's legal adviser explained that the legislation governing assets of community value set up a separate process outside
the planning regime

discussed in private as well as: 
 

the legal  advice which had been sought from counsel
 
Please could you tell me, why were the first four bullets considered exempt information?
 
What was considered unrealistic about HPOL's community proposal?
 
Can you name the large range of organisations?
 
Was the offer of funds to help the community with this site from Leeds Metropolitan University mentioned?
 
Was the Section 106 money from Leeds Metropolitan University, to be spent on sports mentioned?
 
Who was the Panel's legal adviser?
 
Minute 114 says that when the public were readmitted to the meeting the main areas of debate related to:

the extent of public open space in the area; the former Royal Park Primary School  site and that the application site was not
linked to the delivery of further open space, with concerns being raised about this
the promises given to Ward Members that the former Royal Park Primary School site would be retained for community use
the possibility of the Council becoming involved with the Hyde Park legacy Action Group to secure the Victoria Road site for
community use
the length of time the site had been vacant for without firm, realistic proposals being brought forward

but the minute doesn't actually say what the content of the debate was. Please can you give me some more information?
 
Given that the first bullet seems to be saying that the application being considered should not be linked to the possible delivery of further
open space due to the demolition of the Royal Park School building, why did the second bullet need to be considered at all?
 
Please can you confirm that the potential green space generated by the demolition of the Royal Park School building was not used
as a mitigation consideration by Members when debating whether to allow the 13/00868 development?
 
What was said about the possibility of the council becoming involved with HPOL?
 
Please can you define what a firm realistic proposal is?
 
Please can you respond to this email as soon as possible.
 
Best wishes,
 
Dawn Carey Jones
Hyde Park Olympic Legacy



 
 
 
On 28 May 2014, at 15:46, Crabtree, Philip wrote:
 

Dear	  Dawn,
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  	  your	  recent	  e-‐mail.	  	  I	  apologise	  for	  the	  delay	  in	  responding	  to	  you.
	  
I	  can	  confirm	  that	  your	  letter	  was	  received	  prior	  to	  the	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West	  meeting	  of	  the	  3rd	  April	  2014	  and	  this	  letter	  was	  referred	  to	  in
the	  verbal	  update	  given	  at	  the	  Panel	  which	  informs	  Panel	  Members	  of	  any	  further	  representations	  that	  have	  been	  received	  since	  the	  publication	  of
the	  Panel	  Report.	  	  Therefore	  the	  Panel	  were	  able	  to	  consider	  the	  matters	  raised	  by	  you	  before	  they	  made	  their	  decision	  on	  the	  planning
application.	  	  As	  you	  will	  be	  aware	  Panel	  decided	  to	  grant	  Outline	  Planning	  Permission	  after	  a	  long	  and	  considered	  debate	  on	  the	  material	  planning
considerations.
	  
The	  Panel	  were	  informed	  of	  the	  representations	  made	  by	  local	  residents,	  including	  yourself	  about	  the	  public	  use	  of	  the	  site.	  	  The	  Panel	  were	  also
clearly	  informed	  that	  the	  voluntary	  offer	  of	  a	  financial	  contribution	  towards	  sports	  equipment	  was	  not	  material	  to	  the	  determination	  of	  the
planning	  application.	  	  The	  proposal	  to	  create	  a	  new	  area	  of	  public	  open	  space	  at	  the	  site	  of	  the	  former	  Royal	  Park	  Primary	  School	  was	  also	  clearly
identified	  as	  not	  being	  material	  to	  the	  determination	  of	  the	  planning	  application.
	  
The	  Council	  recognises	  the	  existing	  shortage	  of	  formal	  sports	  	  facilities	  in	  the	  locality	  and	  it	  also	  places	  great	  emphasis	  on	  promoting	  healthy
lifestyles	  and	  access	  to	  recreation	  space	  for	  	  leisure	  and	  sports	  activities.	  	  The	  Council	  is	  committed	  to	  working	  	  towards	  improving	  the	  existing
provision	  within	  the	  local	  area.	  	  The	  creation	  of	  a	  new	  area	  of	  public	  open	  space	  and	  enhancing	  the	  existing	  open	  space	  area	  at	  the	  site	  of	  the
former	  Royal	  Park	  Primary	  School	  would	  be	  a	  positive	  step	  in	  seeking	  to	  address	  this	  shortfall.
	  
The	  Council	  is	  not	  able	  to	  release	  the	  confidential	  legal	  advice	  it	  received	  prior	  to	  the	  determination	  of	  the	  planning	  application	  as	  it	  contained
information	  that	  could	  prejudice	  the	  Council	  in	  future	  appeals.
	  
I	  trust	  that	  you	  find	  the	  above	  to	  be	  of	  assistance.
	  
Kind	  regards.
	  
Phil	  Crabtree
Chief	  Planning	  Officer
City	  Development
Leeds	  City	  Council
The	  Leonardo	  Building
2	  Rossington	  Street
Leeds
LS2	  	  	  8HD
	  
Tel:	  247	  8187
	  

From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com] 
Sent: 20 May 2014 19:34
To: Crabtree, Philip
Subject: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)
 
Dear Phil,
 
I still haven't had a response to this email and it's nearly a month since it was sent. The questions are really important ones.
 
Please reply.
 
Best wishes,
 
Dawn
HPOL
 
Begin forwarded message:

 

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>
Subject: Re: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter
Date: 24 April 2014 12:12:06 GMT+01:00
To: "Crabtree, Philip" <Phil.Crabtree@leeds.gov.uk>
 

mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com
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Dear Phil,

Thanks for your reply and for letting us know that the Panel was verbally updated about the additional representations made after
publication of the report. Will these be included in the minutes?

Was the panel told about HPOL saying in relation to the Report that the boxes for "Equality & Diversity", "Community Cohesion" and
"Narrowing the Gap" had been wrongly left unticked again and that paragraph 2.18 "misses the main point: The health of many members of
the community is at risk because of lack of exercise."

Was the Panel told about what HPOL had said in relation to para 1.2 of the Report? We said, "[the] report refers to "the desire to improve
public open space facilities in the locality" and "the importance of providing access to outdoor recreation and sports facilities but "open
space" for recreation and sports is vulnerable to seasons and weather. Our area needs a sports site with buildings such as the Victoria Road
site would provide. Also, local schools could not take the pupils to public open space because of safeguarding issues as well as the problems
of seasons and weather."

Was the fact that there was a blurring in the Report between recreation and sports activities pointed out?

Was the Panel told that HPOL had pointed out that para 1.3 of the Report was written as though it summed up community use of the field
when in fact it did not?

Was the panel told of what HPOL had said about the Report making links between the Royal Park School site and the Victoria Road site?

We understand the Council wanting to keep the legal advice confidential in case the Panel had not reversed its December 2013 decision
because in that case publishing legal advice to the contrary would have put the Council in a difficult position and would have jeopardised its
position had there been an appeal. However, since the Panel reversed its decision, there won't be an appeal and therefore this consideration
no longer applies.

The legal advice was paid for out of public funds, and might be helpful to those putting forward or objecting to future planning applications
and therefore we ask for the confidential report to be made public.

Best wishes,

Dawn

On 11 Apr 2014, at 15:00, Crabtree, Philip wrote:

Dear Dawn,
 
Thank you for your letter of the 7th April in which you raised two points.  Firstly, you ask that the corrections to the Panel
Report are recorded clearly and in full in the minutes of the meeting.  Secondly, you ask to seek the confidential panel report.
 
On this first matter, I can confirm that the case officer verbally updated Panel of the additional representations submitted
following the publication of the report.  Of the information contained within the additional representations, the following points
were identified as being matters not previously covered in the Panel Reports of the October and December 2013 and April
2014.
 
Members we told of the requests to defer or refuse the application.  Members were informed of the submission of an
nomination for registering the playing field as an Asset of Community Value.  Members were advised as to the Council
protocol for re-notifying objectors.  Paragraph 1.4 of the Panel Report was corrected in light of these further representations.
 The report stated that no children from the local community attended Kings Camp.  This was incorrect and the verbal update at
Panel identified that local children did attend Kings Camp.  It was also noted at Panel that the original Panel Report from
October 2013 had identified that the Kings Camp formed part of the formal community use associated with the site.
 
The confidential report was exempt from publication as it contained legal advice in relation to any appeal should planning
permission be refused.  I regret, therefore, that I am unable to provide you with a copy of this report.
 
I trust this information assists. If you require any further information please contact me.
 
Regards
 
Phil Crabtree
CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER
City Development



Leeds City Council
The Leonardo Building
2 Rossington Street
LEEDS   LS2 8HD
 
Tel: 247 8187
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com]
Sent: 07 April 2014 16:00
To: Crabtree, Philip
Subject: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter
 
Dear Phil,
 
Please find attached a letter from HPOL.
 
Best wishes,
 
Dawn
 
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
The information in this email (and any attachment) may be for the
intended recipient only. If you know you are not the intended recipient,
please do not use or disclose the information in any way and please
delete this email (and any attachment) from your system.
 
The Council does not accept service of legal documents by e-mail.        
________________________________________________________________________
 
 

 
 
 
 

Carey Jones….doc (91 KB)
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Phil	  Crabtree	  
Chief	  Planning	  officer	  
Leonardo	  Building	  
2	  Rossington	  Street	  
Leeds	  
LS1	  2HD	  
	  
7th	  April	  2014	  
	  
Dear	  Mr	  Crabtree,	  
	  
Application	  13/00868/OT:	  Approval:	  Pink	  Papers	  and	  Minutes	  of	  3.4.14	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West	  Meeting	  
	  
Following	  HPOL's	  letter	  dated	  1.4.14	  asking	  for	  the	  decision	  about	  the	  above	  application	  to	  be	  refused	  or	  deferred	  
until	  the	  accuracies	  in	  the	  report	  of	  the	  Chief	  Planning	  Officer	  to	  Plans	  Panel	  had	  been	  corrected,	  and	  your	  email	  
confirming	  that	  any	  corrections	  to	  the	  report	  and	  updates	  will	  be	  reported	  verbally	  at	  the	  Panel	  meeting,	  we	  ask	  
that	  the	  corrections	  are	  recorded	  clearly	  and	  in	  full	  in	  the	  minutes	  from	  the	  meeting.	  
	  
We	  also	  ask	  for	  sight	  of	  the	  part	  of	  the	  planning	  officer's	  report	  that	  was	  withheld	  from	  public	  view.	  
	  
Yours	  sincerely,	  
	  
Dawn Carey Jones	  	  
Flat	  5,	  12	  Ash	  Grove,	  LS6	  1AY	  	  
(on	  behalf	  of	  the	  members	  of	  HPOL)	  
	  
	  
	  



	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

b) Phil	  Crabtree	  Complaint	  Email	  Thread	  -‐	  17th	  Sept	  email	  follow	  up	  from	  DCJ	  
	   	  



Begin forwarded message:

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>
Subject: Re: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)
Date: 17 September 2014 11:18:03 GMT+01:00
To: Richard Brook <Richard.Brook@leeds.gov.uk>
Cc: diane.grieve@leeds.gov.uk, jayne.conboy@leeds.gov.uk, Carole Chadwick <Carole.Chadwick@leeds.gov.uk>

Dear Mr Brook (or Ms Grieve, Ms Conboy or Ms Chadwick as I know Mr Brook is away until late September),

The acknowledgement that you attached said that I would receive a detailed response within 15 working days (which meant by yesterday or before) or an 
explanation as to why more time will be needed to complete the investigation.

I have not received a detailed response (or any response) or an explanation as to why not.

Please could someone respond by close of business today.

Thanks very much.

Regards,

Dawn Carey Jones (Hyde Park Olympic Legacy)

Carey Jones….doc (88 KB)

On 26 Aug 2014, at 11:51, Brook, Richard wrote:

Dear Ms. Carey Jones,

Please find acknowledgement of your complaint attached.

Regards,
 
Richard Brook,
Information Compliance Administrator,
Level 4,
Leonardo Building,
(0113 24)76761.
 

From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com] 
Sent: 21 August 2014 16:55
To: Conboy, Jayne
Subject: Fwd: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)
 
Dear Ms Conboy,
 
Please see the correspondence below, including the original attachment sent to Phil Crabtree.
 
I have still not received the promised response from Phil Crabtree's colleagues, or any response at all since my reply to Mr Crabtree on 
4th June, eleven weeks ago.
 
Please accept this email as a formal complaint that citizens' rights are being eroded because the Planning Department does not respond to 
correspondence in a timely matter.
 
Best regards,
 
Dawn Carey Jones (Hyde Park Olympic Legacy)
 
 
------------------------
 
Begin forwarded message:
 

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@me.com>
Subject: Fwd: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)

Date: 25 September 2014 22:50:55 GMT+01:00
 

1 Attachment, 88 KB
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c) Phil	  Crabtree	  Complaint	  Email	  Thread	  -‐	  25th	  Sept	  email	  follow	  up	  from	  DCJ	  
	   	  



Begin forwarded message:

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>
Subject: Re: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)
Date: 25 September 2014 22:31:22 GMT+01:00
To: "Crabtree, Philip" <Phil.Crabtree@leeds.gov.uk>

Dear Mr Crabtree,

Thank you for your email. My first letter to you was sent on 7th April and correspondence with you since then stems from an inadequate response to that 
original letter.

On 4th June, nearly 4 months ago, you said your colleagues would draft a response but it may take a little time. 

Having not received a response from you or your colleagues, despite asking, I made a complaint and was due to receive a Stage One response to this last 
Tuesday 16th September. I did not receive my Stage One response despite chasing it up.

Because of all the above and because you are due to retire in December I don't have any realistic expectation of getting a response from you or your 
colleagues and therefore I will be taking the matter up with the Ombudsman.

Best regards,

Dawn Carey Jones
HPOL

On 19 Sep 2014, at 16:24, Crabtree, Philip wrote:

Dear	  Ms.	  Carey	  Jones,
	  
I	  refer	  to	  your	  e-‐mail	  of	  4	  June	  below,	  and	  would	  like	  to	  apologise	  most	  sincerely	  for	  the	  fact	  that	  you	  have	  yet	  to	  receive	  a	  response	  to	  it.	  	  I	  
thought	  I	  ought	  to	  drop	  you	  a	  line	  to	  advise	  you	  that	  I	  am	  still	  not	  in	  a	  position	  to	  reply	  to	  all	  the	  issues	  you	  have	  raised	  in	  your	  e-‐mail,	  and	  
would	  therefore	  appreciate	  it	  if	  you	  could	  give	  me	  a	  little	  while	  longer	  to	  ensure	  that	  an	  accurate	  and	  comprehensive	  response	  is	  prepared	  for	  
you.
	  
Please	  be	  assured	  that	  I	  will	  respond	  to	  you	  as	  soon	  as	  I	  am	  able	  to	  do	  so.
	  
Thank	  you.
	  
Kind	  regards.
	  
Phil	  Crabtree
CHIEF	  PLANNING	  OFFICER
City	  Development
Leeds	  City	  Council
The	  Leonardo	  Building
2	  Rossington	  Street
LEEDS	  	  	  LS2	  8HD
	  
Tel:	  247	  8187
	  
From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com] 
Sent: 04 June 2014 09:47
To: Crabtree, Philip
Cc: Franklin, Mathias
Subject: Re: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)
 
Dear Phil,
 
I do appreciate the difficult and heavy workload of you and your team. Thanks for replying so quickly.
 
Likewise I hope you realise that the people involved in HPOL also have a difficult and heavy workload and the last thing we're doing is 
time wasting.
 
Thank you for forwarding our email to your colleagues.
 

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@me.com>
Subject: Fwd: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)

Date: 25 September 2014 22:58:20 GMT+01:00
 

mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com
mailto:Phil.Crabtree@leeds.gov.uk


	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

d) Phil	  Crabtree	  Complaint	  Email	  Thread	  leading	  to	  1st	  October	  Response	  
 



Begin forwarded message:

From: "Sutcliffe, Judith" <Judith.Sutcliffe@leeds.gov.uk>
Subject: Victoria Road, Headingley
Date: 1 October 2014 10:10:57 GMT+01:00
To: "Dawn Carey Jones (dawncareyjones@hotmail.com)" <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>

Dear	  Ms.	  Carey-‐Jones,
	  
Please	  find	  attached	  a	  full	  response	  to	  your	  e-‐mail	  to	  me	  of	  3rd	  June	  2014.	  	  Could	  I	  once	  again	  apologise	  for	  the	  delay	  in	  getting	  this	  to	  you.	  	  Also	  
attached	  are	  a	  set	  of	  approved	  minutes	  from	  the	  South	  &	  West	  Panel	  meeting	  held	  on	  3rd	  April,	  these	  are	  referred	  to	  in	  my	  letter	  to	  you.
	  
Thank	  you.
	  
Regards.
	  
Phil	  Crabtree
CHIEF	  PLANNING	  OFFICER
Leeds	  City	  Council
The	  Leonardo	  Building
2	  Rossington	  Street
LEEDS	  	  	  LS2	  8HD
	  
Tel:	  0113	  247	  8187
	  
	  

The information in this email (and any attachment) may be for the intended recipient only. If you know you are not the intended recipient, please do not use or disclose the information in any way and 
please delete this email (and any attachment) from your system.

The Council does not accept service of legal documents by e-mail.
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Begin forwarded message:

From: "Crabtree, Philip" <Phil.Crabtree@leeds.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)
Date: 26 September 2014 08:18:38 GMT+01:00
To: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>

Dear	  Dawn
	  Thank	  you	  for	  your	  email.
I	  want	  to	  apologise	  for	  the	  delay	  in	  replying	  to	  you.	  I	  have	  not	  been	  satisfied	  that	  the	  drafts	  I	  have	  seen	  	  have	  picked	  up	  all	  your	  points	  and	  so	  I	  
have	  asked	  the	  letter	  to	  be	  redrafted	  .	  This	  should	  be	  with	  you	  	  early	  next	  week.
I	  would	  request	  that	  you	  bear	  with	  us	  	  a	  little	  longer	  	  before	  referring	  the	  matter	  to	  the	  Ombudsman,	  but	  clearly	  it	  is	  your	  right	  to	  do	  so	  if	  you	  so	  
wish.
Once	  again	  please	  accept	  my	  apologies	  for	  the	  delay.
Regards	  ,
Phil	  Crabtree
	  
	  
From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com] 
Sent: 25 September 2014 22:31
To: Crabtree, Philip
Subject: Re: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)
 
Dear Mr Crabtree,

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>
Subject: (No Subject)

Date: 13 November 2014 16:38:45 GMT
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Thank you for your email. My first letter to you was sent on 7th April and correspondence with you since then stems from an inadequate 
response to that original letter.
 
On 4th June, nearly 4 months ago, you said your colleagues would draft a response but it may take a little time. 
 
Having not received a response from you or your colleagues, despite asking, I made a complaint and was due to receive a Stage One 
response to this last Tuesday 16th September. I did not receive my Stage One response despite chasing it up.
 
Because of all the above and because you are due to retire in December I don't have any realistic expectation of getting a response from 
you or your colleagues and therefore I will be taking the matter up with the Ombudsman.
 
Best regards,
 
Dawn Carey Jones
HPOL
 
 
 
On 19 Sep 2014, at 16:24, Crabtree, Philip wrote:

Dear	  Ms.	  Carey	  Jones,
	  
I	  refer	  to	  your	  e-‐mail	  of	  4	  June	  below,	  and	  would	  like	  to	  apologise	  most	  sincerely	  for	  the	  fact	  that	  you	  have	  yet	  to	  receive	  a	  response	  to	  it.	  	  I	  
thought	  I	  ought	  to	  drop	  you	  a	  line	  to	  advise	  you	  that	  I	  am	  still	  not	  in	  a	  position	  to	  reply	  to	  all	  the	  issues	  you	  have	  raised	  in	  your	  e-‐mail,	  and	  would	  
therefore	  appreciate	  it	  if	  you	  could	  give	  me	  a	  little	  while	  longer	  to	  ensure	  that	  an	  accurate	  and	  comprehensive	  response	  is	  prepared	  for	  you.
	  
Please	  be	  assured	  that	  I	  will	  respond	  to	  you	  as	  soon	  as	  I	  am	  able	  to	  do	  so.
	  
Thank	  you.
	  
Kind	  regards.
	  
Phil	  Crabtree
CHIEF	  PLANNING	  OFFICER
City	  Development
Leeds	  City	  Council
The	  Leonardo	  Building
2	  Rossington	  Street
LEEDS	  	  	  LS2	  8HD
	  
Tel:	  247	  8187
	  

From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com] 
Sent: 04 June 2014 09:47
To: Crabtree, Philip
Cc: Franklin, Mathias
Subject: Re: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)
 
Dear Phil,
 
I do appreciate the difficult and heavy workload of you and your team. Thanks for replying so quickly.
 
Likewise I hope you realise that the people involved in HPOL also have a difficult and heavy workload and the last thing we're doing is 
time wasting.
 
Thank you for forwarding our email to your colleagues.
 
We look forward to the response.
 
Best wishes,
 
Dawn
 
On 4 Jun 2014, at 07:44, Crabtree, Philip wrote:

mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com


Dawn
Thank	  	  you	  for	  your	  email.
I	  hope	  that	  	  you	  	  appreciate	  that	  we	  have	  a	  difficult	  and	  heavy	  workload	  apart	  from	  this	  particular	  application.	  Please	  accept	  my	  apologies	  for	  the	  
delay	  in	  our	  last	  reply.
I	  have	  forwarded	  	  your	  latest	  email	  to	  my	  colleagues	  to	  draft	  a	  further	  response	  to	  you.
In	  view	  of	  the	  number	  of	  	  	  further	  questions	  you	  raise	  	  this	  may	  take	  	  a	  little	  time
	  Regards	  ,
Phil	  Crabtree
	  

From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com] 
Sent: 03 June 2014 23:05
To: Crabtree, Philip
Cc: Franklin, Mathias
Subject: Re: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)
 
Dear Phil,
 
Thanks for your reply. I note that it took you over a month to reply.
 
I've now seen the minutes which were approved on 1st May.
 
I wrote to you on behalf of HPOL on 7th April and said: "Following HPOL's letter dated 1.4.14 asking for the decision about the above 
application to be refused or deferred until the accuracies in the report of the Chief Planning Officer to Plans Panel had been 
corrected, and your email confirming that any corrections to the report and updates will be reported verbally at the Panel meeting, we 
ask that the corrections are recorded clearly and in full in the minutes from the meeting."
 
On 11th April you replied to me but didn't say that the corrections would be recorded clearly and in full in the minutes. You listed some 
corrections which had been made but didn't list all that had been referred to in HPOL's 1.4.14 letter.
 
I replied to you on 24th April and said: "Thanks for your reply and for letting us know that the Panel was verbally updated about the 
additional representations made after publication of the report. Will these be included in the minutes?" I then asked you whether the 
Plans Panel had been told of other things in the 1.4.14 HPOL letter which you didn't refer to in your 11th April reply.
 
On 20th May I chased you up for a reply and received a reply on 28th May. 
 
In the 28th May reply you say: "I can confirm that your letter was received prior to the Plans Panel South and West meeting of the 3rd 
April 2014 and this letter was referred to in the verbal update given at the Panel which informs Panel Members of any further 
representations that have been received since the publication of the Panel Report.  Therefore the Panel were able to consider the 
matters raised by you before they made their decision on the planning application." You still haven't answered my specific questions 
from 24th April about the specific points that the 1.4.14 HPOL letter raised. These were:
 

1. Was the panel told about HPOL saying in relation to the Report that the boxes for "Equality & Diversity", "Community 
Cohesion" and "Narrowing the Gap" had been wrongly left unticked again and that paragraph 2.18 "misses the main point: 
The health of many members of the community is at risk because of lack of exercise."

2. Was the Panel told about what HPOL had said in relation to para 1.2 of the Report? We said, "[the] report refers to "the desire 
to improve public open space facilities in the locality" and "the importance of providing access to outdoor recreation and sports 
facilities but "open space" for recreation and sports is vulnerable to seasons and weather. Our area needs a sports site with 
buildings such as the Victoria Road site would provide. Also, local schools could not take the pupils to public open space because 
of safeguarding issues as well as the problems of seasons and weather."

3. Was the fact that there was a blurring in the Report between recreation and sports activities pointed out?
4. Was the Panel told that HPOL had pointed out that para 1.3 of the Report was written as though it summed up community use 

of the field when in fact it did not?
5. Was the panel told of what HPOL had said about the Report making links between the Royal Park School site and the Victoria 

Road site?
 
Having looked at the Minutes from the 3rd April Plans Panel meeting I note that minute 111 says: "The Chair also made reference to a 
document prepared by the Hyde Park Olympic Legacy Action Group, he had just been handed in respect of 13/00868/OT - Victoria 
Road (minute 114 refers) and stated that the document was too detailed to consider at such a late stage." Presumably this document is 
the 1.4.14 letter from HPOL which was emailed to you on 1st April at 11.46am although the public access portal says the date it was 
uploaded there was April 7th. On 2nd April at 7.59am you emailed me and said: "I have asked that your letter be referred to the Plans 
Panel and we will correct any factual errors." But in the minutes from that Plans Panel it clearly says that the document had just been 
handed to the Chair and was regarded too detailed to consider.
 
To me it looks like in your email to me of 11th April you avoided responding to my request for the corrections to the Report to be 
recorded clearly and fully in the minutes and when I pressed you about the minutes on 24th April you didn't reply to my email. You didn't 
even reply to the email I sent on 20th May chasing up a response to the 24th April one but you did reply 1 hour 45 minutes after I sent out 
the minutes from the 3rd April Plans Panel meeting to the HPOL group. Obviously by this time the minutes had been written and 
approved.
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In minute 114 it says: "The receipt of an additional 7 letters of representation was reported. Whilst these raised no new material 
considerations, the concerns raised were summarised for Members' information. Comments received from Councillors P Gruen and J 
Illingworth were also conveyed to the Panel." This is an inadequate summary as it doesn't say what the concerns raised were or what P 
Gruen's comments were (which I have subsequently found out were verbal comments, not written comments); and because it doesn't say 
what J Illingworth's comments were (which I think was an email of objection sent on 27th March) but which only appeared on the public 
access portal on 2nd June, despite its upload date being backdated). Minute 114 does not make it clear whether the points numbered 1 to 5 
above, which I asked you about on 24th April, were conveyed to Plans Panel or not, but minute 111 would seem to suggest that they 
weren't. Your latest email reply to me avoids answering the question of whether these points were addressed or not.
 
A little further on in minute 114 it says: Paragraph 1.4 of the submitted report was corrected in light of these further representations. 
The report stated that no children from the local community attended Kings Camp. This was incorrect and Members were updated 
verbally that local children did attend Kings Camp. It was also noted that the original report to Panel in October 2013 had identified 
that the Kings Camp formed part of the formal community use associated with the site." This is almost exactly the same wording that 
you used in your 11th April reply to me. This is the only correction that is minuted.
 
In light of the above: I would ask that in the absence of detail and clarity in the minutes, you respond to me and tell me whether 
the points I have asked about (numbered 1 to 5 above) were addressed in the Plans Panel meeting or not or whether the only point 
that was made to Panel was about the correction of par 1.4 of the submitted report, about attendance at Kings Camp.
 
Having now read the minutes, they have raised further questions:
 
When the Chair asked members of the public to leave the meeting so that Members could privately consider exempt information, why 
were

community plans for the site
funding issues
that a large range of organisations had considered the potential of the site but that no realistic and deliverable proposals had 
come forward
the application for listing the site as an asset of community value and that determining the application undermined the Localism 
Act. The Panel's legal adviser explained that the legislation governing assets of community value set up a separate process 
outside the planning regime

discussed in private as well as: 
 

the legal  advice which had been sought from counsel
 
Please could you tell me, why were the first four bullets considered exempt information?
 
What was considered unrealistic about HPOL's community proposal?
 
Can you name the large range of organisations?
 
Was the offer of funds to help the community with this site from Leeds Metropolitan University mentioned?
 
Was the Section 106 money from Leeds Metropolitan University, to be spent on sports mentioned?
 
Who was the Panel's legal adviser?
 
Minute 114 says that when the public were readmitted to the meeting the main areas of debate related to:

the extent of public open space in the area; the former Royal Park Primary School  site and that the application site was not 
linked to the delivery of further open space, with concerns being raised about this
the promises given to Ward Members that the former Royal Park Primary School site would be retained for community use
the possibility of the Council becoming involved with the Hyde Park legacy Action Group to secure the Victoria Road site for 
community use
the length of time the site had been vacant for without firm, realistic proposals being brought forward

but the minute doesn't actually say what the content of the debate was. Please can you give me some more information?
 
Given that the first bullet seems to be saying that the application being considered should not be linked to the possible delivery of further 
open space due to the demolition of the Royal Park School building, why did the second bullet need to be considered at all?
 
Please can you confirm that the potential green space generated by the demolition of the Royal Park School building was not used 
as a mitigation consideration by Members when debating whether to allow the 13/00868 development?
 
What was said about the possibility of the council becoming involved with HPOL?
 
Please can you define what a firm realistic proposal is?
 
Please can you respond to this email as soon as possible.
 
Best wishes,



 
Dawn Carey Jones
Hyde Park Olympic Legacy
 
 
 
On 28 May 2014, at 15:46, Crabtree, Philip wrote:

Dear	  Dawn,
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  	  your	  recent	  e-‐mail.	  	  I	  apologise	  for	  the	  delay	  in	  responding	  to	  you.
	  
I	  can	  confirm	  that	  your	  letter	  was	  received	  prior	  to	  the	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West	  meeting	  of	  the	  3rd	  April	  2014	  and	  this	  letter	  was	  referred	  to	  
in	  the	  verbal	  update	  given	  at	  the	  Panel	  which	  informs	  Panel	  Members	  of	  any	  further	  representations	  that	  have	  been	  received	  since	  the	  
publication	  of	  the	  Panel	  Report.	  	  Therefore	  the	  Panel	  were	  able	  to	  consider	  the	  matters	  raised	  by	  you	  before	  they	  made	  their	  decision	  on	  the	  
planning	  application.	  	  As	  you	  will	  be	  aware	  Panel	  decided	  to	  grant	  Outline	  Planning	  Permission	  after	  a	  long	  and	  considered	  debate	  on	  the	  material	  
planning	  considerations.
	  
The	  Panel	  were	  informed	  of	  the	  representations	  made	  by	  local	  residents,	  including	  yourself	  about	  the	  public	  use	  of	  the	  site.	  	  The	  Panel	  were	  also	  
clearly	  informed	  that	  the	  voluntary	  offer	  of	  a	  financial	  contribution	  towards	  sports	  equipment	  was	  not	  material	  to	  the	  determination	  of	  the	  
planning	  application.	  	  The	  proposal	  to	  create	  a	  new	  area	  of	  public	  open	  space	  at	  the	  site	  of	  the	  former	  Royal	  Park	  Primary	  School	  was	  also	  clearly	  
identified	  as	  not	  being	  material	  to	  the	  determination	  of	  the	  planning	  application.
	  
The	  Council	  recognises	  the	  existing	  shortage	  of	  formal	  sports	  	  facilities	  in	  the	  locality	  and	  it	  also	  places	  great	  emphasis	  on	  promoting	  healthy	  
lifestyles	  and	  access	  to	  recreation	  space	  for	  	  leisure	  and	  sports	  activities.	  	  The	  Council	  is	  committed	  to	  working	  	  towards	  improving	  the	  existing	  
provision	  within	  the	  local	  area.	  	  The	  creation	  of	  a	  new	  area	  of	  public	  open	  space	  and	  enhancing	  the	  existing	  open	  space	  area	  at	  the	  site	  of	  the	  
former	  Royal	  Park	  Primary	  School	  would	  be	  a	  positive	  step	  in	  seeking	  to	  address	  this	  shortfall.
	  
The	  Council	  is	  not	  able	  to	  release	  the	  confidential	  legal	  advice	  it	  received	  prior	  to	  the	  determination	  of	  the	  planning	  application	  as	  it	  contained	  
information	  that	  could	  prejudice	  the	  Council	  in	  future	  appeals.
	  
I	  trust	  that	  you	  find	  the	  above	  to	  be	  of	  assistance.
	  
Kind	  regards.
	  
Phil	  Crabtree
Chief	  Planning	  Officer
City	  Development
Leeds	  City	  Council
The	  Leonardo	  Building
2	  Rossington	  Street
Leeds
LS2	  	  	  8HD
	  
Tel:	  247	  8187
	  

From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com] 
Sent: 20 May 2014 19:34
To: Crabtree, Philip
Subject: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter (re-sending due to no reply)
 
Dear Phil,
 
I still haven't had a response to this email and it's nearly a month since it was sent. The questions are really important ones.
 
Please reply.
 
Best wishes,
 
Dawn
HPOL
 
Begin forwarded message:
 

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>
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Subject: Re: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter
Date: 24 April 2014 12:12:06 GMT+01:00
To: "Crabtree, Philip" <Phil.Crabtree@leeds.gov.uk>
 
Dear Phil,

Thanks for your reply and for letting us know that the Panel was verbally updated about the additional representations made after 
publication of the report. Will these be included in the minutes?

Was the panel told about HPOL saying in relation to the Report that the boxes for "Equality & Diversity", "Community Cohesion" and 
"Narrowing the Gap" had been wrongly left unticked again and that paragraph 2.18 "misses the main point: The health of many members
of the community is at risk because of lack of exercise."

Was the Panel told about what HPOL had said in relation to para 1.2 of the Report? We said, "[the] report refers to "the desire to improve 
public open space facilities in the locality" and "the importance of providing access to outdoor recreation and sports facilities but "open 
space" for recreation and sports is vulnerable to seasons and weather. Our area needs a sports site with buildings such as the Victoria Road 
site would provide. Also, local schools could not take the pupils to public open space because of safeguarding issues as well as the 
problems of seasons and weather."

Was the fact that there was a blurring in the Report between recreation and sports activities pointed out?

Was the Panel told that HPOL had pointed out that para 1.3 of the Report was written as though it summed up community use of the field 
when in fact it did not?

Was the panel told of what HPOL had said about the Report making links between the Royal Park School site and the Victoria Road site?

We understand the Council wanting to keep the legal advice confidential in case the Panel had not reversed its December 2013 decision 
because in that case publishing legal advice to the contrary would have put the Council in a difficult position and would have jeopardised 
its position had there been an appeal. However, since the Panel reversed its decision, there won't be an appeal and therefore this 
consideration no longer applies.

The legal advice was paid for out of public funds, and might be helpful to those putting forward or objecting to future planning 
applications and therefore we ask for the confidential report to be made public.

Best wishes,

Dawn

On 11 Apr 2014, at 15:00, Crabtree, Philip wrote:

Dear Dawn,
 
Thank you for your letter of the 7th April in which you raised two points.  Firstly, you ask that the corrections to the Panel 
Report are recorded clearly and in full in the minutes of the meeting.  Secondly, you ask to seek the confidential panel report.
 
On this first matter, I can confirm that the case officer verbally updated Panel of the additional representations submitted 
following the publication of the report.  Of the information contained within the additional representations, the following 
points were identified as being matters not previously covered in the Panel Reports of the October and December 2013 and 
April 2014.
 
Members we told of the requests to defer or refuse the application.  Members were informed of the submission of an 
nomination for registering the playing field as an Asset of Community Value.  Members were advised as to the Council 
protocol for re-notifying objectors.  Paragraph 1.4 of the Panel Report was corrected in light of these further representations.  
The report stated that no children from the local community attended Kings Camp.  This was incorrect and the verbal update 
at Panel identified that local children did attend Kings Camp.  It was also noted at Panel that the original Panel Report from 
October 2013 had identified that the Kings Camp formed part of the formal community use associated with the site.
 
The confidential report was exempt from publication as it contained legal advice in relation to any appeal should planning 
permission be refused.  I regret, therefore, that I am unable to provide you with a copy of this report.
 
I trust this information assists. If you require any further information please contact me.
 
Regards
 

mailto:Phil.Crabtree@leeds.gov.uk


Phil Crabtree
CHIEF PLANNING OFFICER
City Development
Leeds City Council
The Leonardo Building
2 Rossington Street
LEEDS   LS2 8HD
 
Tel: 247 8187
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com]
Sent: 07 April 2014 16:00
To: Crabtree, Philip
Subject: HPOL: 13/00868 Letter
 
Dear Phil,
 
Please find attached a letter from HPOL.
 
Best wishes,
 
Dawn
 
 
________________________________________________________________________
 
The information in this email (and any attachment) may be for the
intended recipient only. If you know you are not the intended recipient,
please do not use or disclose the information in any way and please
delete this email (and any attachment) from your system.
 
The Council does not accept service of legal documents by e-mail.        
________________________________________________________________________
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 Planning Services 
 The Leonardo Building 
 2 Rossington Street 
 LEEDS 
 LS2 8HD 
 
 Contact: Phil Crabtree 
 Tel: 0113 2478177 
 Fax: 0113 2476518 
                               Email:phil.crabtree@leeds.gov.uk 

                  
                Your Ref:  
 

Our Ref. 13/00868/FU 
 
 1 October 2014 
 
Dear Ms Carey Jones,  
 
Complaint regarding consideration of application for development at Victoria Road, 
Headingley – planning application reference 13/00868/OT for retail and residential 
development 
 
Thank you for your email to Jayne Conboy of 21 August 2014 which relates to a lack of 
response to your email of 3 June 2014 concerning the manner that this planning application 
was dealt with at the meeting of the South & West Plans Panel of 3 April 2014.  
 
First of all I hope you will accept my apologies for this delay. I do note that you have been 
corresponding with planning officers since the Panel resolved to grant planning permission 
and have received a number of responses so far but I will now attempt to respond to your 
concerns in the order raised.   
 
The first five points in your email concern the manner in which the Planning Officer verbally 
updated the Plans Panel prior to Members considering the application.  These points are: -  
 

1. Was the panel told about HPOL saying in relation to the Report that the boxes for 
"Equality & Diversity", "Community Cohesion" and "Narrowing the Gap" had been 
wrongly left unticked again and that paragraph 2.18 "misses the main point: The 
health of many members of the community is at risk because of lack of exercise." 

2. Was the Panel told about what HPOL had said in relation to para 1.2 of the Report? 
We said, "[the] report refers to "the desire to improve public open space facilities in 
the locality" and "the importance of providing access to outdoor recreation and sports 
facilities but "open space" for recreation and sports is vulnerable to seasons and 
weather. Our area needs a sports site with buildings such as the Victoria Road site 
would provide. Also, local schools could not take the pupils to public open space 
because of safeguarding issues as well as the problems of seasons and weather." 
 

Dawn Carey Jones 
 
Via email 
Dawncareyjones@hotmail.com 



www.leeds.gov.uk switchboard : 0113 234 8080 

3. Was the fact that there was a blurring in the Report between recreation and sports 
activities pointed out? 

4. Was the Panel told that HPOL had pointed out that para 1.3 of the Report was written 
as though it summed up community use of the field when in fact it did not? 

5. Was the panel told of what HPOL had said about the Report making links between the 
Royal Park School site and the Victoria Road site? 

 
 
In summary, I am satisfied that these issues were addressed in the verbal update given to 
members prior to discussions on the application taking place.  
 
You may be aware that an audio recording of the Plans Panel meetings is now made and 
from listening back I can confirm that the points you raise were referred to by the planning 
officer in his update to members.  In specific response to point 1. above, the matter you raise 
is addressed in the report to Panel as follows: 
 
 
1.7 The Hyde Park Olympic Legacy (HPOL) group has also written to add further 
representations. They are concerned that the report of the Chief Planning Officer of 
the 10th October and 5th December respectively has not filled in the boxes on the 
front pages of the reports describing Specific Implications For: “Equality and 
Diversity”, “Community Cohesion” and “Narrowing the Gap”. The HPOL consider 
that “It seems to us that the loss of a playing field and modern sports centre to the 
community in the Hyde Park area of Leeds would have a hugely deleterious effect 
on all of the above and that these three boxes should all have a “yes” placed in 
them”. 
 
The report goes on to address this matter: 
 
 
2.18 Response to additional representations raised. The Hyde Park Olympic Legacy are 
concerned that the report of the Chief Planning Officer of the 10th October and 5th 
December respectively has not filled in the boxes on the front pages of the reports 
describing Specific Implications For: “Equality and Diversity”, “Community Cohesion” 
and “Narrowing the Gap”. It is clear that the planning application and the 
redevelopment of the site means a great deal to the local community. The Council 
recognize the sensitivities around the application and has spent considerable time 
examining the matters raised by all parties. The findings of the Panel reports of the 
10th October and 5th December clearly identify the material planning considerations 
along with the sensitivities associated with the application proposals. Although the 
application has generated significant local interest as the site is private land with 
very limited public access officers consider the redevelopment of the site would 
have a neutral impact on matters of ‘community cohesion’, ‘equality and diversity’ 
and the aim to ‘Narrow the Gap’. 
 
With regard to what you state is a ‘blurring’ in the Report between recreation and sports 
activities; I do not understand the point. They are arguably different but closely related and 
referred to, for example, within the same sentence in paragraph 73 of the National Planning 
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Policy Framework which refers to ‘Existing open space, sports and recreation buildings and 
land …’ 
 
With reference to paragraph 114 of the published minutes and the reported receipt of an 
additional 7 letters of representation including from elected members, and your assertion that 
the summary in the minutes is ‘inadequate’ I would not agree. Meeting minutes are a 
summary of the main points, not a verbatim account of everything said and every document 
referred to.  The minutes state that no new material considerations were raised meaning that 
the matters in those letters were addressed in the report and verbally, before the decision 
was taken to approve the application. 
 
With regard to the document prepared by the HPOL and its late submission, this is 
referenced at 111 of the published minutes of the meeting.  It is a matter for the Chair to 
decide whether documents submitted late in the process can be considered.  The Agenda 
and Reports pack is sent to the Panel Members 5 working days before the Panel meeting 
and is also published on the website then.  To take into account a detailed document such 
as this submitted after that, a document not made available to the public and which the 
Panel has not been able to properly consider, would be likely to be considered contrary to 
the interests of an open and transparent decision making process.   
 
You seek clarification as to whether community plans for the site, funding issues and the 
listed of the site as an asset of community value were discussed when the public were 
required to leave the meeting.  However, these issues were not exempt from public 
discussion and were clearly referred to in discussion.   Moreover, the minutes note that a 
motion to defer the application to allow more time for the local community to put forward a 
funding package for the site was considered but not supported (see minute 114 attached).  
Minute 114 also shows that members discussed the demolition of the former Royal Park 
School building in the context of HPOL’s submissions.  The Panel was clear that there were 
no proposals at Royal Park Primary School that were material to the determination of the 
planning application before them.  The Panel also considered that the community proposals 
at the time the application was determined were, in its opinion, not in a position realistically 
to be delivered and that no community funding was in place.   
 
You refer to why HPOL’s proposals were considered ‘unrealistic’ and my response is that the 
group has no funding in place to deliver its proposals and no agreement from relevant 
interested parties.  
 
I can confirm that LMU’s expressed support for HPOL has been reported to the Panel.   
 
I can confirm that the potential for Greenspace on the site of the demolished former Royal 
Park School Building was not used as a mitigation consideration by Members when debating 
the proposals.   
 
Taking all these matters into account the Plans Panel considered the motion to defer making 
a decision on the application to allow the local community more time to put funding package 
in place, but a majority of Panel Members did not support this motion and it was defeated.   
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I hope I have dealt with the issues you raised and that you will accept the clarifications and 
explanations I have provided.  If you wish to request a review of my decision, please write to 
Jayne Conboy, Departmental Customer Relations Officer, at the above address or by 
telephone on (0113) 2477897 or email Jayne.conboy@leeds.gov.uk, However, consideration 
will normally only be given to new facts and evidence, or to comments on the above facts 
and evidence on which I have relied as part of my investigation.   
 
Yours sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
 
Phil Crabtree 
Chief Planning Officer 
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SOUTH AND WEST PLANS PANEL 
 

THURSDAY, 3RD APRIL, 2014 
 

PRESENT: 
 

Councillor J McKenna in the Chair 

 Councillors J Akhtar, J Bentley, A Castle, 
M Coulson, R Finnigan, C Gruen, J Hardy, 
C Towler, P Truswell and R Wood 

 
 
 

109 Chair's opening remarks  
 

 The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting 
 
 

110 Exempt Information - Possible Exclusion of the Press and Public  
 

 RESOLVED -  That the public be excluded from the meeting during 
consideration of the following part of the agenda designated exempt on the 
grounds that is likely, in view of the business to be transacted or the nature of 
the proceedings, that if members of the public were present there would be 
disclosure to them of exempt information as designated as follows: 
 The appendix referred to in minute 114 under Schedule 12A Local 
Government Act 1972 and the terms of Access to Information Procedure Rule 
10.4(5) and on the grounds it contains information in respect of which a claim 
to legal professional privilege could be maintained in legal proceedings.   
Whilst there may be a public interest in disclosure, in all the circumstances of 
the case, maintaining the exemption is considered to outweigh the public 
interest in disclosing this information at this time 
 
  

111 Late Items  
 

 There were no formal late items, however the Panel was in receipt of a 
photograph of the site at Deanhurst, Gelderd Road Gildersome – Application 
13/05511/FU – which had been tabled by Officers in response to a matter 
which had been raised on the site visit earlier in the day (minute 117 refers) 
 The Chair also made reference to a document prepared by the Hyde 
Park Olympic Legacy Action Group, he had just been handed in respect of 
Application 13/00868/OT – Victoria Road (minute 114 refers) and stated that 
the document was too detailed to consider at such a late stage 
 
 

112 Declarations of Disclosable Pecuniary Interests  
 

 There were no declarations of disclosable pecuniary interests although 
later in the meeting two Members brought to the Panel’s attention matters in 
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relation to application 13/05650/FU – 1 Sydenham Street Holbeck (minute 
116 refers) 
 
 

113 Minutes  
 

 RESOLVED -  That the minutes of the South and West Plans Panel 
meeting held on 6th March 2014 be approved 
 
 

114 Application 13/00868/OT -  Outlne application for residential 
development and retail store -Victoria Road, Headingley  

 
 Further to minute 72 of the South and West Plans Panel meeting held 
on 5th December 2013, where Panel resolved not to accept the Officer’s 
recommendation to grant outline approval for residential development and 
retail store and requested a further report be brought back setting out possible 
reasons for refusal based upon the concerns expressed by Panel, Members 
considered a further report of the Chief Planning Officer.   Appended to the 
report was information considered to be exempt, which related to legal advice 
which had been sought by the Council on this matter 

Plans, photographs and drawings were displayed at the meeting 
Officers presented the report; outlined the issues which had been 

considered following the Panel meeting in December 2013 and explained the 
difficulties Officers considered they would have in substantiating the proposed 
reasons for refusal of the application at an appeal 

The report before Panel asked Members to consider the information 
provided and to re-assess their resolution of 5th December 2013 to refuse the 
application.   Reference was made to the proposed S106 package, with it 
being stressed that when re-assessing the application that the additional sum 
of money offered by the applicant towards the provision of sporting equipment 
in the locality was not material to the planning application 

The receipt of an additional 7 letters of representation was reported.   
Whilst these raised no new material considerations, the concerns raised were 
summarised for Members’ information.   Comments received from Councillors 
P Gruen and J Illingworth were also conveyed to the Panel 

Members were informed of requests received to defer or refuse the 
application and of the recent submission of a further application to register the 
playing field as an Asset of Community Value.    The Council protocol for re-
notifying objectors was also explained 

Paragraph 1.4 of the submitted report was corrected in light of these 
further representations.   The report stated that no children from the local 
community attended Kings Camp.   This was incorrect and Members were 
updated verbally that local children did attend Kings Camp.   It was also noted 
that the original report to Panel in October 2013 had identified that the Kings 
Camp formed part of the formal community use associated with the site 

At this point the Chair asked the public to leave the meeting to enable 
the exempt information to be considered, in private 
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 In discussing the information, the Chair reminded Members and 
Officers of the need to focus on the information contained in the exempt 
papers 
 The following matters were discussed: 

• community plans for the site 

• funding issues 

• that a range of organisations had considered the potential of the 
site but that no realistic and deliverable proposals had come 
forward 

• the application for listing the site as an asset of community value 
and that determining the application undermined the Localism 
Act.   The Panel’s legal adviser explained that the legislation 
governing assets of community value set up a separate process 
outside the planning regime 

• the legal advice which had been sought from counsel 
 

At this point the public were readmitted to the meeting 
The Panel discussed the proposals, with the main areas of debate  

relating to: 

• the extent of public open space in the area; the former Royal 
Park Primary School site and that the application site was not 
linked to the delivery of further open space, with concerns being 
raised about this 

• the promises given to Ward Members that the former Royal Park 
Primary School site would be retained for community use 

• the possibility of the Council becoming involved with the Hyde 
Park Legacy Action Group to secure the Victoria Road site for 
community use 

• the length of time the site had been vacant for without firm, 
realistic proposals being brought forward 

Members considered how to proceed.   A proposal to defer  
determination of the application to enable work to be undertaken on building a 
funding package, with support from the Council, was moved and seconded.   
The vote was lost.   The Officer’s recommendation to approve the application 
in principle and defer and delegate the approval to the Chief Planning Officer 
was also moved and seconded.   Having considered the report; the 
information contained in the exempt appendix to the submitted report and the 
discussions held at the meeting, the Panel 
 RESOLVED –   

i) To approve the application in principle and to defer and delegate 
approval of the application to the Chief Planning Officer subject 
to the conditions specified in the report to Panel of 10th October 
2013 and subject to the completion of a Legal Agreement within 
3 months of the date of resolution of Panel, to include: 

• 5% affordable housing contribution (on site 100% Sub Market or 
an off-site contribution to go towards bringing vacant properties 
back into family use in the Headingley/Hyde Park area) 

• On site greenspace provision and maintenance 
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• Off site greenspace contribution for children’s equipped play 
equipment £19,950.14 

• Residential metrocard scheme A – bus only - £11,088.00 

• Contribution towards improving and enhancing sports facilities in 
the locality - £26,777.00 

• Local employment scheme 
ii) That the Director of City Development be asked to bring forward 

proposals for the creation of an area of public open space on the 
site of the former Royal Park Primary School to connect into the 
existing public open space adjoining the primary school for the 
benefit and enjoyment of the local community, in consulation 
with local Ward Members and community groups 

 
(Under Council Procedure 16.5, Councillor J Bentley and Councillor R 
Finnigan required it to be recorded that they voted against approval of 
the application) 
 

 
115 Application 13/05700/FU - First floor side extension -  56 Eden Crescent, 

Kirkstall, Leeds  
 

 Plans, photographs and drawings were displayed at the meeting.   A 
Members site visit had taken place earlier in the day 
 Officers presented the report which sought approval for a first floor side 
extension at 56 Eden Crescent LS4 
 Members discussed the application and commented on the existing 
extensions of the property, some of which fell under Permitted Development 
Rights.   Concerns were raised about the level of Permitted Development and 
that this matter should be referred to the Local Government Association.   It 
was noted that the local MP had asked to be informed of the outcome, with a 
suggestion being made that Rachel Reeves could be asked to raise concerns 
in Parliament about the extent of Permitted Development Rights.   The Head 
of Planning Services confirmed that concerns would be sent to the Leeds 
West MP  
 RESOLVED -  That the application be granted subject to the conditions 
set out in the submitted report 
 
 

116 Application 13/05650/FU - Application for change of use from residential 
caretaker's home (Use Class C3) to a mixed use of office use and 
counselling educational/training support services (Use Classes B1A and 
D1) - 1 Sydenham Street, Holbeck, Leeds  

 
 Plans and photographs were displayed at the meeting.   A Members 
site visit had taken place earlier in the day 
 
 Councillor Hardy brought to the Panel’s attention that he gave money 
to the charity involved but this was not a large sum.   He also had an open 
mind about the application.   After advice from the legal officer, Councillor 



 

Minutes approved at the meeting  
held on Thursday, 1st May, 2014 

 

Hardy confirmed that this did not amount to a disclosable pecuniary interest 
and there was no predetermination 
 Officers presented the report which sought approval for a change of 
use of premises to provide outreach and support services for women who are 
trapped in street prostitution 
 Members were informed that the location of the premises had been 
chosen carefully as it was not near residential dwellings but was easily 
accessible, particularly from the city centre 
 If minded to approve the application, a condition restricting the use to 
that specified on the application form would guard against other possible D1 
uses in the future, which could have a greater impact on highway safety 
 The receipt of two further letters of representation was reported 
 
 Councillor Coulson brought to the attention of the Panel his 
involvement as Co-Chair of a Committee dealing with the issue of prostitution.   
The Panel’s legal adviser confirmed this was not a disclosable pecuniary 
interest and asked whether Councillor Coulson still considered he had an 
open mind.   Councillor Coulson advised that he had not formed a view on the 
application 
 
 The Panel heard representations from an objector who attended the 
meeting and provided information to Members, which included: 

• a lack of public consultation on the proposals 

• the problems of prostitution in the Holbeck Area, with concerns 
the proposals would increase the level of this 

• the proximity of the site to an existing residential area and to an 
area designated for regeneration by the Council 

• the level of local objection to the proposals, particularly from 
residents’ groups 
 

The Panel then heard representations on behalf of the applicant, who  
provided information to Members, which included: 

• the work of the organisation known as Joanna 

• the nature of the premises which were small and discreet 

• the limited opening hours 

• an understanding of the local concerns about the proposals 
Following a concern raised by a member of the public, Councillor 
Coulson and Councillor Hardy stated they would not comment or vote 
on this matter 

 RESOLVED -  That the application be granted subject to the conditions 
set out in the submitted report 
 
 

117 Application 13/05511/FU - Variation of condiition number 5 (external 
storage) of planning permission 12/01608/FU (Change of use of former 
haulage office and HGV parking area to use class B8 unit with ancillary 
offices and trade counter/showroom with external storage to the rear 
yard area and additional parking provision ) - Deanhurst, Gelderd Road, 
Gildersome, Leeds  
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 Plans, photographs and drawings were displayed at the meeting.   A 
Members site visit had taken place earlier in the day 
 Officers presented a report which sought approval for a variation of a 
condition of planning permission 12/01608/FU, which restricted the areas 
available for external storage so that areas on the western, northern and 
eastern boundaries could also be used for that purpose.   It was noted the 
application was retrospective as the business had been operating in this 
manner since opening in 2012 
 As a revised plan had been requested by Officers, Members were now 
being asked to agree to defer and delegate approval of the application 
 RESOLVED -  To approve the application in principle and to defer and 
delegate approval to the Chief Planning Officer subject to the conditions set 
out in the submitted report; an additional condition to ensure parking is 
marked out on site prior to first use; consultation with Ward Members 
regarding the provision of acoustic fencing to the northern boundary and 
swapping of car parking on the southern boundary with storage of 
unpalletised gas containers on the northern boundary, with a revised plan 
being submitted showing these alterations.   In the event that agreement on 
these matters could not be achieved, that the application be brought back to 
Panel for determination 
 
 

118 Application 14/00477/FU - Rebuild of existing factory facility on similar 
footprint with service yard and internal access road, replacement car 
parking, widening of existing entrance road, demolition of cottages with 
hard and soft landscaping at Park Mills, Leeds Road Rawdon  

 
 Plans and photographs were displayed at the meeting.   A Members 
site visit had taken place earlier in the day 
 Officers presented a report which sought approval of the rebuild of an 
existing factory facility, following a fire in 2013 
 The main issues for consideration were outlined, with Members being 
informed that despite a proposed increase in height of the factory building, 
this was considered to be acceptable.   In terms of the relationship between 
properties on the southern boundary, although the new factory would be 
closer, the separation distances were considered to be acceptable.   The 
proposals would also provide improved noise attenuation measures 
 The Panel welcomed the proposals and the improvements which had 
been incorporated into the rebuild of the factory.   The Chair also praised the 
work of the Council in helping the company to relocate quickly after the fire 
 A request for additional planting to be incorporated into the scheme 
was made 
 RESOLVED -  That the application be granted subject to the conditions 
set out in the submitted report, including additional conditions to cover the 
provision of further soft landscaping on the site and the submission and 
approval of a landscape plan for the whole of the site 
 
  

119 Application 12/03580/FU - Erection of  59 dwellings and associated 
works - Land off Pollard Lane, Bramley, Leeds  
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 Plans, photographs and graphics were displayed at the meeting.   A 
Members site visit had taken place earlier in the day 
 Officers presented a report which sought approval of an application 
which would complete the redevelopment of a previously industrial site within 
the Green Belt, but which proposed a change to the accommodation to be 
provided, with houses replacing flats within the scheme.   As a result of the 
proposals, the extent of built development would increase beyond that 
previously approved and an area of public open space in the middle of the site 
would be built on with open space being laid out on additional land beyond the 
built development 
 Members were informed that a financial viability statement had been 
submitted and assessed which had concluded that the additional dwellings 
and therefore, the additional land would be required, in order that the scheme 
could be completed.   As a result of an increase in the number of houses 
being provided, an education contribution was also being sought and the 
applicants had offered a sum of £60,000 towards this 
 In terms of support for the scheme, existing residents of the part-
developed site were supportive of the proposals.   Further commitment to the 
scheme by the developer was the one year time limit for commencement of 
works on site 
 Regarding the additional land required for the scheme, although Green 
Belt, this remained in the curtilage of the former mill and yard and in this case, 
it was felt this did not constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
 Members welcomed the scheme and sought clarification on the level of 
the education contribution to be provided 
 RESOLVED -  To defer and delegate approval to the Chief Planning 
Officer subject to the signing of a S106 Agreement for a commuted sum of 
£123,000 for improvements to footpath to Kirkstall Forge Railway Station and 
canal tow path, laying out and maintenance of open space and public access 
areas; the provision of a commuted sum of £60,000 for education; any further 
detailed design changes required to the proposed house types and layout and 
subject to the conditions set out in the submitted report 
 
 

120 Date and time of next meeting  
 

 Thursday 1st May 2014 at 1.30pm in the Civic Hall, Leeds 
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Decision	  Notice:	  Planning	  Application	  13/00868	  
dated	  12th	  September	  2014	  



Town and Country Planning Act 1990

Grant of Outline Planning Permission

Page 1 of 11 

The Leonardo Building  2 Rossington Street  Leeds  LS2 8HD

Applicant: Chartford Homes And Holbeck 
Land - Mr Matthew Fuller

Application Number: 13/00868/OT

Date Accepted: 12 March 2013Agent: Barton Willmore LLP - Mr Stuart 
Natkus
3rd Floor
14 King Street
Leeds
LS1 2HL

Date of Decision: 12 September 2014

Proposed Development At: Victoria Road  Headingley  Leeds  LS6   

Proposal: Outline application for residential development and retail store

Outline planning permission granted in accordance with the approved plans and 
specifications and subject to the condition(s) set out below:-

1) Application for approval of all reserved matters shall be made to the Local Planning 
Authority before the expiration of three years from the date of this permission. The 
development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of two years from 
the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be agreed.

Imposed pursuant to the provisions of Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004.

2) Approval of the following details (hereinafter referred to as the reserved matters) shall 
be obtained from the Local Planning Authority, in writing before the development is 
commenced.

Layout
Scale
Appearance
The landscaping of the site
Plans and particulars of the reserved matters shall be submitted utilising a planning 
application form and shall be carried out as approved.

Because the application is in outline only and as no details have been submitted of the 
reserved matters, they are reserved for subsequent approval by the Local Planning 
Authority.
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3) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved plans listed in the Plans Schedule.

For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.

4) Any Reserved Matters application submitted to the Local Planning Authority shall be 
made in accordance with the contents of the Victoria Road Design Statements as 
shown in the approved plans list.

In the interest of preserving the setting of the adjacent Listed building and Headingley 
Conservation Area

5) Development shall not commence until a scheme detailing surface water drainage 
works has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
The works shall be implemented in accordance with the approved scheme before the 
development is brought into use, or as set out in the approved phasing details. 

To ensure sustainable drainage and flood prevention in accordance with policies GP5, 
N39A of the adopted Leeds UDP Review (2006) and the National Planning Portal 
Framework.

6) Development shall not commence until a Phase I Desk Study has been submitted to, 
and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority and: 
(a) Where the approved Phase I Desk Study indicates that intrusive investigation is 
necessary, development shall not commence until a Phase II Site Investigation Report 
has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority, 
(b) Where remediation measures are shown to be necessary in the Phase I/Phase 
II Reports and/or where soil or soil forming material is being imported to site, 
development shall not commence until a Remediation Statement demonstrating how 
the site will be made suitable for the intended use has been submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The Remediation Statement shall 
include a programme for all works and for the provision of Verification Reports.

To ensure that the presence of contamination is identified, risks assessed and 
proposed remediation works are agreed in order to make the site suitable for use in 
accordance with policies Land 1 of the Natural Resources and Waste Local Plan 2013 
and GP5 of the Unitary Development Plan Review 2006. 

7) Remediation works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved Remediation 
Statement.  On completion of those works, the Verification Report(s) shall be submitted 
to the Local Planning Authority in accordance with the approved programme. The site 
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or phase of a site shall not be brought into use until such time as all verification 
information has been approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

To ensure that the remediation works are fully implemented as agreed and the site has 
been demonstrated to be suitable for use in accordance with policies Land 1 of the 
Natural Resources and Waste Local Plan 2013 and GP5 of the Unitary Development 
Plan Review 2006.

8) If remediation is unable to proceed in accordance with the approved Remediation 
Statement, or where significant unexpected contamination is encountered, the Local 
Planning Authority shall be notified in writing immediately and operations on the 
affected part of the site shall cease.  An amended or new Remediation Statement shall 
be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to any 
further remediation works which shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the 
revised approved Statement.

To ensure that any necessary remediation works are identified to make the site 
suitable for use in accordance with policies Land 1 of the Natural Resources and 
Waste Local Plan 2013 and GP5 of the Unitary Development Plan Review 2006.

9) Development shall not commence until full details of both hard and soft landscape 
works, including an implementation programme, have been submitted to and approved 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Hard landscape works shall include
(a) proposed finished levels and/or contours, 
(b) boundary details and means of enclosure, 
(c) car parking layouts, 
(d) other vehicle and pedestrian access and circulation areas, 
(e) hard surfacing areas, 
(f) minor artefacts and structures (e.g. furniture, play equipment, refuse or other 
storage units, signs, lighting etc.), 
(g) proposed and existing functional services above and below ground (e.g. drainage, 
power cables, communication cables, pipelines etc., indicating lines, manholes, 
supports etc.).  
Soft landscape works shall include 
(h) planting plans 
(i) written specifications (including soil depths, cultivation and other operations 
associated with plant and grass establishment) and 
j) schedules of plants noting species, planting sizes and proposed numbers/densities.

All hard and soft landscaping works shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details, approved implementation programme and British Standard BS 
4428:1989 Code of Practice for General Landscape Operations. The developer shall 
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complete the approved landscaping works and confirm this in writing to the Local 
Planning Authority prior to the date agreed in the implementation programme.

To ensure the provision and establishment of acceptable landscape in accordance with 
adopted Leeds UDP Review (2006) policies GP5, N23, N25 and LD1.

10) Notwithstanding the formation of the access as shown on the approved plan the 
existing stone boundary wall to Victoria Road shall be retained and maintained during 
the lifetime of the development. 

In the interest of visual amenity and preserving the setting of the adjacent Headingley 
Conservation Area.

11) Development shall not commence until details of design of building foundations and 
layout, position and dimensions of service trenches, ditches and drains (in accordance 
with  British Standard 5837 (2012) Trees in relation to design, demolition and 
construction. unless otherwise agreed in writing), has been submitted to and approved 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Works shall be carried out in accordance 
with the approved details.

To ensure the continuity of amenity afforded by existing trees and protect root systems 
in accordance with adopted Leeds UDP Review (2006) policies GP5, N23 and LD1.  

12) a) No works shall commence until all existing trees, hedges, bushes shown to be 
retained on the approved plans are fully safeguarded  by protective fencing and ground 
protection in accordance with approved plans and specifications and the provisions of  
British Standard 5837 (2012) Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction, 
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Such measures 
shall be retained for the duration of any demolition and/or approved works.

b) No works or development shall commence until a written arboricultural method 
statement for a tree care plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority. Works or development shall then be carried out in accordance 
with the approved method statement.

c) No equipment, machinery or materials shall be used, stored or burnt within any 
protected area. Ground levels within these areas shall not be altered, nor any 
excavations undertaken including the provision of any underground services, without 
the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority. 
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d) Seven days written notice shall be given to the Local Planning Authority that the 
protection measures are in place prior to demolition and/or approved works, to allow 
inspection and approval of the works.

To ensure the protection and preservation of trees, hedges, bushes and other natural 
features during construction works, in accordance with adopted Leeds UDP Review 
(2006) policies GP5, N23 and LD1. 

13) If within a period of five years from the date of the planting of any tree/hedge/shrub that 
tree/hedge/shrub, or any replacement, is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies, or 
becomes, in the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, seriously damaged or 
defective, another tree/hedge/shrub of the same species and size as that originally 
planted shall be planted in the same location as soon as reasonably possible and no 
later than the first available planting season, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority.

To ensure maintenance of a healthy landscape scheme, in accordance with adopted 
Leeds UDP Review (2006) policies GP5 and LD1.

14) Notwithstanding the approved details, before development is commenced full details of 
cycle/motorcycle parking and facilities shall be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. The development shall not be occupied until the 
approved cycle/motorcycle parking and facilities have been provided.  The facilities 
shall thereafter be retained for the lifetime of the development.

In order to meet the aims of adopted Leeds UDP Review (2006) policy T2 and T7A

15) The new vehicular access and off-site highway works shown on the approved plan 
must be constructed before first occupation of the any of the dwellings or first use of 
the retail unit on the site.

In the interest of highway safety.

16) The boundary treatment across the site frontages of all dwellings within the site must 
be no greater in height than 1m above the adjacent carriageway level and must be 
maintained as such thereafter for the lifetime of the development.

In the interest of highway safety.

17) Development shall not be occupied until all areas shown on the approved plans to be 
used by vehicles have been fully laid out, surfaced and drained such that surface water 
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does not discharge or transfer onto the highway. These areas shall not be used for any 
other purpose thereafter.

To ensure the free and safe use of the highway in accordance with adopted Leeds 
UDP Review (2006) policy T2 and Street Design Guide SPD (2009).

18) No works shall begin at the site until full details of the methods to be employed to 
prevent mud, grit and dirt being carried onto the public highway
from the development hereby approved, have been submitted and approved in writing 
of the Local Planning Authority. The methods thereby approved shall be implemented 
at the commencement of work on site, and shall be thereafter be retained and 
employed until completion of the development.

In the interest of highway safety and protecting other road users and local residents.

19) The retail store shall only operate between the hours of 7am to 11pm.

In the interest of residential amenity

20) There shall be no deliveries to the retail store before 7am or after 7pm.

In the interest of residential amenity

21) Prior to first occupation of the retail unit a Car park management plan and delivery plan 
shall be submitted by developer land approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The approved details shall be implemented prior to first use of the retail unit 
and thereafter retained and maintained for the lifetime of the development.  

In the interest of highway safety and residential amenity

22) Details of any plant or equipment to be installed on the retail store shall be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to its installation and the 
system shall be installed and maintained in accordance with the approved details.  

In the interests of visual and residential  amenity and in accordance with adopted 
Leeds UDP Review (2006) policy GP5 and the National Planning Policy Framework.

23) Development shall not be occupied until the approved cycle/motorcycle parking and 
facilities as detailed on any Reserved Matter approval have been provided.  The 
facilities shall be retained for the lifetime of the development.
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In order to meet the aims of adopted Leeds UDP Review (2006) policy T2 and T7A and 
T7B.

24) Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) Order 1995 (or any Orders revoking or re-enacting that Order with or 
without modification) planning permission shall be obtained before any roof alteration, 
dormer, extension or out building; are erected.

As the Local Planning Authority wish to keep control over the erection of these 
buildings.

25) The internal footprint of the retail unit building shall not exceed 372 square metres. The 
internal footprint of the retail shall include both the 'shop floor' and the associated 
storage/loading area.
 
In the interest of protecting the viability and vitality of the defined town and local 
centres

26) No building works shall take place until details and samples of all external walling and 
roofing materials have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.  Samples shall be made available on site prior to the commencement of 
building works, for inspection by the Local Planning Authority which shall be notified in 
writing of their availability.  The building works shall be constructed from the materials 
thereby approved.

In the interests of visual amenity, in accordance with adopted Leeds UDP Review 
(2006) policy GP5 and the National Planning Policy Framework.

27) Any dwellings on site shall be occupied as a C3 dwellinghouse in accordance with the 
Use Classes Order.

In the interest of ensuring a balanced mix of accommodation within the defined Area of 
Housing Mix.
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Plans Schedule - as referred to in Condition No. 3 above:-

Plan Type Plan Reference Received
Site Location Plan/Red Line/OS 
Plan

001 12.03.2013

Block Plan/Layout Plan 1201701 16.05.2013
Other DESIGN STATEMENT 13.09.2013
Other DESIGN BRIEF STATEMENT 13.09.2013

For information:-

1) In reaching a decision the case officer dealing with the application has worked with the 
applicant/agent in a positive way to produce an acceptable scheme in accordance with 
paragraphs 186 and 187 of the National Planning Policy framework.

2) The applicant is advised that remediation of any contaminated site is required to a 
standard such that the site would be suitable for use policies Land 1 of the Natural 
Resources and Waste Local Plan 2013 and GP5 of the Unitary Development Plan 
Review 2006.  This includes the quality of imported soils and soil forming materials. 
The developer is responsible for the ensuring that development is safe and suitable for 
use for the intended purpose.

3) The applicant should be aware that there is an Agreement/Obligation by way of 
undertaking under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 affecting 
this site or that there is likely to be a need to enter into such Agreement/offer an 
Obligation to discharge the requirements of conditions above.

4) All reports addressing land contamination should be compiled in accordance with best 
practice and policies Land 1 of the Natural Resources and Waste Local Plan 2013 and 
GP5 of the Unitary Development Plan Review 2006.

Prior to preparing any reports in compliance with conditions related to land 
contamination the applicant is also advised to refer to the Leeds City Council guidance 
leaflets in the series:- The Development of Contaminated Sites:
The Blue Leaflet (CL2) -  Reports in Support of Planning Applications
The Green Leaflet (CL3) -  Human Health Quantitative Risk Assessment
The Yellow Leaflet (CL4) -  Residential Development on Land Affected by 
Contamination
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These leaflets can be obtained from the council at the Leonardo Building Reception, 2 
Rossington Street, Leeds, LS2 8HD or from our website 
www.leeds.gov.uk/contaminatedland.

5) The adopted highway within the site will be constructed through a S38 Agreement of 
the 1980 Highways Act. The site access on Victoria Road and off-site highway works 
on Victoria Road will be completed via a S278 Agreement of the 1980 Highways Act. 

This will also include the imposition of a 'Resident's Only Parking Permit Scheme' on 
all of the highways within the development site. The full cost of this scheme including 
design, any necessary consultation, implementation and management of the scheme 
must be met by the applicant.

The proposed development lies within a coal mining area which may contain unrecorded 
mining related hazards.  If any coal mining feature is encountered during development, this 
should be reported to the Coal Authority.  Any intrusive activities which disturb or enter any 
coal seams, coal mine workings or coal mine entries (shafts and adits) requires the prior 
written permission of the Coal Authority.  Property specific summary information on coal 
mining can be obtained from the Coal Authority’s Property Search Service on 0845 762 6848 
or at www.groundstability.com.

Applicants are requested to remove any site notices related to this application from outside 
the property to which the application relates.

Important Information about Your Planning Permission

Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)
(England) Order 2010 

This decision notice only relates to the grant of outline planning permission.  It does not give 
any approval or consent which may be needed under any legislation, enactment, bye-laws, 
order or regulation other than the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended.  You 
may need other approvals, consents or licenses for the development eg reserved matters 
approval or building regulations approval.  

This permission is granted in strict accordance with the approved plans.  It should be noted 
however that:

(a) A variation from the approved plans following commencement of the development is 
likely to constitute unauthorised development and may be liable to enforcement action.
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(b) Variation to the approved plans will require the submission of a new planning 
application.

This planning permission is granted subject to conditions.  Please read the conditions 
carefully and make sure that you understand what is required to comply with them.  It is the 
responsibility of the owner(s) and the person(s) implementing the development to ensure that 
the approved plans and these conditions are complied with throughout the development and 
beyond.  Failure to comply with any of the conditions may result in enforcement action.

Conditions which require work to be carried out or details to be approved prior to 
commencement are very important and are called ‘conditions precedent’.  

This means: 
(a) If a condition precedent is not complied with, the whole of the development might be 

unauthorised and you may be liable to enforcement action.
(b) Where a condition precedent is breached and the development is unauthorised, the 

only way to rectify this is by the submission of a new application to obtain a fresh 
planning permission.

A fee of £97 per request or £28 if the request relates to a householder application is payable 
to discharge condition(s). The request needs to identify the planning application number and 
the condition(s) concerned; a form is available from our website 
www.leeds.gov.uk/planningforms titled Approval of Details application form.

Appeals to the Secretary of State

If you are aggrieved by the decision of your local planning authority to grant permission for the 
proposed development subject to conditions, then you can appeal to the Secretary of State 
under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended.

If you want to appeal, you must do so within six months of the date of this notice, using a 
form which you can obtain from  http://www.planningportal.gov.uk/planning/appeals  or by 
email from  enquiries@pins.gsi.gov.uk  or by phoning 0303 444 5000.

The Secretary of State can allow a longer period for giving notice of an appeal, but will not 
normally be prepared to do so unless there are special circumstances which excuse the delay 
in giving notice of appeal.
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You must send one copy of the completed form to  planning.appeals@leeds.gov.uk  or 
Appeals Administration, Planning Services, Leeds City Council, The Leonardo Building, 2 
Rossington Street, Leeds, LS2 8HD as well as to the Planning Inspectorate at the address on 
the form.
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Minutes	  from	  3rd	  April	  2014	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West	  
where	  13/00868	  was	  deferred	  and	  delegated	  to	  officers	  for	  approval	  

subject	  to	  agreements	  being	  put	  in	  place	  



 

Minutes approved at the meeting  
held on Thursday, 1st May, 2014 

 

SOUTH AND WEST PLANS PANEL 
 

THURSDAY, 3RD APRIL, 2014 
 

PRESENT: 
 

Councillor J McKenna in the Chair 

 Councillors J Akhtar, J Bentley, A Castle, 
M Coulson, R Finnigan, C Gruen, J Hardy, 
C Towler, P Truswell and R Wood 

 
 
 

109 Chair's opening remarks  
 

 The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting 
 
 

110 Exempt Information - Possible Exclusion of the Press and Public  
 

 RESOLVED -  That the public be excluded from the meeting during 
consideration of the following part of the agenda designated exempt on the 
grounds that is likely, in view of the business to be transacted or the nature of 
the proceedings, that if members of the public were present there would be 
disclosure to them of exempt information as designated as follows: 
 The appendix referred to in minute 114 under Schedule 12A Local 
Government Act 1972 and the terms of Access to Information Procedure Rule 
10.4(5) and on the grounds it contains information in respect of which a claim 
to legal professional privilege could be maintained in legal proceedings.   
Whilst there may be a public interest in disclosure, in all the circumstances of 
the case, maintaining the exemption is considered to outweigh the public 
interest in disclosing this information at this time 
 
  

111 Late Items  
 

 There were no formal late items, however the Panel was in receipt of a 
photograph of the site at Deanhurst, Gelderd Road Gildersome – Application 
13/05511/FU – which had been tabled by Officers in response to a matter 
which had been raised on the site visit earlier in the day (minute 117 refers) 
 The Chair also made reference to a document prepared by the Hyde 
Park Olympic Legacy Action Group, he had just been handed in respect of 
Application 13/00868/OT – Victoria Road (minute 114 refers) and stated that 
the document was too detailed to consider at such a late stage 
 
 

112 Declarations of Disclosable Pecuniary Interests  
 

 There were no declarations of disclosable pecuniary interests although 
later in the meeting two Members brought to the Panel’s attention matters in 
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relation to application 13/05650/FU – 1 Sydenham Street Holbeck (minute 
116 refers) 
 
 

113 Minutes  
 

 RESOLVED -  That the minutes of the South and West Plans Panel 
meeting held on 6th March 2014 be approved 
 
 

114 Application 13/00868/OT -  Outlne application for residential 
development and retail store -Victoria Road, Headingley  

 
 Further to minute 72 of the South and West Plans Panel meeting held 
on 5th December 2013, where Panel resolved not to accept the Officer’s 
recommendation to grant outline approval for residential development and 
retail store and requested a further report be brought back setting out possible 
reasons for refusal based upon the concerns expressed by Panel, Members 
considered a further report of the Chief Planning Officer.   Appended to the 
report was information considered to be exempt, which related to legal advice 
which had been sought by the Council on this matter 

Plans, photographs and drawings were displayed at the meeting 
Officers presented the report; outlined the issues which had been 

considered following the Panel meeting in December 2013 and explained the 
difficulties Officers considered they would have in substantiating the proposed 
reasons for refusal of the application at an appeal 

The report before Panel asked Members to consider the information 
provided and to re-assess their resolution of 5th December 2013 to refuse the 
application.   Reference was made to the proposed S106 package, with it 
being stressed that when re-assessing the application that the additional sum 
of money offered by the applicant towards the provision of sporting equipment 
in the locality was not material to the planning application 

The receipt of an additional 7 letters of representation was reported.   
Whilst these raised no new material considerations, the concerns raised were 
summarised for Members’ information.   Comments received from Councillors 
P Gruen and J Illingworth were also conveyed to the Panel 

Members were informed of requests received to defer or refuse the 
application and of the recent submission of a further application to register the 
playing field as an Asset of Community Value.    The Council protocol for re-
notifying objectors was also explained 

Paragraph 1.4 of the submitted report was corrected in light of these 
further representations.   The report stated that no children from the local 
community attended Kings Camp.   This was incorrect and Members were 
updated verbally that local children did attend Kings Camp.   It was also noted 
that the original report to Panel in October 2013 had identified that the Kings 
Camp formed part of the formal community use associated with the site 

At this point the Chair asked the public to leave the meeting to enable 
the exempt information to be considered, in private 
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 In discussing the information, the Chair reminded Members and 
Officers of the need to focus on the information contained in the exempt 
papers 
 The following matters were discussed: 

• community plans for the site 

• funding issues 

• that a range of organisations had considered the potential of the 
site but that no realistic and deliverable proposals had come 
forward 

• the application for listing the site as an asset of community value 
and that determining the application undermined the Localism 
Act.   The Panel’s legal adviser explained that the legislation 
governing assets of community value set up a separate process 
outside the planning regime 

• the legal advice which had been sought from counsel 
 

At this point the public were readmitted to the meeting 
The Panel discussed the proposals, with the main areas of debate  

relating to: 

• the extent of public open space in the area; the former Royal 
Park Primary School site and that the application site was not 
linked to the delivery of further open space, with concerns being 
raised about this 

• the promises given to Ward Members that the former Royal Park 
Primary School site would be retained for community use 

• the possibility of the Council becoming involved with the Hyde 
Park Legacy Action Group to secure the Victoria Road site for 
community use 

• the length of time the site had been vacant for without firm, 
realistic proposals being brought forward 

Members considered how to proceed.   A proposal to defer  
determination of the application to enable work to be undertaken on building a 
funding package, with support from the Council, was moved and seconded.   
The vote was lost.   The Officer’s recommendation to approve the application 
in principle and defer and delegate the approval to the Chief Planning Officer 
was also moved and seconded.   Having considered the report; the 
information contained in the exempt appendix to the submitted report and the 
discussions held at the meeting, the Panel 
 RESOLVED –   

i) To approve the application in principle and to defer and delegate 
approval of the application to the Chief Planning Officer subject 
to the conditions specified in the report to Panel of 10th October 
2013 and subject to the completion of a Legal Agreement within 
3 months of the date of resolution of Panel, to include: 

• 5% affordable housing contribution (on site 100% Sub Market or 
an off-site contribution to go towards bringing vacant properties 
back into family use in the Headingley/Hyde Park area) 

• On site greenspace provision and maintenance 



 

Minutes approved at the meeting  
held on Thursday, 1st May, 2014 

 

• Off site greenspace contribution for children’s equipped play 
equipment £19,950.14 

• Residential metrocard scheme A – bus only - £11,088.00 

• Contribution towards improving and enhancing sports facilities in 
the locality - £26,777.00 

• Local employment scheme 
ii) That the Director of City Development be asked to bring forward 

proposals for the creation of an area of public open space on the 
site of the former Royal Park Primary School to connect into the 
existing public open space adjoining the primary school for the 
benefit and enjoyment of the local community, in consulation 
with local Ward Members and community groups 

 
(Under Council Procedure 16.5, Councillor J Bentley and Councillor R 
Finnigan required it to be recorded that they voted against approval of 
the application) 
 

 
115 Application 13/05700/FU - First floor side extension -  56 Eden Crescent, 

Kirkstall, Leeds  
 

 Plans, photographs and drawings were displayed at the meeting.   A 
Members site visit had taken place earlier in the day 
 Officers presented the report which sought approval for a first floor side 
extension at 56 Eden Crescent LS4 
 Members discussed the application and commented on the existing 
extensions of the property, some of which fell under Permitted Development 
Rights.   Concerns were raised about the level of Permitted Development and 
that this matter should be referred to the Local Government Association.   It 
was noted that the local MP had asked to be informed of the outcome, with a 
suggestion being made that Rachel Reeves could be asked to raise concerns 
in Parliament about the extent of Permitted Development Rights.   The Head 
of Planning Services confirmed that concerns would be sent to the Leeds 
West MP  
 RESOLVED -  That the application be granted subject to the conditions 
set out in the submitted report 
 
 

116 Application 13/05650/FU - Application for change of use from residential 
caretaker's home (Use Class C3) to a mixed use of office use and 
counselling educational/training support services (Use Classes B1A and 
D1) - 1 Sydenham Street, Holbeck, Leeds  

 
 Plans and photographs were displayed at the meeting.   A Members 
site visit had taken place earlier in the day 
 
 Councillor Hardy brought to the Panel’s attention that he gave money 
to the charity involved but this was not a large sum.   He also had an open 
mind about the application.   After advice from the legal officer, Councillor 
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Hardy confirmed that this did not amount to a disclosable pecuniary interest 
and there was no predetermination 
 Officers presented the report which sought approval for a change of 
use of premises to provide outreach and support services for women who are 
trapped in street prostitution 
 Members were informed that the location of the premises had been 
chosen carefully as it was not near residential dwellings but was easily 
accessible, particularly from the city centre 
 If minded to approve the application, a condition restricting the use to 
that specified on the application form would guard against other possible D1 
uses in the future, which could have a greater impact on highway safety 
 The receipt of two further letters of representation was reported 
 
 Councillor Coulson brought to the attention of the Panel his 
involvement as Co-Chair of a Committee dealing with the issue of prostitution.   
The Panel’s legal adviser confirmed this was not a disclosable pecuniary 
interest and asked whether Councillor Coulson still considered he had an 
open mind.   Councillor Coulson advised that he had not formed a view on the 
application 
 
 The Panel heard representations from an objector who attended the 
meeting and provided information to Members, which included: 

• a lack of public consultation on the proposals 

• the problems of prostitution in the Holbeck Area, with concerns 
the proposals would increase the level of this 

• the proximity of the site to an existing residential area and to an 
area designated for regeneration by the Council 

• the level of local objection to the proposals, particularly from 
residents’ groups 
 

The Panel then heard representations on behalf of the applicant, who  
provided information to Members, which included: 

• the work of the organisation known as Joanna 

• the nature of the premises which were small and discreet 

• the limited opening hours 

• an understanding of the local concerns about the proposals 
Following a concern raised by a member of the public, Councillor 
Coulson and Councillor Hardy stated they would not comment or vote 
on this matter 

 RESOLVED -  That the application be granted subject to the conditions 
set out in the submitted report 
 
 

117 Application 13/05511/FU - Variation of condiition number 5 (external 
storage) of planning permission 12/01608/FU (Change of use of former 
haulage office and HGV parking area to use class B8 unit with ancillary 
offices and trade counter/showroom with external storage to the rear 
yard area and additional parking provision ) - Deanhurst, Gelderd Road, 
Gildersome, Leeds  
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 Plans, photographs and drawings were displayed at the meeting.   A 
Members site visit had taken place earlier in the day 
 Officers presented a report which sought approval for a variation of a 
condition of planning permission 12/01608/FU, which restricted the areas 
available for external storage so that areas on the western, northern and 
eastern boundaries could also be used for that purpose.   It was noted the 
application was retrospective as the business had been operating in this 
manner since opening in 2012 
 As a revised plan had been requested by Officers, Members were now 
being asked to agree to defer and delegate approval of the application 
 RESOLVED -  To approve the application in principle and to defer and 
delegate approval to the Chief Planning Officer subject to the conditions set 
out in the submitted report; an additional condition to ensure parking is 
marked out on site prior to first use; consultation with Ward Members 
regarding the provision of acoustic fencing to the northern boundary and 
swapping of car parking on the southern boundary with storage of 
unpalletised gas containers on the northern boundary, with a revised plan 
being submitted showing these alterations.   In the event that agreement on 
these matters could not be achieved, that the application be brought back to 
Panel for determination 
 
 

118 Application 14/00477/FU - Rebuild of existing factory facility on similar 
footprint with service yard and internal access road, replacement car 
parking, widening of existing entrance road, demolition of cottages with 
hard and soft landscaping at Park Mills, Leeds Road Rawdon  

 
 Plans and photographs were displayed at the meeting.   A Members 
site visit had taken place earlier in the day 
 Officers presented a report which sought approval of the rebuild of an 
existing factory facility, following a fire in 2013 
 The main issues for consideration were outlined, with Members being 
informed that despite a proposed increase in height of the factory building, 
this was considered to be acceptable.   In terms of the relationship between 
properties on the southern boundary, although the new factory would be 
closer, the separation distances were considered to be acceptable.   The 
proposals would also provide improved noise attenuation measures 
 The Panel welcomed the proposals and the improvements which had 
been incorporated into the rebuild of the factory.   The Chair also praised the 
work of the Council in helping the company to relocate quickly after the fire 
 A request for additional planting to be incorporated into the scheme 
was made 
 RESOLVED -  That the application be granted subject to the conditions 
set out in the submitted report, including additional conditions to cover the 
provision of further soft landscaping on the site and the submission and 
approval of a landscape plan for the whole of the site 
 
  

119 Application 12/03580/FU - Erection of  59 dwellings and associated 
works - Land off Pollard Lane, Bramley, Leeds  
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 Plans, photographs and graphics were displayed at the meeting.   A 
Members site visit had taken place earlier in the day 
 Officers presented a report which sought approval of an application 
which would complete the redevelopment of a previously industrial site within 
the Green Belt, but which proposed a change to the accommodation to be 
provided, with houses replacing flats within the scheme.   As a result of the 
proposals, the extent of built development would increase beyond that 
previously approved and an area of public open space in the middle of the site 
would be built on with open space being laid out on additional land beyond the 
built development 
 Members were informed that a financial viability statement had been 
submitted and assessed which had concluded that the additional dwellings 
and therefore, the additional land would be required, in order that the scheme 
could be completed.   As a result of an increase in the number of houses 
being provided, an education contribution was also being sought and the 
applicants had offered a sum of £60,000 towards this 
 In terms of support for the scheme, existing residents of the part-
developed site were supportive of the proposals.   Further commitment to the 
scheme by the developer was the one year time limit for commencement of 
works on site 
 Regarding the additional land required for the scheme, although Green 
Belt, this remained in the curtilage of the former mill and yard and in this case, 
it was felt this did not constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
 Members welcomed the scheme and sought clarification on the level of 
the education contribution to be provided 
 RESOLVED -  To defer and delegate approval to the Chief Planning 
Officer subject to the signing of a S106 Agreement for a commuted sum of 
£123,000 for improvements to footpath to Kirkstall Forge Railway Station and 
canal tow path, laying out and maintenance of open space and public access 
areas; the provision of a commuted sum of £60,000 for education; any further 
detailed design changes required to the proposed house types and layout and 
subject to the conditions set out in the submitted report 
 
 

120 Date and time of next meeting  
 

 Thursday 1st May 2014 at 1.30pm in the Civic Hall, Leeds 
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Correspondence:	  Freedom	  of	  Information	  Request	  12223	  



	  
	  
	  
	  

a) Correspondence	  with	  Leeds	  City	  Council	  



Dear Ms. Carey Jones,

Further to your email below, please find the Council's response to your EIR appeal attached. Please accept my apologies for any delay with respect to this.

Regards,

Richard

Richard Brook,
Information Compliance Administrator,
Level 4,
Leonardo Building,
(0113 24)76761.

-----Original Message-----
From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com] 
Sent: 27 August 2014 21:38
To: Brook, Richard
Subject: Re: FOI 12223

Dear Mr Brook,

Thank you for getting back to me so quickly. Can you confirm that I will receive the council's response by this Friday seeing as they will then have had 45
working days to prepare it?

Best wishes,

Dawn Carey Jones
HPOL, SHCA

On 27 Aug 2014, at 15:42, Brook, Richard wrote:

Dear Ms. Carey Jones,

Thank you for your email. I acknowledge receipt, and can advise that the Council is currently in the process of finalising its response to you.

Please accept my apologies for any delay in respect of this.

Regards,

Richard Brook,
Information Compliance Administrator,
Level 4,
Leonardo Building,
(0113 24)76761.

-----Original Message-----
From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com]
Sent: 27 August 2014 15:36
To: Brook, Richard
Subject: Re: FOI 12223

Dear Mr Brook,

Thank you for letting me know on 27th June that my request would be treated as an appeal under the Environmental Information Regulations and that I
would receive a response from a senior officer within 40 working days. 40 working days expired on Friday 22nd August and I have as yet received no
response. 

Please could you arrange for an urgent response from a senior officer to be received by this Friday 29th August, this will have given the senior council
officer 5 extra working days for the formulation of his or her response.

Best wishes,

Dawn Carey Jones
HPOL, SHCA

On 27 Jun 2014, at 14:39, Brook, Richard wrote:

Dear Ms. Jones,

Thank you for your email. I can confirm that this will be treated as an appeal under the Environmental Information Regulations and you will receive a
response from a senior officer within the time frame specified by the Regs (40 working days).

From: "Brook, Richard" <Richard.Brook@leeds.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: FOI 12223

Date: 29 August 2014 14:45:48 GMT+01:00
To: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>
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Regards,

Richard

Richard Brook,
Administration Assistant,
Level 4,
Leonardo Building,
(0113 24)76761.
-----Original Message-----
From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com]
Sent: 26 June 2014 13:55
To: Conboy, Jayne
Cc: Brook, Richard
Subject: FOI 12223

Dear Ms Conboy,

Thank you for letting me know that you considered the above FOI request under the Environmental Information Regulations 2004 but that disclosure of
the information requested has been refused.

Please will you hold an internal review of your decision not to release the information.

Would you please also consider how the public can be assured that all relevant factors surrounding the 13/00868 planning application have been taken
into account given that the public has not yet been able to see all the information relating to the 3rd April 2014 decision.

Best regards,

Dawn Carey Jones (HPOL)

_____________________________________________________________________
_
__

The information in this email (and any attachment) may be for the 
intended recipient only. If you know you are not the intended 
recipient, please do not use or disclose the information in any way 
and please delete this email (and any attachment) from your system.

The Council does not accept service of legal documents by e-mail.        
_____________________________________________________________________
_
__

F12223-ap….doc (146 KB)
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 The Leonardo Building 
 2 Rossington Street 
 LEEDS 
 LS2 8HD 
  
 Contact: Phil Crabtree 
 Tel: 0113 24 78187 
  Fax: 0113 24 77748 
                                Email: phil.crabtree@leeds.gov.uk 

 
  29th August, 2014  
 
Dear Ms. Carey Jones, 
 
Request: South and West Plans Panel Meeting Documents 
 
I write in response to your request for an appeal under the Environmental Information 
Regulations with respect to the above request. I have now investigated the response to your 
original request and present my findings below. 
 
Original Request and Council Response 
 
Your original request asked:  
 
Please could you supply me, within 20 days, with the restricted document referred to on 
the last page of Agenda Item 7 of the South and West Plans Panel meeting Public 
Document Pack, in relation to 13/00868.  
 
In responding, Jayne  Conboy, Information Practitioner, advised that the document in question 
related to advice provided to the Local Planning Authority (LPA) by legal counsel. Ms. Conboy 
also noted, that the document had not been made public at the South and West Plans Panel 
under Access to Information Procedure Rule 10.4(5) of the Council’s constitution, which states 
that information may be exempted from disclosure where a claim to legal professional privilege 
could be maintained in legal proceedings.  
 
Ms. Conboy reviewed the document in light of your request and concluded that the information 
in the exempt Appendix 1 of the Report to the Panel was legally privileged as it contained the 
content of written advice communicated by Counsel to the Council, and also information 
imparted by Council officers to Counsel for the purpose of seeking advice. As such, Ms. 
Conboy excepted the information from release under Regulation 12(5)(b), which provides that a 
public authority may refuse to disclose information to the extent that its disclosure would 
adversely affect ’the course of justice, the ability of a person to receive a fair trial or the ability of 
a public authority to conduct an enquiry of a criminal or disciplinary nature’. Ms. Conboy also 
applied Regulation 12(5)(d), on the basis that disclosure would adversely affect ‘the 
confidentiality of the proceedings of that or any other public authority where such confidentiality 
is provided by law. 
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Appeal Request 
 
In your appeal, you state: 
 
Thank you for letting me know that you considered the above FOI request under the 
Environmental Information Regulations 2004 but that disclosure of the information 
requested has been refused. 
 
Please will you hold an internal review of your decision not to release the information. 
 
Would you please also consider how the public can be assured that all relevant factors 
surrounding the 13/00868 planning application have been taken into account given that 
the public has not yet been able to see all the information relating to the 3rd April 2014 
decision. 
 
In considering your appeal, I have reviewed the document excepted by Ms. Conboy, so as to 
ascertain as to whether or not it is, indeed, legally privileged. Having done so, I concur with the 
view of the Plans Panel and Ms. Conboy, that the information certainly is. As stated in Ms. 
Conboy’s original response, it is clear that the information falls under the definition of legally 
privileged advice as the relevant communications are confidential, and made between a client 
and a professional legal adviser acting in their professional capacity for the sole purpose of 
obtaining legal advice. 
 
The next question, therefore, is whether or not disclosure of the information would have an 
adverse effect. I am advised that Information Tribunal cases have established that the definition 
of ‘adverse effect’ includes effects on the administration of justice generally by reason of a 
weakening of the confidence in the efficacy of legal professional privilege, which compulsory 
disclosure would involve.   
 
Having considered this matter, I am, again, in agreement with the Council’s original response. 
There is little doubt that disclosure would weaken the principle of legal professional privilege 
and could inhibit frank discussions between lawyers and their public authority clients, and 
consequently the  willingness of public authorities to seek advice in future cases. Whilst I 
accept that there is no ‘absolute rule’ that disclosure of all legally privileged information will 
necessarily adversely affect the course of justice, I do believe that it would in this case.  
 
Disclosure would give a party seeking to challenge the determination of the planning 
application the opportunity to scrutinise the assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of 
the Council’s position and this would, undoubtedly, distort the legal process. In addition, this 
adverse effect is more probable than not, given the history of this application, and the fact that 
it has received significant publicity in the local area. Indeed, even once the application has 
been finally determined, there will still be a statutory period within which that determination 
could be challenged. Consequently, the Council’s position in responding to any such challenge 
could be weakened if the advice were to be disclosed.  
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The Public Interest Test 
 
In evaluating the public interest arguments put forward by Ms. Conboy with respect to the 
above exception, I am in agreement that there is, clearly, a strong public interest in disclosing 
information that allows public scrutiny of an authority’s decisions, particularly in relation to 
sensitive planning applications. I also concur, however, that this public interest in itself is not 
overwhelming. Indeed, there are very strong arguments in favour of maintaining the exception. 
These have been summarised previously but, to reaffirm, they are: 
 

• The weakening of the doctrine of legal professional privilege, which the compulsory 
disclosure of this advice would involve 

 
• The strong element of confidentiality attached to legal professional privilege;  

 
• The public interest in maintaining the confidentiality of client/lawyer communications 
 
• The likelihood that disclosure would inhibit the Council’s ability to seek full and frank 

legal advice  
 

• The need for the Local Planning Authority to base its decisions on full and proper advice  
 

• The fact that the subject matter of the advice is still a ‘live’ issue, and the potential 
asymmetry this would cause in any potential challenge environment if this advice is put 
into the public domain at this point in time.  

 
In addition to these arguments, I am of the view that the planning process is already one which 
is open and transparent. All relevant factors and evidence relating to this application have been 
set out in the Report to the Panel of 3rd April 2014 and the application will be determined on 
these material considerations. This should, certainly, be of reassurance to the public. 
Furthermore, it is difficult to see how disclosure of any legal advice the Council has received 
with respect to the application would serve to make public participation in the planning process 
more effective.  
 
In light of the above reasoning, I am, therefore, in agreement with Ms. Conboy’s original 
decision that, in all the circumstances of the case, the public interest in maintaining the 
exception outweighs the public interest in disclosing the information.        
 
Turning to the application of Reg 12(5)(d) I am, again, in agreement with Ms. Conboy’s original 
response to your request. Plans Panel took the decision to consider the information in question 
exempt under Access to Information Procedure Rule 10.4(5) at the Panel meeting and this 
decision was not disputed. If such decisions, which are taken lawfully, and in good faith, are 
then ultimately set aside by virtue of a compulsory disclosure under the Regulations, then the 
credibility and integrity of the Council’s decision-making processes becomes significantly 
undermined. This is clearly not in the public interest, as it would almost certainly prevent the 
effective conduct of local authority business.  
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I am of the view that this argument in favour of exception carries significantly more weight than 
any of the arguments in favour of disclosure previously provided.  
 
This concludes my response to your appeal. If you remain dissatisfied, you are, under 
Regulation 18, entitled to apply to the Information Commissioner for a decision as to whether, 
in any specified respect, your request has not been dealt with in accordance with parts 2 and 3 
of the Regulations.  
 
Should you wish to contact the Commissioner’s Office then you can write to the following 
address:  
  
        Office of the Information Commissioner,  
        Wycliffe House,  
        Water Lane,  
        Wilmslow, Cheshire,  
        SK9 5AF. 
  
Yours sincerely, 
  
 

 
 
Phil Crabtree 
Chief Planning Officer 
 



Dear	  Ms.	  Carey	  Jones,

Please	  find	  the	  response	  to	  your	  Freedom	  of	  Information	  request	  attached.

Regards,
	  
Richard Brook,
Administration Assistant,
Level 4,
Leonardo Building,
(0113 24)76761.
	  
	  

From: dawncareyjones@hotmail.com [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com] 
Sent: 28 May 2014 14:54
To: DPFOI
Subject: You have a new Enquiry from Web
Importance: High
 
Please find below the details of the new enquiry submitted by the public user on the Leeds WebSite : 

Name : Dawn Carey Jones
Source : http://www.leeds.gov.uk/opendata/Pages/Freedom-of-Information-Act-2000.aspx
Message : Freedom of Information Request:Please could you supply me, within 20 days, with the restricted document referred to on the last
page of Agenda Item 7 of the South and West Plans Panel meeting Public Document Pack, in relation to 13/00868. Regards, Dawn Carey
Jones

Thanks 
LCC Web Master

The information in this email (and any attachment) may be for the intended recipient only. If you know you are not the intended recipient, please do not use or disclose the information in any way and please delete this email
(and any attachment) from your system.

The Council does not accept service of legal documents by e-mail.

 

F12223.docx (37 KB)

From: "Brook, Richard" <Richard.Brook@leeds.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: FOI 12223

Date: 25 June 2014 09:50:09 GMT+01:00
To: "dawncareyjones@hotmail.com" <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>

 
1 Attachment, 37 KB

mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com
mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com
http://www.leeds.gov.uk/opendata/Pages/Freedom-of-Information-Act-2000.aspx
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 City Development  

Customer Relations 
 The Leonardo Building 

2 Rossington Street 
Leeds 

LS2 8HD 
 

 Contact Name: Jayne Conboy 
Telephone: 0113 24 77897 

Fax: 0113  24 77830 
Email: jayne.conboy@leeds.gov.uk 

Our Ref: 12223 
Date: 25 June 2014 

 
Dear Ms. Jones 
 
Request: South and West Plans Panel Meeting Documents 
 
I write in response to your Freedom of Information request concerning the above. 
 
In dealing with your request, please note that we have considered it under the Environmental 
Information Regulations 2004, as opposed to under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. This is 
because the information you have requested falls within the definition of ‘environmental information’ 
in the Regulations in that your request is for written information about an ‘administrative measure’ (in 
this instance the grant of planning permission) which is ‘likely to affect’ elements of the environment 
under Regulation 2(1)(c).  I am advised that both the domestic and European courts have indicated 
that they will adopt a broad construction of the definition of environmental information. 
 
Your request asked:  
 
Please could you supply me, within 20 days, with the restricted document referred to on the 
last page of Agenda Item 7 of the South and West Plans Panel meeting Public Document 
Pack, in relation to 13/00868.  
 
To advise, the document in question related to advice provided to the Local Planning Authority (LPA) 
by legal counsel. For this reason, it was considered that it should not be made public through the 
Plans Panel under Access to Information Procedure Rule 10.4(5) of the Council’s constitution, which 
states that Information may be exempted from disclosure where a claim to legal professional privilege 
could be maintained in legal proceedings. This Procedure Rule does, of course, reflect the legal rules 
about public access to local authority meetings, reports etc. in Section 100A-C, and the categories of 
exempt information in Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972   
 
Having reviewed the document in question, I believe that the information in the exempt Appendix 1 of 
the Report to the Panel is, indeed, legally privileged, given that it contains the content of written 
advice communicated by Counsel to the Council, and also information imparted by Council officers to 
Counsel for the purpose of seeking advice.  
 
Regulation 12(5)(b) provides that a public authority may refuse to disclose information to the extent 
that its disclosure would adversely affect ’the course of justice, the ability of a person to receive a fair 
trial or the ability of a public authority to conduct an enquiry of a criminal or disciplinary nature’. It is 
clearly established by Tribunal cases that the words ‘would adversely affect the course of justice’ 
includes the effects on the administration of justice generally by reason of a weakening of the 
confidence in the efficacy of legal professional privilege, which compulsory disclosure would involve.   

Via Email. 
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There are two types of privilege, legal advice privilege and litigation privilege. In this instance, it is 
clear that legal advice privilege applies, in that the relevant communications are confidential, and 
were made between a client and a professional legal adviser acting in their professional capacity, 
and were made for the sole or dominant purpose of obtaining legal advice. In our view, it is also the 
case that disclosure would have such an adverse effect, and that such an effect is at least more 
probable than not for the following reasons. Firstly, disclosure would weaken generally the principle 
of legal professional privilege and may inhibit frank discussions between lawyers and their public 
authority clients, and consequently the  willingness of public authorities to seek advice in future 
cases. However, in addition to this general consequence we are mindful that in accordance with the 
recent decision of the Upper Tribunal in GW v The IC, The Local Government Ombudsman and 
Sandwell MBC, ‘attention must also be focused on all the circumstances of the particular case, and 
there is no room for an absolute rule that disclosure of legally privileged information will necessarily 
adversely affect the course of justice’. In this instance notwithstanding the decision taken by the 
Panel, the planning application in question, which is the subject of the advice, is still undetermined, 
and even once the application has been determined there will be a statutory period within which that 
determination could be challenged. Therefore, the Council’s position in responding to any such 
challenge could be weakened if the advice were to be disclosed. In particular, disclosure would give 
a party seeking to challenge the determination  the opportunity to scrutinise an assessment of the 
strengths and weaknesses of the Council’s position in arriving at the conclusions it did at the Panel 
meeting and this in turn would prevent ‘equality of arms’ between the parties, and would distort the 
legal process. In our view, this adverse effect is more probable than not, given the history of this 
planning application, and the fact that it has caused considerable controversy in the local area.     
 
As provided in  Regulation 12(1)(b), the Council, must consider the public interest test when 
engaging any exception under the EIR, and may only refuse to disclose environmental information if  
in all the circumstances of the case, the public interest in maintaining the exception outweighs the 
public interest in disclosing the information. In addition, under Regulation 12(2), the Council must 
apply a presumption in favour of disclosure. The Council acknowledges that there is a strong public 
interest in disclosing information that allows public scrutiny of its decisions, and that to some extent 
disclosure would provide a degree of transparency and reassurance, given that the Council’s 
decisions in relation to this planning application will no doubt attract continuing public comment and 
debate.  
 
However, we do not accept that because of the subject matter of the information in this case, that this 
in itself is an overwhelming factor in favour of disclosure, as there are also very substantial factors in 
favour of maintaining the exception. We would summarise these factors as: the weakening of the 
doctrine of legal professional privilege, which the compulsory disclosure of this advice would involve: 
the strong element of confidentiality attached to legal professional privilege; the public interest in 
maintaining the confidentiality of client/lawyer communications; the likelihood that disclosure would 
inhibit the Council’s ability to seek full and frank legal advice; the need for the LPA to base its 
decisions on full and proper advice; the fact that the subject matter of the advice is still a ‘live’ issue, 
and the potential asymmetry this would cause in any potential challenge environment if this advice is 
put into the public domain at this point in time.  
 
In addition, we consider that the purposes expressed in Directive 2003/4/EC, namely a greater 
awareness of environmental matters, a free exchange of views, and more effective participation by 
the public in environmental decision-making will not be prejudiced by maintaining the exception in 
this case. This is because all relevant factors and evidence are set out in the Report to the Panel, 
and so it is entirely open to anyone seeking to question or challenge the Council’s decisions in this 
matter to seek their own independent legal advice on the strengths and weaknesses of those 
decisions. In addition, the statutory planning process  already provides sufficient guarantees of a full 
hearing for those who have made the application, and for those who will be directly affected by itand 
for full public involvement. For these reasons, we consider that in all the circumstances of the case 
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the public interest in maintaining the exception outweighs the public interest in disclosing the 
information.        
 
In addition, we consider that the disclosure of the information in the exempt Appendix 1 would 
adversely affect ‘the confidentiality of the proceedings of that or any other public authority where such 
confidentiality is provided by law’ under Regulation 12(5)(d). This is because the Plans Panel, as part 
of its proceedings resolved to treat this information as exempt under the rules provided in this respect 
by the Local Government Act 1972, and there was no challenge to that decision, either at the Panel 
meeting itself or thereafter. However, if the Council were now compelled to disclose this information 
under the Regulations, this would undermine completely the previous, lawful decision of the Panel.  
Again, the Council must of course apply the public interest test, and must also apply a presumption in 
favour of disclosure. In this respect, the public interest reasons for disclosure remain the same as 
stated above. However, in relation to the public interest in maintaining the exception, in addition to 
the factors summarised above, we consider there is an important interest in ensuring the credibility 
and integrity of the Council’s decision-making processes. As the primary decision-maker in this 
matter, it was a matter for the Panel whether the Appendix should, or should not be made public, and 
it will prejudice the effective conduct of local authority business if decisions which are taken lawfully, 
and in good faith, are then ultimately set aside by virtue of a compulsory disclosure under the 
Regulations. Therefore, in all the circumstances of the case we take the view that the public interest 
in maintaining this exception outweighs the public interest in disclosure. 
 
     Under Regulation 11, you are entitled to make representations to us if it appears that we have 
failed to comply with a requirement of the Regulations in relation to your request. Representations 
must be made to us no later than 40 working days after the date you believe we failed to comply with 
such a requirement. 
 
We will then consider your representations and supporting evidence and decide if we have complied, 
notifying you of our decision as soon as possible, and no later than 40 working days after the date of 
receipt of your representations.  
 
Under Regulation 18, you are then entitled to apply to the Information Commissioner for a decision 
as to whether, in any specified respect, your request has not been dealt with in accordance with parts 
2 and 3 of the Regulations.  
 
Should you wish to contact the Commissioner’s Office then you can write to the following address:  
  
        Office of the Information Commissioner,  
        Wycliffe House,  
        Water Lane,  
        Wilmslow, Cheshire,  
        SK9 5AF. 
  
Yours sincerely 
  
  
 
  
Jayne Conboy 
Information Practitioner   
 



 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

b) Correspondence	  with	  Information	  Commissioner's	  Office	  



Begin forwarded message:

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>
Subject: Re: Confirmation from ICO - complaint against Leeds CIty Council accepted[Ref. FER0554294]
Date: 16 September 2014 17:00:26 GMT+01:00
To: <casework@ico.org.uk> <casework@ico.org.uk>

Dear Mr White,

Would it be possible to accelerate our case because on Friday afternoon the planning application which this case relates to was finally signed off so we've 
little time now to try and stop it going ahead even though we suspect that the advice given, upon which the decision was made, and what the request to 
your office is about, was faulty.

As well as the FOI request for sight of this legal advice we have also had multiple and detailed complaints in to Leeds City Council about the ACV decision 
making process for the site in question, and also the administration of the plans panel at which the decision to defer and delegate approval to planning 
officers was given.

One of these complaints has been outstanding since June despite being chased up and some of them are outstanding since April, also despite being 
chased up.

Thanks for taking the time to read this.

Best wishes,

Dawn Carey Jones

On 16 Sep 2014, at 15:21, <casework@ico.org.uk> <casework@ico.org.uk> wrote:

16th September 2014
Case Reference Number FER0554294
Dear Ms Carey Jones

Your ref: Planning application 13/00868
 
Your information request to Leeds City Council
 
Thank you for your correspondence of 08/09/14 in which you make a complaint about the above public authority’s handling 
of your request for information dated 28/05/14.
 
Your complaint has been accepted as eligible for further consideration and will be allocated to a case officer as soon as 
possible.
 
We aim to deal with complaints in chronological order and, because of the number of complaints we are required to deal 
with, there may be a delay in allocating your case. Where possible and appropriate your case may be accelerated. Once 
your case is allocated to an officer they will contact you to explain how your complaint will be progressed.
 
If you wish to send any further documentation while the case is awaiting allocation, please quote the reference number at 
the top of this letter. This will ensure that the information is added directly to your case.
 
Please be aware that this is an automated process. The information will not be read by a member of our staff until your case 
is allocated to an officer.
 
If you have any specific concerns before your case is allocated to an officer, please contact our helpline on 0303 123 1113, 
or 01625 545745 if you would prefer not to call an ‘03’ number, being sure to quote the reference number at the top of this 
letter.
 
Yours sincerely

Sent on behalf of
Andrew White 
Group Manager
Information Commissioner’s Office

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@me.com>
Subject: Fwd: Confirmation from ICO - complaint against Leeds CIty Council accepted[Ref. FER0554294]

Date: 17 September 2014 13:32:13 GMT+01:00
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Service standards
Our service standards explain the level of service we aim to offer our customers.
Calls to our helpline – 0303 123 1113
We are committed to providing a helpful and knowledgeable service to those who contact us by telephone.  In most cases 
your enquiry will be dealt with by the first person you speak to.
Where this is not possible we may need to transfer your call to someone better placed to help you. If we need to call you 
back we will aim to do this within one business day or at a time more convenient to you.
Written requests for advice
If you are writing to, or emailing, us for advice we aim to deal with your request within 30 calendar days.  In most cases you 
will hear from us more quickly than this.  
Complaints under the legislation we regulate
How long it takes us to deal with a complaint will depend on how complex it is.
Acknowledgment - We aim to acknowledge all new complaints within three working days of receiving them.
Ineligible complaints – If we are unable to accept your complaint we aim to make you aware of this within 30 calendar 
days of receiving it. If your complaint is ineligible we will tell you why and what options, if any, are available to you.
Eligible complaints – If we are able to accept your complaint we will allocate it to a case officer for consideration at our 
earliest opportunity.  
We are currently dealing with a very large number of complaints.  Whilst our response times continue to improve, it is taking 
us longer to deal with some individual complaints than we would like.
In just over half the eligible complaints we receive we are able to provide an outcome one to three months after we receive 
the complaint.
The remaining complaints tend to be more complex and take longer to resolve.  Most are completed three to six months 
from when we receive them, with a small proportion being resolved six to twelve months after we receive them.
You can read about our operational performance at 
http://www.ico.gov.uk/about_us/what_we_do/corporate_information/complaints_handling_performance.aspx 
Notification
If you contact us to apply for, change or renew a notification under the Data Protection Act you can expect us to process 
your request within seven calendar days of receiving it.  Your request is valid from the date it arrives in our office. 
 
Complaints about our service
All feedback about our service is valuable to us.  If we have made a mistake your feedback helps us put things right and 
improve. If you appreciated what we did we are always keen to hear that too. 
 
If you are unhappy with any aspect of the service we have provided, please see our case review and service complaints 
policy athttp://www.ico.gov.uk/complaints/satisfied_with_our_service.aspx, or you can ask our Helpline to send you a copy 
on 0303 123 1113.
 

____________________________________________________________________

The ICO's mission is to uphold information rights in the public interest, promoting openness by public bodies and data 
privacy for individuals.

If you are not the intended recipient of this email (and any attachment), please inform the sender by return email and 
destroy all copies. Unauthorised access, use, disclosure, storage or copying is not permitted.
Communication by internet email is not secure as messages can be intercepted and read by someone else. Therefore we 
strongly advise you not to email any information, which if disclosed to unrelated third parties would be likely to cause you 
distress. If you have an enquiry of this nature please provide a postal address to allow us to communicate with you in a 
more secure way. If you want us to respond by email you must realise that there can be no guarantee of privacy.
Any email including its content may be monitored and used by the Information Commissioner's Office for reasons of security 
and for monitoring internal compliance with the office policy on staff use. Email monitoring or blocking software may also be 
used. Please be aware that you have a responsibility to ensure that any email you write or forward is within the bounds of 
the law.
The Information Commissioner's Office cannot guarantee that this message or any attachment is virus free or has not been 
intercepted and amended. You should perform your own virus checks.
__________________________________________________________________

Information Commissioner's Office, Wycliffe House, Water Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire, SK9 5AF
Tel: 0303 123 1113 Fax: 01625 524 510 Web: www.ico.org.uk

http://www.ico.gov.uk/about_us/what_we_do/corporate_information/complaints_handling_performance.aspx
http://www.ico.gov.uk/complaints/satisfied_with_our_service.aspx
http://www.ico.org.uk/
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Office	  of	  the	  Information	  Commissioner	  
Wycliffe	  House	  	  
Water	  Lane	  
Wilmslow	  
Cheshire	  
SK9	  5AF	  
	  

8th	  September	  2014	  
	  

Dear	  Sir/Madam,	  
	  
F12223	  –	  Appeal	  Rejection,	  Leeds	  City	  Council,	  in	  respect	  of	  Planning	  Application	  13/00868	  
	  
Please	  could	  you	  overturn	  the	  decision	  to	  refuse	  to	  disclose	  the	  document	  containing	  legal	  advice	  
from	  counsel	  to	  Leeds	  City	  Council	  given	  before	  the	  3rd	  April	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West	  Meeting	  
in	  respect	  of	  Planning	  Application	  13/00868	  (Please	  see	  attached	  correspondence	  about	  the	  FOI	  
request	  for	  sight	  of	  this	  document).	  
	  
The	  reason	  the	  information	  should	  be	  made	  public	  is	  so	  that	  we	  can	  be	  certain	  that:	  
	  

• the	  legal	  advice	  categorically	  said	  there	  were	  no	  grounds	  on	  which	  the	  council	  could	  refuse	  
planning	  application	  13/00868;	  

• issues	  of	  public	  health	  which	  are	  a	  consideration	  in	  planning	  matters	  were	  taken	  into	  
account	  by	  counsel;	  

• that	  counsel's	  advice	  took	  account	  of	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  community	  had	  an	  acknowledged	  
viable	  business	  plan	  for	  the	  sports	  site	  that	  had	  been	  in	  circulation	  for	  over	  a	  year;	  

• that	  counsel's	  advice	  was	  not	  given	  based	  on	  an	  assumption	  that	  the	  site	  would	  be	  left	  
vacant	  and	  derelict	  if	  planning	  permission	  were	  not	  granted.	  

	  
Also,	  the	  decision	  to	  reject	  the	  appeal	  (see	  enclosed	  correspondence	  thread)	  seems	  to	  have	  been	  
made	  by	  Phil	  Crabtree	  with	  whom	  there	  is	  an	  ongoing	  unresolved	  complaint	  about	  the	  
administration	  of	  the	  13/00868	  decision.	  
	  
It's	  important	  as	  a	  matter	  of	  urgency	  for	  the	  community	  of	  Hyde	  Park	  to	  know	  that	  the	  legal	  advice	  
upon	  which	  councillors	  at	  the	  3rd	  April	  Plans	  Panel	  Meeting,	  where	  they	  overturned	  their	  5th	  
December	  decision	  to	  refuse	  the	  application,	  was	  not	  misleading.	  
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I'd	  particularly	  like	  to	  draw	  attention	  to	  the	  third	  paragraph	  up	  on	  the	  third	  page	  of	  the	  council's	  
rejection	  of	  my	  appeal:	  "In	  addition	  to	  these	  arguments,	  I	  am	  of	  the	  view	  that	  the	  planning	  process	  
is	  already	  one	  which	  is	  open	  and	  transparent.	  All	  relevant	  factors	  and	  evidence	  relating	  to	  this	  
application	  have	  been	  set	  out	  in	  the	  Report	  to	  the	  Panel	  of	  3rd	  April	  2014	  and	  the	  application	  will	  
be	  determined	  on	  these	  material	  considerations.	  This	  should,	  certainly,	  be	  of	  reassurance	  to	  the	  
public.	  Furthermore,	  it	  is	  difficult	  to	  see	  how	  disclosure	  of	  any	  legal	  advice	  the	  Council	  has	  
received	  with	  respect	  to	  the	  application	  would	  serve	  to	  make	  public	  participation	  in	  the	  planning	  
process	  more	  effective."	  	  
	  
Please	  see	  correspondence	  with	  Phil	  Crabtree	  (enclosed)	  which	  already	  questions	  the	  
transparency	  of	  the	  planning	  process	  with	  reference	  to	  13/00868	  and	  which	  asks	  whether	  the	  
inaccuracies	  within	  the	  Chief	  Planning	  Officer's	  Report	  were	  made	  clear	  to	  Plan	  Panel	  Members	  on	  
3rd	  April.	  
	  
Please	  ask	  the	  council	  to	  release	  this	  information.	  
	  
Yours	  faithfully,	  
	  

	  
	  

Dawn	  Carey	  Jones,	  on	  behalf	  of	  HPOL	  
Flat	  5,	  12	  Ash	  Grove,	  LS6	  1AY,	  dawncareyjones@hotmail.com,	  07815125484	  
	  

Encs:	  	  
	  

• Correspondence	  with	  Leeds	  City	  Council	  about	  F12223.	  
• Email	  correspondence	  with	  Chief	  Planning	  Officer	  Phil	  Crabtree	  (awaiting	  a	  Stage	  1	  complaint	  response)	  
• Letter	  from	  SHCA	  re	  ACV	  refusal	  (to	  date,	  still	  waiting	  for	  a	  response)	  
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Information	  disclosed	  on	  4th	  November	  2014	  under	  FOI	  12223	  



From: "Brook, Richard" <Richard.Brook@leeds.gov.uk>
Subject: ICO: FER0554294 EIR complaint from Dawn Carey Jones OBO Hyde Park Olympic Legacy [Ref. FER0554294]
Date: 4 November 2014 16:30:46 GMT
To: "casework@ico.org.uk" <casework@ico.org.uk>
Cc: "dawncareyjones@hotmail.com" <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>

Dear	  Mr.	  Williams,
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  correspondence	  of	  8th	  October	  2014.	  Please	  find	  attached	  the	  Council’s	  response	  to	  this.
	  
I	  trust	  this	  is	  satisfactory,	  however,	  please	  do	  not	  hesitate	  to	  contact	  me	  if	  I	  can	  be	  of	  further	  assistance.

Regards,
 
Richard Brook,
Information Compliance Administrator,
Level 4,
Leonardo Building,
(0113 24)76761.
 
From: casework@ico.org.uk [mailto:casework@ico.org.uk] 
Sent: 08 October 2014 10:30
To: DPFOI
Subject: ICO: FER0554294 EIR complaint from Dawn Carey Jones OBO Hyde Park Olympic Legacy [Ref. FER0554294]
 
8 October 2014

Your reference: 12223
ICO reference: FER0554294
 
Dear Sir / Madam
 
Environmental Information Regulations 2004 (EIR)
 
Complainant: Dawn Carey Jones obo HPOL

Please see the attached letter which relates to the above complaint.  Please reply to this email to confirm receipt.

Many thanks for your help.

Regards

Christopher Williams
Senior Case Officer
01625 545 852
____________________________________________________________________

The ICO's mission is to uphold information rights in the public interest, promoting openness by public bodies and data privacy 
for individuals.

If you are not the intended recipient of this email (and any attachment), please inform the sender by return email and destroy 
all copies. Unauthorised access, use, disclosure, storage or copying is not permitted.
Communication by internet email is not secure as messages can be intercepted and read by someone else. Therefore we 
strongly advise you not to email any information, which if disclosed to unrelated third parties would be likely to cause you 
distress. If you have an enquiry of this nature please provide a postal address to allow us to communicate with you in a more 
secure way. If you want us to respond by email you must realise that there can be no guarantee of privacy.
Any email including its content may be monitored and used by the Information Commissioner's Office for reasons of security 
and for monitoring internal compliance with the office policy on staff use. Email monitoring or blocking software may also be 
used. Please be aware that you have a responsibility to ensure that any email you write or forward is within the bounds of the 
law.
The Information Commissioner's Office cannot guarantee that this message or any attachment is virus free or has not been 
intercepted and amended. You should perform your own virus checks.

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>
Subject: Fwd: ICO: FER0554294 EIR complaint from Dawn Carey Jones OBO Hyde Park Olympic Legacy [Ref. FER0554294]

Date: 27 November 2014 15:04:53 GMT
 

2 Attachments, 202 KB

mailto:Richard.Brook@leeds.gov.uk
mailto:casework@ico.org.uk
mailto:casework@ico.org.uk
mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com
mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com
mailto:casework@ico.org.uk
mailto:casework@ico.org.uk


__________________________________________________________________

Information Commissioner's Office, Wycliffe House, Water Lane, Wilmslow, Cheshire, SK9 5AF
Tel: 0303 123 1113 Fax: 01625 524 510 Web: www.ico.org.uk
The information in this email (and any attachment) may be for the intended recipient only. If you know you are not the intended recipient, please do not use or disclose the information in any way and please delete this email 
(and any attachment) from your system.
The Council does not accept service of legal documents by e-mail.

 

Missing Plug-in

Missing Plug-in

http://www.ico.org.uk/
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 City Development  

Customer Relations 
 The Leonardo Building 

2 Rossington Street 
Leeds 

LS2 8HD 
 

 Contact Name: Jayne Conboy 
Telephone: 0113 24 77897 

Fax: 0113  24 77830 
Email: jayne.conboy@leeds.gov.uk 

Our Ref:  JC/F12223 
Your ref: FER0554294 

Date: 29/10/14 
 
  
Dear Mr. Williams 
 
ICO Complaint Ref: FER0554294 
 
I write in response to your letter dated 8th October 2014, concerning the above ICO appeal.  
 
As per your letter, the council has now revisited Ms. Carey Jones request in preparing its 
response to you and, in light of the passage of time, I am satisfied that the authority’s 
position with respect to it can be amended.  
 
I have, therefore, attached a copy of the legal advice in question and have copied Ms. Carey 
Jones in to this correspondence, so that she is in receipt of both the information, and our 
response to you. I have also set out the reasons for the council’s original exception of this 
information, and why this need no longer apply, below. 
 
As you are aware, Ms. Carey Jones original request asked:  
 
Please could you supply me, within 20 days, with the restricted document referred to 
on the last page of Agenda Item 7 of the South and West Plans Panel meeting Public 
Document Pack, in relation to 13/00868.  
 
In responding, the council advised that the document in question related to advice provided 
to the Local Planning Authority (LPA) by legal counsel. It was also noted, that the document 
had not been made public at the South and West Plans Panel under Access to Information 
Procedure Rule 10.4(5) of the council’s constitution, which states that information may be 
exempted from disclosure where a claim to legal professional privilege could be maintained 
in legal proceedings. The council, as such, considered the information to be excepted from 
release under Reg 12(5)(b) and 12(5)(d). This decision was upheld at appeal. 
 
The council’s exception of this information, however, was based upon the principal that the 
release of the legal advice in question would prejudice the council in the event of a judicial 
review of the planning application. As the statutory period for this judicial review has now 

Via Email 
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passed, we are now of the view that this information can be disclosed without prejudicing the 
authority or weakening the principal of legal professional privilege.  
 
Notwithstanding the council’s decision to release this information, I have addressed the 
matters raised in your letter in turn below. 
 
The council has stated that it is relying on regulation 12(5)(b) because disclosure 
would adversely affect the course of justice because the withheld information attracts 
legal professional privilege.  Please confirm whether this is legal advice privilege or 
litigation privilege. 
 
Legal advice privilege is generally considered where no litigation is in progress or is 
contemplated. Legal advice privilege may only be claimed in respect of certain limited 
communications that meet the following requirements: 
 

• The communications must be made between a professional legal adviser and 
client;  

• The communications must be made for the sole or dominant purpose of 
obtaining legal advice; and 

• The information must be communicated in a legal adviser’s professional 
capacity. Consequently not all communications from a professional legal 
adviser will attract advice privilege. 

 
Therefore, with reference to the above criteria please explain why the council believes 
that the requested information attracts advice privilege. 
 
The council was of the view that it was clear that legal advice privilege applied to the 
information requested, as the relevant communications were confidential, and made 
between a client and a professional legal adviser acting in their professional capacity for the 
sole purpose of obtaining legal advice. 
 
Where a privileged communication has been made available to the public or to a third 
party without restriction the information will no longer be confidential and any 
privilege attached to the document will have been lost.   
 
In light of this please confirm that the council is satisfied that privilege attached to the 
withheld information has not been lost. 
 
The legal advice in question was not disclosed to any other party and the council was, 
therefore, satisfied that the privilege attached to the information had not been lost. 
 
Furthermore please explain why disclosure of the withheld information which attracts 
legal professional privilege would adversely affect the course of justice.  Please 
ensure that this explanation demonstrates a clear link between disclosure of the 
information that has actually been withheld and any adverse affect. 
 
The ICO interprets the wording of ‘would adversely affect’ in regulation 12(5)(b) to set 
a relatively high threshold in terms of likelihood which has to be met in order for any 
of the 12(5)(b) exceptions to be engaged. In other words it is not sufficient that 
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disclosure may or could have some level of adverse effect, but rather that disclosure 
‘would’ have an adverse affect.  In the ICO’s opinion this means that the likelihood of 
an adverse affect must be more substantial than remote.  
 
As stated in our responses to Ms. Carey Jones, the council was in little doubt that disclosure, 
at the point the request was made, would weaken the principle of legal professional privilege, 
as its release would inhibit frank discussions between lawyers and their public authority 
clients, and consequently the  willingness of public authorities to seek advice in future cases.  
 
The authority accepts that there is no ‘absolute rule’ that disclosure of all legally privileged 
information will necessarily adversely affect the course of justice, however, we are of the 
view that, as this matter concerned a live planning issue, it was the case in this particular 
instance.  As previously suggested, this is because all planning applications can be 
challenged via judicial review, and the release of any advice would, undoubtedly, distort the 
legal process, as it would have given a party seeking to challenge the determination of the 
planning application the opportunity to scrutinise the assessment of the strengths and 
weaknesses of the council’s position.  
 
Additionally, in this particular case, the likelihood of this prejudice occurring was considered 
to be more probable than not, given the history of this application, and the fact that it has 
received significant publicity in the local area. 
 
Public interest test 
 
I am mindful that the planning matter to which this request relates has been the 
subject of local concern, and that it has attracted media attention and the involvement 
of local MPs.  The council may wish to consider these factors in weighing the balance 
of the public interest in this case and providing its final submissions in this regard. 
 
The council accepts that there is a strong public interest in disclosing information that allows 
public scrutiny of an authority’s decisions, particularly in relation to sensitive planning 
applications. However, we do not except that, in this case, this public interest in itself was of 
an overwhelming weight. Indeed, the authority remains of the view that there were very 
strong arguments in favour of maintaining the exception. These are detailed in our previous 
responses, but I have listed them again below for reference: 
 

• The weakening of the doctrine of legal professional privilege, which the compulsory 
disclosure of this advice would involve 

 
• The strong element of confidentiality attached to legal professional privilege;  

 
• The public interest in maintaining the confidentiality of client/lawyer communications 
 
• The likelihood that disclosure would inhibit the council’s ability to seek full and frank 

legal advice  
 

• The need for the Local Planning Authority to base its decisions on full and proper 
advice  
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• The fact that the subject matter of the advice was, at the time, still a ‘live’ issue, and 
the potential asymmetry that this would cause in any potential challenge environment 
if this advice was put into the public domain at that point in time.  

 
In addition to these arguments, the authority is of the view that the planning process is 
already one which is open and transparent. All relevant factors and evidence relating to the 
application in question were set out in the report to the Panel of 3rd April 2014 and the 
application was determined on those material considerations. It is difficult to see how, if we 
had disclosed the legal advice in question, public participation in the decision making 
process would have been made more effective.  
 
Regulation 12(5)(d) confidentiality of proceedings 
 
The ICO interprets ‘proceedings’ in regulation 12(5)(d) as possessing a certain level of 
formality.  For example, legal proceedings, formal meetings at which deliberations 
take place on matters within a public authority’s jurisdiction or where a public 
authority exercises its statutory decision making powers. In the ICO’s view 
proceedings are unlikely to encompass every meeting or procedure carried out by a 
public authority. 
 
In light of the above please explain why the council considers the set of proceedings 
which are the focus of this request to be formal in nature. 
 
Furthermore, regulation 12(5)(d) can only apply to proceedings where that 
confidentiality is provided for by law – this can either be by virtue of common law or 
by virtue of a specific statutory provision.  Therefore please explain on what basis the 
council believes that these proceedings are covered by confidence provided for by 
law. 
 
The proceeding in question was a formal Plans Panel meeting. Plans Panels are public 
meetings which are designed to deal with large, complex or controversial planning 
applications. 
 
Each application determined by Plans Panel includes a written report summarising all the 
planning issues, including any comments received. In this particular case, the legal advice in 
question was included with the application report. Plans Panel, as part of its proceedings, 
resolved to treat this information as exempt under the rules provided in this respect by the 
Local Government Act 1972 and, as such, the information was provided in a confidential 
appendix and not made available to the public. 
 
Please clearly explain how disclosure of the withheld information would adversely 
affect the confidentiality of these proceedings.  Please ensure that this explanation 
demonstrates a clear link between disclosure of the information that has actually been 
withheld and any adverse affect. 
 
The ICO interprets the wording of ‘would adversely affect’ in regulation 12(5) to set a 
relatively high threshold in terms of likelihood which has to be met in order for any of 
the 12(5) exceptions to be engaged. In other words it is not sufficient that disclosure 
may or could have some level of adverse effect, but rather that disclosure ‘would’ 
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have an adverse affect.  In the ICO’s opinion this means that the likelihood of an 
adverse affect must be more substantial than remote.  
 
If the council had been compelled to disclose this information under the Regulations, this 
would have undermined completely the previous lawful decision of the Panel. As the primary 
decision-maker in this matter, it was a matter for the Panel whether the Appendix should, or 
should not be made public, and it would prejudice the effective conduct of local authority 
business if decisions which are taken lawfully, and in good faith, are then ultimately set aside 
by virtue of a compulsory disclosure under the Regulations.  
 
Public Interest Test 
 
The council should provide any final submissions it wishes to make in relation to the 
balance of the public interest in this case. 
 
This matter is addressed in the Council’s prior responses, however, to summarise, we are of 
the view that the public interest in disclosure is the same as that provided previously in 
respect of Reg 12(5)(b). In relation to the public interest in maintaining the exception, we are 
of the view that there is an important interest in ensuring the credibility and integrity of the 
council’s decision-making processes (for the reasons stated in the answer above). 
 
I trust this is helpful in both resolving this request and, also, explaining the council’s 
justification for the initial exemption of the information requested, however, please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you require any further information. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Richard Brook 
Information Compliance Administrator 
 



 
Not for publication, confidential report of the Chief Planning Officer. Not for 
Publication exempt under Access to Information Procedure Rule 10.4(5) 
 
 
PLANS PANEL SOUTH AND WEST  
 
Date: 3rd April 2014 
 
Subject: APPLICATION 13/00868/OT- Outline application for residential development 
and retail store at Victoria Road, Headingley 
 
APPLICANT DATE VALID TARGET DATE 
Chartford Homes And 
Holbeck Land 

12.03.2013 11.06.2013 

 
 
 

        
 
EXEMPT REPORT – Panel are asked to note the content of this report. 
 
 
 
 

 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Members are advised that this report should be read in conjunction with the public 

Panel Report. The aim of this report is to set out the likely outcome should the 
application be refused and the applicants appeal the decision and to allow a 
discussion to be held in camera. Members are also asked to note the updated 
position with regards the proposals for the former Royal Park Primary School site. 
The information contained within the separate Appendix to this report is confidential 
as it provides legal advice in relation to any appeal should planning permission be 
refused.  It is considered that it would not be in the public interest to disclose details 
of the proposals at this time.  It is therefore considered that the contents of the 

Specific Implications For:  
 
Equality and Diversity 
  
Community Cohesion 
 
Narrowing the Gap 

Electoral Wards Affected:  
 
Headingley and  Hyde Park & Woodhouse 

Originator: Mathias Franklin 
 
Tel: 0113 2477019 

 

 
 
 
  Ward Members consulted 

 (referred to in report)  
yes 



Appendix should be treated as exempt under Access to Information Procedure Rule 
10.4 (5). 

 
 
1.2 The applicant is likely to appeal the decision should the application be refused. The 

difficulty the Council will face in defending any appeal is that the issues raised with 
respect to this proposal are very similar to those which arose on the previous appeal 
at the Main School site. The only difference appears to be that there is some 
evidence of informal public use of the land which may not have been relocated 
elsewhere. Counsel’s advice is that he does not consider that this provides 
adequate grounds for distinguishing the previous Inspector’s decision for two 
reasons – 

   
i) Given that the use was informal and liable to be terminated at any time only 

limited if any weight is likely to be given to it. 
 

ii) Even if some weight is given to the informal use of the land the fundamental 
point is that there are no proposals for securing its future use and at present 
there appears to be no realistic prospect that this might be secured if 
permission were to be refused. It would appear that the land has lain unused 
for a number of years and that this would continue into the future if the 
planning application were to be refused. This was one of the reasons the 
previous Inspector gave for rejecting this reason for refusal on the previous 
appeal. 

 
 
1.3 Counsel was instructed following the Panel’s decision not to accept the officer 

recommendation of the 5th December 2013. Counsel was provided with all the 
relevant supporting document associated with the application, in particular the 
consultation responses from Sport England, the Director of Public Health Leeds and 
Public Health England along with the Panel Reports. The view of Counsel which 
Officers would endorse is that there is a significant risk of an award of costs being 
granted against the Council for acting unreasonably when there are compelling 
reasons arising from a previous appeal decision that this application should be 
granted planning permission.  

 
 
1.4 Counsel’s advice considers that as there is little or no realistic prospect of the site 

being acquired (either by the community or the Council) that this would seriously 
undermine the case at appeal that the site should be protected for its recreational 
purposes.  

 
1.5 The applicant has stated that the contributions towards sports equipment totaling 

£50,000.00 (combining the voluntary and required contribution as set out in the main 
report) would not be provided should the application be refused and they be 
required to submit an appeal. The required element of the contribution is a 
negotiated outcome that is based on Sport England’s non statutory guidance and 
although there is a case to justify this contribution against the requirement of the CIL 
Regulations as the Council did not request this type of contribution when it granted 
Outline Planning Permission on the Main School site in 2012 there is a strong 
possibility that at appeal an Inspector could consider that the development of the 
site can take place without needing to make this contribution. The £23,223 
contribution is a voluntary offer not submitted in support of the application or 
required to make the development acceptable in planning terms. This contribution 
would be withdrawn should the application be refused as the applicant would likely 



require the funds to support their appeal process, most likely through a Public 
Inquiry procedure. 
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LAND AT VICTORIA ROAD, HEADINGLEY 

 

ADVICE 

 

 

1. I am instructed to advise Leeds City Council (“the Council”) as to the merits 

of refusing an application for planning permission for residential and retail 

development on the site of the former LGHS swimming pool at Victoria 

Road (“the Victoria Road site”) on the grounds of conflict with UDP policy 

N6.  

2. The Victoria Road site formed part of the former Leeds Girls High School 

(“LGHS”). A proposal for development of a different part of the LGHS was 

previously considered by an inspector on appeal when he considered that a 

refusal on the grounds of policy N6 was not justified. A significant part of his 

reasoning on that occasion was that the area in question had not been open to 

the public and therefore there could be no question of loss of public use of the 

land as a result of the proposal. In this case there is evidence of some 

informal public use of the land.  

3. Whilst a distinction can be drawn between the earlier appeal and this proposal 

with respect to evidence of public use, on my present instructions I do not 

consider that policy N6 provides a good basis for refusal for the following 

reasons –  

i) The use appears to have been informal use which could have 

been stopped at any time and which has not been possible for 

a number of years since the site was closed. For similar 

reasons to those provided by Sport England in its 

consultation response it is likely that an inspector would 

attach little if any weight to such use. 

ii) An important part of the previous inspector’s reasoning was 

the absence of any proposals for securing re-use of the site in 

the event of a refusal of permission for its redevelopment. 



2 

 

That position appears to remain the same. In effect it would 

appear that if planning permission were refused the site is 

likely to remain vacant. 

4. In the circumstances whilst there are differences between the current position 

and that considered on the previous appeal I do not consider that policy N6 

provides a good basis for refusing permission on this application. 

Furthermore this policy applies to playing pitches and it is not clear that it 

would apply to all of the site in question in any event. 

5. I trust that I have addressed the matters raised in my instructions. If I can be 

of any further assistance to my instructing solicitor, she should not hesitate to 

contact me.  

 

Kings Chambers,      Vincent Fraser QC 

36, Young Street,      23
rd

 December 2013  

Manchester M3 3FT 
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Correspondence	  about	  Freedom	  of	  Information	  Request	  12900	  
(deadline	  for	  response	  from	  Leeds	  City	  Council	  5th	  January	  2015)	  



Dear Mr Brook,

I'd be very grateful if the senior officer could reply as soon as possible and before the 5th January deadline this time, especially as I initially asked for this 
information in September.

Best wishes,

Dawn

On 5 Nov 2014, at 17:35, Brook, Richard wrote:

Dear	  Ms.	  Jones,
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  email.	  I	  can	  confirm	  that	  this	  will	  be	  treated	  as	  an	  appeal	  under	  the	  Environmental	  Information	  Regulations	  and	  you	  will	  
receive	  a	  response	  from	  a	  senior	  officer	  within	  the	  time	  frame	  specified	  by	  the	  Regs	  (40	  working	  days).
	  
Regards,
	  
Richard
	  
Richard Brook,
Information Compliance Administrator,
Level 4,
Leonardo Building,
(0113 24)76761.
	  
From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@me.com] 
Sent: 05 November 2014 13:35
To: Brook, Richard
Cc: Conboy, Jayne
Subject: Re: FOI Request 12900
 
Dear Mr Brook,
 
Please look again at this freedom of information request, under Regulation 11 which is referenced in Jayne Conboy's letter (attached again 
here for convenience) turning down the FOI request.
 
As under ICO reference: FER0554294 you have now released the name and company of the person who gave us the legal advice, all that 
remains to be released is:

the formal written instruction given to the legal professional to enable him or her to start forming the advice
any other information that was given to the legal professional prior to him or her giving the advice

 
Best wishes,

Dawn Carey Jones
HPOL
 
 
On 14 Oct 2014, at 17:03, Brook, Richard wrote:

Dear Ms. Jones,

Please find the response to your below Freedom of Information request attached.

Regards,

Richard Brook,
Information Compliance Administrator,
Level 4,
Leonardo Building,
(0113 24)76761.

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@me.com>
Subject: Freedom of Information Request

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@me.com>
Subject: Re: FOI Request 12900

Date: 27 November 2014 10:01:41 GMT
To: "Brook, Richard" <Richard.Brook@leeds.gov.uk>

 

mailto:dawncareyjones@me.com


Date: 15 September 2014 16:50:40 GMT+01:00
To: Richard Brook <Richard.Brook@leeds.gov.uk>
 
Dear Mr Brook,
 
I'd be grateful if you could respond to the request for information below within 20 days or forward this email to the person within LCC who deals with FOI 
requests.
 
Best wishes,
 
Dawn Carey Jones
Flat 5
12 Ash Grove
LS6 1AY
 
-----------
 
Freedom of Information Request
 
Written Instruction to counsel from LCC Officer/s for legal advice about 13/00868 which led to the advice from counsel included at the end of 
the Chief Planning Officer's report (for officers and members only) prior to the 3.4.14 Plans Panel and which has not been made public.
 
Please could you supply me with:

the name of the legal professional who provided the advice
the company the legal professional works for
the formal written instruction given to the legal professional to enable him or her to start forming the advice
any other information that was given to the legal professional prior to him or her giving the advice

 

The	  information	  in	  this	  email	  (and	  any	  attachment)	  may	  be	  for	  the	  intended	  recipient	  only.	  If	  you	  know	  you	  are	  not	  the	  intended	  recipient,	  please	  do	  not	  use	  or	  disclose	  
the	  information	  in	  any	  way	  and	  please	  delete	  this	  email	  (and	  any	  attachment)	  from	  your	  system.
 
 
The	  Council	  does	  not	  accept	  service	  of	  legal	  documents	  by	  e-‐mail.

 
 
 
<F12900.docx>
 

mailto:Richard.Brook@leeds.gov.uk
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 City Development  

Customer Relations 
 The Leonardo Building 

2 Rossington Street 
Leeds 

LS2 8HD 
 

 Contact Name: Jayne Conboy 
Telephone: 0113 24 77897 

Fax: 0113  24 77830 
Email: jayne.conboy@leeds.gov.uk 

Our Ref: 12900 
Date: 27 November 2014 

 
Dear Ms. Carey Jones 
 
Request: Written Instruction to Counsel 
 
I write in response to your Freedom of Information request concerning the above. 
 
In dealing with your request, please note that we have considered it under the Environmental 
Information Regulations 2004, as opposed to under the Freedom of Information Act 2000. 
This is because the information you have requested is information involving ‘activities’ and 
‘administrative measures’ which are likely to affect elements of the environment under Reg 
2(1)(c).  I am advised that both the domestic and European courts give wide meaning to the 
Regulations and have indicated that they will adopt a broad construction of the definition of 
environmental information. 
 
Your request stated:  
 
[Regarding] Written Instruction to counsel from LCC Officer/s for legal advice about 13/00868 
which led to the advice from counsel included at the end of the Chief Planning Officer's report 
(for officers and members only) prior to the 3.4.14 Plans Panel and which has not been made 
public. 
  
Please could you supply me with: 

• the name of the legal professional who provided the advice 
• the company the legal professional works for 
• the formal written instruction given to the legal professional to enable him or her to 

start forming the advice 
• any other information that was given to the legal professional prior to him or her giving 

the advice 

As the information in question concerns communications between a client (the Council) and 
a legal professional, I am of the view that it should be excepted from release under Reg 
12(5)(b) of the Environmental Information Regulations.  
 

Via Email. 
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Regulation 12(5)(b) provides that a public authority may refuse to disclose information to the 
extent that its disclosure would adversely affect ’the course of justice, the ability of a person 
to receive a fair trial or the ability of a public authority to conduct an enquiry of a criminal or 
disciplinary nature’. It is clearly established by Tribunal cases that the phrase ‘would 
adversely affect the course of justice’ includes the effects on the administration of justice 
generally by reason of a weakening of the confidence in the efficacy of legal professional 
privilege, which compulsory disclosure would involve.   
 
There are two types of privilege, legal advice privilege and litigation privilege. In this 
instance, it is clear that legal advice privilege applies, in that the relevant communications 
are confidential, and were made between a client and a professional legal adviser acting in 
their professional capacity, and were made for the sole or dominant purpose of obtaining 
legal advice. In our view, it is also the case that disclosure would have such an adverse 
effect, and that such an effect is at least more probable than not for the following reasons.  
 
Firstly, disclosure would weaken generally the principle of legal professional privilege and 
may inhibit frank discussions between lawyers and their public authority clients, and 
consequently the willingness of public authorities to seek advice in future cases.  
 
However, in addition to this general consequence, we are mindful that in accordance with the 
recent decision of the Upper Tribunal in GW v The IC, The Local Government Ombudsman 
and Sandwell MBC, ‘attention must also be focused on all the circumstances of the particular 
case, and there is no room for an absolute rule that disclosure of legally privileged 
information will necessarily adversely affect the course of justice’. In this instance the 
planning application in question, whilst determined, could still be challenged via judicial 
review.  The Council’s position in responding to any such challenge could, therefore, be 
weakened if the instructions given to Counsel were to be disclosed. In particular, disclosure 
would give a party seeking to challenge the determination  the opportunity to scrutinise an 
assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the Council’s position in arriving at the 
conclusions it did, and this in turn would prevent ‘equality of arms’ between the parties, and 
would distort the legal process. In our view, this adverse effect is more probable than not, 
given the history of this planning application, and the fact that it has caused considerable 
controversy in the local area.     
 
As provided in Regulation 12(1)(b), the Council, must consider the public interest test when 
engaging any exception under the EIR, and may only refuse to disclose environmental 
information if  in all the circumstances of the case, the public interest in maintaining the 
exception outweighs the public interest in disclosing the information. In addition, under 
Regulation 12(2), the Council must apply a presumption in favour of disclosure. The Council 
acknowledges that there is a strong public interest in disclosing information that allows public 
scrutiny of its decisions, and that to some extent disclosure of the information would provide 
a degree of transparency and reassurance, given that the Council’s decisions in relation to 
this planning application will no doubt attract continuing public comment and debate.  
 
However, we do not accept that because of the subject matter of the information in this case, 
that this in itself is an overwhelming factor in favour of disclosure, as there are also very 
substantial factors in favour of maintaining the exception. We would summarise these factors 
as: the weakening of the doctrine of legal professional privilege, which the compulsory 
disclosure of this advice would involve; the strong element of confidentiality attached to legal 
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professional privilege; the public interest in maintaining the confidentiality of client/lawyer 
communications; the likelihood that disclosure would inhibit the Council’s ability to seek full 
and frank legal advice; the need for the LPA to base its decisions on full and proper advice; 
the fact that the subject matter of the advice is still a ‘live’ issue, and the potential asymmetry 
this would cause in any potential challenge environment if this advice is put into the public 
domain at this point in time.  
 
In addition, we consider that the purposes expressed in Directive 2003/4/EC, namely a 
greater awareness of environmental matters, a free exchange of views, and more effective 
participation by the public in environmental decision-making will not be prejudiced by 
maintaining the exception in this case. This is because all relevant factors and evidence 
used in the determination of the application are available in the public domain, and so it is 
entirely open to anyone seeking to question or challenge the Council’s decisions in this 
matter to seek their own independent legal advice on the strengths and weaknesses of those 
decisions.  
 
Under Regulation 11, you are entitled to make representations to us if it appears that we 
have failed to comply with a requirement of the Regulations in relation to your request. 
Representations must be made to us no later than 40 working days after the date you 
believe we failed to comply with such a requirement. 
 
We will then consider your representations and supporting evidence and decide if we have 
complied, notifying you of our decision as soon as possible, and no later than 40 working 
days after the date of receipt of your representations.  
 
Under Regulation 18, you are then entitled to apply to the Information Commissioner for a 
decision as to whether, in any specified respect, your request has not been dealt with in 
accordance with parts 2 and 3 of the Regulations.  
 
Should you wish to contact the Commissioner’s Office then you can write to the following 
address:  
  
        Office of the Information Commissioner,  
        Wycliffe House,  
        Water Lane,  
        Wilmslow, Cheshire,  
        SK9 5AF. 
  
Yours sincerely 
  
  
 
  
Jayne Conboy 
Information Practitioner   



 
www.hpol.hydeparkonline.co.uk             hpol@hotmail.co.uk 

 

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

8	  
	  

Correspondence	  between	  
South	  Headingley	  Community	  Association	  

and	  Leeds	  City	  Council	  
initiated	  on	  30th	  June	  2014	  

re	  RTB27	  Asset	  of	  Community	  Value	  listing	  refusal	  
	  

(Stage	  2	  complaint	  response	  due	  on	  7th	  October	  2014,	  
received	  20th	  October	  2014)	  



	  
	  
	  
	  

a) Letter	  from	  LCC	  Informing	  nominator	  of	  unsuccessful	  listing	  
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 Community Right to Bid 
 Asset Management 
 The Leonardo Building 
 2 Rossington Street 
 Leeds LS2 8HD 
 
 Contact: Neil Charlesworth 
 Tel: 0113 224 3406 
 Minicom: 0113 222 4410 

 Fax: 0113 395 1461 
 righttobid@leeds.gov.uk 
 Our reference:LCC/RTB27 
 
 10th June 2014 
 
 
Dear Ms Buckle  
 
Re: Leeds Girls' High School Playing Fields, Victoria Road, Headingley, Leeds, LS6 
1BN 
 
Further to your Community Right to Bid nomination for the above land dated 2nd April 2014, 
we can now confirm that the nomination has been unsuccessful.  The land has been added 
to the List of Assets Nominated by Unsuccessful Community Nominations where it will 
remain on the list for five years after which time it will be removed.   

In order to be included on the Lists of Assets of Community Value, all of listing criteria as laid 
down in Part 5 Chapter 3 of the Localism Act 2011 must be satisfactorily met and the 
reasons for not listing are detailed below: 

• There is clear local community interest in the future of this site.  Its use as a sports 
field furthered social interests and it is considered that it was the local community that 
used the site.  There is also an argument that such use could be defined as being in 
the recent past. 

• However, for a nominated site to be added to the List of Assets of Community Value 
all of the criteria must be met.  The Reviewing Officer concluded at the previous 
review that it was not realistic to think the site could be brought back into an eligible 
use.  The nominator has not provided any new information to address this issue and 
the contrary position is stronger now that planning consent has been granted for the 
residential scheme.  It is therefore unrealistic to think the site can be brought back into 
a use that furthers the social interests or social wellbeing of the local community. 

Ms Sue Buckle  
13 Ash Grove  
Hyde Park  
Leeds  
LS6 1AX  
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Although there are no processes for appeal, if you feel you have reasons for complaint with 
the process, please contact Jayne Conboy, Departmental Customer Relations Officer at the 
address above. 
 
Yours sincerely  
 
 
 
 
Neil Charlesworth 
Community Assets Officer 
on behalf of Leeds City Council 
 
 



 
	  
	  
	  
	  

b) Initial	  complaint	  from	  SHCA	  



 

 

SOUTH	  HEADINGLEY	  COMMUNITY	  ASSOCIATION	  
SHCA, 13 Ash Grove, Leeds LS6 1AX    Tel 0113 278 2296     REG CHARITY No 503373 

	  
	  
	  
Jane	  Conboy	  
Departmental	  Customer	  Relations	  Officer	  
Community	  Right	  to	  Bid	  	  
Asset	  Management	  	  
The	  Leonardo	  Building	  	  
2	  Rossington	  Street	  	  
Leeds	  LS2	  8HD	  
	  
	  
30th	  June	  2014	  
	  
	  
	  
Dear	  Ms	  Conboy,	  
	  
Re:	  Letter	  from	  Neil	  Charlesworth	  dated	  10.6.2014	  
Ref.	  LCC/RTB27	  (notification	  of	  unsuccessful	  listing) 
Leeds	  Girls'	  High	  School	  Playing	  Fields,	  Victoria	  Road,	  Headingley,	  Leeds,	  LS6	  1BN	  
	  
Neil	  Charlesworth	  wrote	  to	  me	  on	  10th	  June	  to	  notify	  South	  Headingley	  Community	  Association	  
that	  our	  nomination	  of	  the	  field	  between	  Ash	  Grove	  and	  Chestnut	  Avenue	  as	  a	  community	  asset	  
had	  been	  unsuccessful.	  His	  letter	  said	  there	  are	  no	  processes	  for	  appeal	  but	  if	  I	  had	  reason	  to	  
make	  a	  complaint	  about	  the	  process	  I	  should	  contact	  you.	  
	  
The	  reasons	  why	  the	  process	  was	  unsatisfactory	  are	  as	  follows:	  
	  

• The	  decision	  about	  the	  nomination	  was	  prejudiced	  by	  the	  decision	  made	  at	  3.4.2014	  
Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West,	  to	  approve	  in	  principal	  planning	  application	  13/00868	  and	  
defer	  and	  delegate	  full	  approval	  to	  the	  Chief	  Planning	  Officer.	  

	  
• Leeds	  City	  Council's	  policy	  of	  non-‐notification	  that	  an	  application	  is	  returning	  to	  plans	  

panel,	  to	  people	  who	  have	  previously	  commented,	  and	  who	  thought	  the	  decision	  had	  
been	  made	  at	  a	  previous	  panel,	  is	  highly	  prejudicial.	  	  

	  
• The	  decision	  did	  not	  take	  into	  account	  the	  significant	  difference	  between	  this	  

nomination	  and	  nomination	  RTB16	  (which	  was	  for	  the	  field,	  swimming	  pool	  and	  sports	  
hall	  as	  opposed	  to	  the	  field	  only).	  

	  
• A	  letter	  from	  Neil	  Charlesworth	  dated	  2.4.2104	  said	  the	  aim	  would	  be	  to	  advise	  us	  

within	  8	  weeks	  as	  to	  the	  decision	  about	  the	  nomination	  but	  it	  was	  9	  weeks	  and	  6	  days	  
before	  we	  received	  notification	  of	  the	  decision.	  

	  
Please	  tell	  us	  who	  made	  the	  decision	  about	  the	  nomination	  and	  why	  it	  took	  so	  long	  to	  make	  the	  
decision.	  
	  
The	  full	  reasoning	  for	  the	  decision,	  given	  in	  the	  10.6.2014	  letter,	  is:	  	  
 



 

 

There	  is	  clear	  local	  community	  interest	  in	  the	  future	  of	  this	  site.	  Its	  use	  as	  a	  sports	  field	  furthered	  social	  
interests	  and	  it	  is	  considered	  that	  it	  was	  the	  local	  community	  that	  used	  the	  site.	  There	  is	  also	  an	  
argument	  that	  such	  use	  could	  be	  defined	  as	  being	  in	  the	  recent	  past.	  	  
	  
However,	  for	  a	  nominated	  site	  to	  be	  added	  to	  the	  List	  of	  Assets	  of	  Community	  Value	  all	  of	  the	  criteria	  
must	  be	  met.	  The	  Reviewing	  Officer	  concluded	  at	  the	  previous	  review	  that	  it	  was	  not	  realistic	  to	  think	  
the	  site	  could	  be	  brought	  back	  into	  an	  eligible	  use.	  The	  nominator	  has	  not	  provided	  any	  new	  
information	  to	  address	  this	  issue	  and	  the	  contrary	  position	  is	  stronger	  now	  that	  planning	  consent	  has	  
been	  granted	  for	  the	  residential	  scheme.	  It	  is	  therefore	  unrealistic	  to	  think	  the	  site	  can	  be	  brought	  back	  
into	  a	  use	  that	  furthers	  the	  social	  interests	  or	  social	  wellbeing	  of	  the	  local	  community.	  
	  
	  

So	  the	  letter	  is	  saying	  that	  the	  site	  meets	  the	  criteria	  of	  having	  furthered	  the	  social	  interests	  or	  
wellbeing	  of	  the	  local	  community	  in	  a	  non-‐ancillary	  way	  and	  of	  having	  been	  in	  community	  use	  
until	  recently,	  which	  echoes	  the	  reasons	  given	  for	  the	  decision	  made	  by	  Martin	  Farrington	  to	  
RTB16.	  
	  
The	  only	  criteria	  for	  successfully	  being	  added	  to	  the	  ACV	  list	  that	  the	  site	  is	  considered	  not	  to	  
fulfil	  is	  that	  of	  bringing	  the	  site	  back	  into	  non-‐ancillary	  use	  to	  further	  the	  social	  interests	  or	  well-‐
being	  of	  the	  local	  community	  within	  the	  next	  five	  years,	  which	  also	  echoes	  the	  reasons	  for	  the	  
decision	  made	  by	  Martin	  Farrington	  to	  RTB16	  and	  the	  letter	  acknowledges	  that	  it	  is	  basing	  the	  
decision	  on	  the	  reasoning	  given	  for	  the	  decision	  about	  RTB16.	  
	  
The	  decision	  making	  criteria	  outlined	  in	  the	  letter	  fail	  to	  acknowledge	  that	  the	  ACV	  application	  
was	  for	  the	  field	  only,	  not	  the	  field	  plus	  sports	  hall	  and	  swimming	  pool	  and	  is	  therefore	  a	  
significantly	  different	  proposition	  to	  RTB16,	  requiring	  only	  access	  to	  the	  site	  and	  use	  of	  a	  
lawnmower	  to	  be	  able	  to	  make	  the	  site	  useful	  to	  the	  local	  community	  for	  the	  considerable	  
furthering	  of	  its	  social	  interests	  and	  wellbeing.	  
	  
The	  reason	  for	  refusing	  to	  add	  RTB16	  to	  the	  ACV	  list,	  according	  to	  the	  Report	  of	  the	  Director	  of	  
City	  Development,	  4.10.2013,	  was	  that	  planning	  permission	  for	  13/00868	  was	  likely	  to	  be	  given,	  
which	  would	  increase	  the	  purchase	  price	  of	  the	  site,	  and	  that	  the	  local	  community	  did	  not	  have	  a	  
"practical	  and	  deliverable	  plan	  for	  the	  purchase	  of	  the	  site"	  therefore	  it	  was	  thought	  possible	  
but	  not	  realistic	  that	  the	  local	  community	  could	  purchase	  the	  site	  and	  bring	  it	  back	  into	  
community	  use	  within	  five	  years.	  The	  decision	  about	  RTB16	  ignored	  the	  expertise	  and	  track	  
record	  of	  applying	  for	  and	  receiving	  funding	  of	  the	  people	  who	  wrote	  the	  community	  business	  
plan	  for	  the	  site	  (which	  the	  4.10.2013	  report	  references)	  and	  also	  said	  that	  the	  13/00868	  was	  
likely	  to	  be	  approved,	  even	  though	  it	  was	  rejected	  on	  5.12.2013.	  
	  
Wigton	  Moor	  is	  a	  charter	  standard	  club	  which	  has	  an	  excellent	  reputation	  and	  ability	  to	  access	  
funding	  for	  sport	  to	  improve	  facilities	  through	  grant	  funding	  and	  by	  running	  a	  successful	  
community	  sport	  organisation	  which	  has	  allowed	  many	  hundreds	  of	  people	  to	  improve	  
themselves	  through	  sport.	  Their	  chairman,	  Martin	  Oxley,	  is	  a	  member	  of	  Hyde	  park	  Olympic	  
Legacy	  and	  the	  co-‐author	  of	  the	  community	  business	  plan.	  The	  fact	  that	  HPOL's	  business	  plan	  
for	  this	  site	  was	  ignored	  seems	  to	  indicate	  that	  Leeds	  City	  Council	  do	  not	  want	  a	  project	  of	  this	  
nature	  in	  an	  inner	  city	  area,	  an	  area	  of	  more	  need	  for	  these	  facilities	  than	  the	  areas	  on	  the	  
outskirts	  of	  the	  city	  which	  have	  much	  better	  access	  to	  sports	  facilities	  in	  their	  locality.	  
	  
No	  minutes	  or	  notifications	  of	  the	  progress	  of	  13/00868	  were	  added	  to	  the	  public	  access	  
planning	  portal	  when	  it	  was	  deferred	  from	  the	  10.10.2013	  and	  7.11.2013	  plans	  panels,	  nor	  did	  
the	  refusal	  of	  the	  application	  (at	  5.12.2014	  plans	  panel)	  appear	  on	  the	  portal.	  This	  non-‐
notification	  and	  non-‐publication	  on	  the	  only	  platform	  where	  previous	  commenters	  can	  keep	  up-‐
to-‐date	  with	  the	  developments	  of	  planning	  applications	  which	  were	  thought	  to	  have	  already	  
been	  decided	  seems	  negligent.	  The	  fact	  that	  13/00868	  was	  a	  surprise	  return	  item	  to	  the	  
3.4.2014	  plans	  panel,	  where	  it	  was	  given	  approval	  in	  principal,	  prejudiced	  the	  RTB27	  



 

 

application.	  The	  fact	  this	  approval	  in	  principal	  has	  been	  cited	  as	  the	  main	  reason	  for	  refusal	  of	  
the	  RTB27	  could	  be	  construed	  to	  be	  malpractice	  on	  the	  part	  of	  Leeds	  City	  Council.	  
	  
On	  3.4.2014	  13/00868	  was	  brought	  back	  to	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West	  for	  reconsideration	  
(recommendation	  for	  approval	  in	  an	  error	  strewn	  report)	  despite	  the	  RTB27	  application	  having	  
been	  submitted	  and	  despite	  calls	  for	  the	  decision	  about	  13/00868	  to	  be	  deferred	  until	  the	  
decision	  about	  RTB27	  had	  been	  made,	  so	  that	  the	  ACV	  decision	  would	  not	  be	  prejudiced.	  The	  
minutes	  of	  the	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West	  meeting	  are	  unsatisfactory	  and	  clarification	  of	  parts	  
of	  them	  was	  requested	  by	  Dawn	  Carey	  Jones	  on	  behalf	  of	  Hyde	  Park	  Olympic	  Legacy	  on	  
3.6.2014.	  As	  yet	  there	  has	  been	  no	  clarification.	  
	  
When	  discussing	  the	  RTB27	  application	  during	  the	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West	  meeting	  on	  
3.4.2014,	  in	  a	  section	  of	  the	  meeting	  where	  the	  public	  were	  asked	  to	  leave	  the	  room,	  the	  minutes	  
from	  this	  meeting	  record	  that	  the	  following	  matter	  amongst	  others	  was	  discussed:	  
	  

• the	  application	  for	  listing	  the	  site	  as	  an	  asset	  of	  community	  value	  and	  that	  determining	  the	  
application	  undermined	  the	  Localism	  Act.	  The	  Panel’s	  legal	  adviser	  explained	  that	  the	  legislation	  
governing	  assets	  of	  community	  value	  set	  up	  a	  separate	  process	  outside	  the	  planning	  regime	  

	  
If	  legal	  advice	  to	  the	  council	  was	  that	  it	  was	  acceptable	  to	  determine	  13/00868	  because	  the	  legal	  
process	  for	  assessing	  potential	  ACV	  listings	  is	  a	  separate	  process	  to	  the	  planning	  regime	  then	  
how	  can	  it	  be	  right	  for	  potential	  decisions	  or	  decisions	  made	  by	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West	  be	  
the	  sole	  reason	  given	  for	  refusing	  to	  put	  the	  site	  or	  part	  of	  the	  site	  on	  the	  ACV	  list?	  
	  
Please	  accept	  this	  letter	  as	  a	  formal	  complaint	  about	  the	  decision	  not	  to	  put	  the	  field	  in	  
application	  RTB27	  on	  the	  ACV	  list	  and	  please	  respond	  urgently.	  
	  
Yours	  sincerely,	  
	  
Dawn Carey Jones 
Secretary,	  SHCA	  
	  
	  
	  



	  
	  

	  
	  

c) Correspondence	  following	  initial	  complaint	  



Dear	  Ms	  Carey	  Jones,
	  
Further	  to	  your	  email	  to	  Chris	  Coulson	  yesterday,	  your	  latest	  correspondence	  will	  now	  be	  addressed	  at	  Stage	  2	  of	  the	  Council’s	  Complaints
Procedure.
Please	  see	  attached	  copy	  of	  your	  Stage2	  complaint	  acknowledgement	  letter.
	  
	  
	  
	  
Yours	  sincerely
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
Carole Chadwick
Administration Assistant
Admin
Development Resources & Strategy
City Development
Leeds City Council
 
The	  information	  in	  this	  email	  (and	  any	  attachment)	  may	  be	  for	  the	  intended	  recipient	  only.	  If	  you	  know	  you	  are	  not	  the	  intended	  recipient,	  please	  do	  not	  use	  or	  disclose	  the	  information	  in	  any	  way	  and	  please	  delete	  this
email	  (and	  any	  attachment)	  from	  your	  system.

The	  Council	  does	  not	  accept	  service	  of	  legal	  documents	  by	  e-‐mail.

 

City Develo….doc (147 KB)

From: "Chadwick, Carole" <Carole.Chadwick@leeds.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: RTB27 Letter of Complaint From South Headingley Community Association

Date: 17 September 2014 10:54:30 GMT+01:00
To: "dawncareyjones@hotmail.com" <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>

 
1 Attachment, 147 KB



 

www.leeds.gov.uk general enquiries 0113 222 4444 

  
 City Development  

Ms D Carey Jones                                                                                              Administration 
Via Email                                                                                                The Leonardo Building 
                                                                                                                    2 Rossington Street                        
                                                                                           Leeds  The Leonardo Buildin2 Rossington StreetLeeds 

LS2 8HD 
 

 Contact Name: Jayne Conboy 
Telephone: 0113 24 77897 

Fax: 0113 24 77748 
Email: jayne.conboy@leeds.gov.uk 

Our Ref: 2-BNJSSK/PS/1454-06  
Date: 17th September 2014  

 
Dear Ms Cary Jones 
 
 
Re: Complaint – 13/00868 
 
Further to your letter received in this office. I write to confirm that your complaint will be dealt with at 
Stage 2 of the Council’s Complaints Procedure. 
 
I have passed your complaint to Edmund Mylan, Chief Officer Resources & Strategy, and I would 
envisage that you will receive his full written response by the 7th October 2014.  Edmund is at present 
on leave till the 22nd September but will endeavour to provide the response within the above 
timeframe. 
  
.I trust the above is clear but if you require any further assistance then please do not hesitate to 
contact me.      
 
If, after the Council has fully investigated your complaint, you are not satisfied with our response you 
can contact the Local Government Ombudsman and ask them to look at your complaint 
independently. 
 
Telephone: 0300 061 0614 
Website: www.Igo.org.uk/making-a-complaint 
Fax: 024 7682 0001 
Text: @call back@ to 0762 480 3014 
Write to: Local Government Ombudsman 
   PO Box 4771 
   Coventry CV4 0E                         
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Jayne Conboy 
Head of Administration and Directorate Support Services                                                            
 



Begin forwarded message:

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>
Subject: RTB27 Letter of Complaint From South Headingley Community Association - Escalation to Stage 2
Date: 16 September 2014 11:20:51 GMT+01:00
To: chris.coulson@leeds.gov.uk
Cc: Richard Brook <Richard.Brook@leeds.gov.uk>, jayne.conboy@leeds.gov.uk, Carole Chadwick <Carole.Chadwick@leeds.gov.uk>

Dear Mr Coulson,

Please find attached to this email a reply to your letter dated 5th September 2014.

Our letter requests escalation of SHCA's complaint to Stage 2 and asks that it is dealt with urgently.

I've also attached a complaint thread between HPOL and Phil Crabtree which our letter of complaint references.

Thank you for your help in this matter.

Best wishes,

Dawn Carey Jones
Secretary, SHCA

RTB27 Stag…A.pdf (98 KB)

Phil Crabtre….pdf (883 KB)

On 9 Sep 2014, at 13:19, Brook, Richard wrote:

Dear	  Ms.	  Carey	  Jones,
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  email,	  and	  please	  accept	  my	  apologies	  for	  the	  delayed	  response.	  I	  can	  confirm	  that	  I	  have	  been	  progressing	  this	  matter	  for	  
you,	  and	  am	  now	  pleased	  to	  attached	  the	  response	  to	  your	  complaint.

I	  trust	  this	  is	  helpful,	  however,	  please	  do	  not	  hesitate	  to	  contact	  me	  if	  I	  can	  be	  of	  further	  assistance.
	  
Regards,
	  
Richard Brook,
Information Compliance Administrator,
Level 4,
Leonardo Building,
(0113 24)76761.
	  
From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com] 
Sent: 08 September 2014 14:43
To: Brook, Richard
Subject: Re: RTB27 Letter of Complaint From South Headingley Community Association
 
Dear Mr Brook,
 
I wondered when I am likely to expect a response as I was meant to receive a Stage 1 response from a Senior Officer by 21st July which 
was 7 weeks ago and it's a week and a half since you said you'd look into it.
 
Please can you escalate this matter?
 
Best wishes,
 
Dawn Carey Jones

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@me.com>
Subject: Fwd: RTB27 Letter of Complaint From South Headingley Community Association - Escalation to Stage 2

Date: 17 September 2014 13:42:22 GMT+01:00
 

2 Attachments, 981 KB

mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com
mailto:chris.coulson@leeds.gov.uk
mailto:Richard.Brook@leeds.gov.uk
mailto:jayne.conboy@leeds.gov.uk
mailto:Carole.Chadwick@leeds.gov.uk


Secretary, South Headingley Community Association
 
On 28 Aug 2014, at 17:20, Brook, Richard wrote:

Dear	  Ms.	  Carey	  Jones,

Thank	  you	  for	  your	  email.	  I	  will	  look	  in	  to	  this	  matter	  this	  matter	  at	  my	  earliest	  convenience.
	  
Regards,

Richard
	  
Richard Brook,
Information Compliance Administrator,
Level 4,
Leonardo Building,
(0113 24)76761.
	  

From: Dawn Carey Jones [mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com] 
Sent: 28 August 2014 16:48
To: Brook, Richard
Cc: Chadwick, Carole; Conboy, Jayne
Subject: Fwd: RTB27 Letter of Complaint From South Headingley Community Association
 
Dear Mr Brook,
 
I wondered if you'd be able to respond to my complaints below as I think Carole Chadwick and Jayne Conboy may be on holiday and it's 
a matter of urgency.
 
I've reattached my orginal letter of complaint dated 30th June 2014 and sent by email on 30th June in case that helps.
 
So there are now two complaints relating to this:

One that has been acknowledged but not been dealt with at all or in a timely manner
A second complaint that has not been acknowledged, about the failure to deal with the initial complaint

If you're not the person I should be corresponding with about this, please could you let me know who I should email.
 
Thanks for your help.
 
Best wishes,
 
Dawn Carey Jones
Secretary, SHCA
 
 
 
Begin forwarded message:

From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>
Subject: Fwd: RTB27 Letter of Complaint From South Headingley Community Association
Date: 27 August 2014 15:42:32 GMT+01:00
To: Carole Chadwick <Carole.Chadwick@leeds.gov.uk>
Cc: jayne.conboy@leeds.gov.uk
 
Dear Ms Chadwick,
 
Please could you respond to the email below as a matter of urgency.
 
Best regards,
 
Dawn Carey Jones
Secretary, SHCA
 
Begin forwarded message:

mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com
mailto:dawncareyjones@hotmail.com
mailto:Carole.Chadwick@leeds.gov.uk
mailto:jayne.conboy@leeds.gov.uk


From: Dawn Carey Jones <dawncareyjones@hotmail.com>
Subject: Re: RTB27 Letter of Complaint From South Headingley Community Association
Date: 21 August 2014 16:47:00 GMT+01:00
To: "Chadwick, Carole" <Carole.Chadwick@leeds.gov.uk>
Cc: jayne.conboy@leeds.gov.uk
 
Dear Ms Chadwick,
 
Thanks for this email and attachment. The attached letter, dated 1st July, said, "Your complaint will be investigated at Stage 1 by a 
Senior Officer in Asset Management. They will send you either a detailed response within 15 working days, or an explanation as to 
why more time may be needed to complete the investigation."
 
The fifteen working day deadline expired on 21st July and as yet I have received no communication at all about my complaint since you 
sent me this email below.
 
Please therefore accept this email as a formal complaint about the fact that South Headingley Community Association's original 
complaint has not been dealt with in a timely manner.
 
I trust that both complaints will be dealt with as a matter of urgency.
 
Best regards,
 
Dawn Carey Jones
Secretary, SHCA
 
On 1 Jul 2014, at 15:12, Chadwick, Carole wrote:

Dear	  Ms	  Jones,
	  
	  
Further	  to	  your	  email	  to	  Jayne	  Conboy	  received	  yesterday,	  the	  issues	  you	  have	  raised	  will	  be	  addressed	  at	  Stage	  1	  of	  the	  Council’s	  Complaints	  
Procedure.
Please	  see	  attached	  copy	  of	  your	  Stage	  1	  acknowledgement	  letter.
	  
	  
	  
	  
Yours	  sincerely
	  
	  
	  
	  
Carole Chadwick
Administration Assistant
Admin
Development Resources & Strategy
City Development
Leeds City Council
 

The	  information	  in	  this	  email	  (and	  any	  attachment)	  may	  be	  for	  the	  intended	  recipient	  only.	  If	  you	  know	  you	  are	  not	  the	  intended	  recipient,	  please	  do	  not	  use	  or	  
disclose	  the	  information	  in	  any	  way	  and	  please	  delete	  this	  email	  (and	  any	  attachment)	  from	  your	  system.
 
 
The	  Council	  does	  not	  accept	  service	  of	  legal	  documents	  by	  e-‐mail.

 
 
 
<City Development Stage 1 complaint ack letter  -Dawn Carey Jones.doc>

 
 
 
<Carey Jones S1 Response.pdf>
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SOUTH	  HEADINGLEY	  COMMUNITY	  ASSOCIATION	  
SHCA, 13 Ash Grove, Leeds LS6 1AX    Tel 0113 278 2296     REG CHARITY No 503373 

	  
	  
	  
Chris	  Coulson	  
Executive	  Manager	  
Technical	  Asset	  Management	  
Asset	  Management	  	  Division	  
The	  Leonardo	  Building	  	  
2	  Rossington	  Street	  	  
Leeds	  LS2	  8HD	  
	  
	  
15th	  September	  2014	  
	  
	  
	  
Dear	  Mr	  Coulson,	  
	  
Re:	  Escalation	  to	  Stage	  2	  Complaint	  in	  response	  to	  your	  letter	  dated	  5.9.2014	  
which	  was	  in	  response	  to	  SHCA's	  complaint	  about	  decision	  RTB27	  which	  was	  
originally	  notified	  to	  us	  by	  a	  letter	  from	  Neil	  Charlesworth	  dated	  10.6.2014	  
	  
South	  Headingley	  Community	  Association	  thanks	  you	  for	  your	  letter	  but	  is	  not	  satisfied	  with	  the	  
Stage	  1	  response	  and	  would	  therefore	  like	  our	  complaint	  to	  be	  reviewed	  under	  Stage	  2	  of	  Leeds	  
City	  Council's	  complaints	  procedure.	  
	  
Stage	  1	  Complaint	  not	  dealt	  with	  in	  a	  timely	  manner	  
	  
Our	  first	  letter	  of	  complaint	  was	  sent	  on	  30th	  June	  2014	  and	  we	  did	  not	  receive	  a	  response	  until	  
5th	  September	  which	  is	  unsatisfactory.	  Please	  make	  sure	  that	  the	  Stage	  2	  complaint	  is	  handled	  
within	  the	  required	  deadline,	  or	  urgently	  given	  the	  length	  of	  time	  it	  took	  for	  the	  Stage	  1	  
response.	  
	  
Points	  made	  by	  SHCA	  not	  answered	  by	  your	  5.9.2014	  letter	  	  
	  

1.	  The	  decision	  about	  the	  nomination	  was	  prejudiced	  by	  the	  decision	  made	  at	  
Plans	  Panel	  on	  3rd	  April	  2014	  
	  
In	  point	  1	  of	  your	  5th	  September	  letter	  you	  say	  that	  Plans	  Panel	  Officers	  must	  consider	  
all	  the	  facts	  at	  their	  disposal	  when	  making	  their	  decisions	  and	  yet	  it	  is	  questionable,	  
having	  read	  the	  minutes	  of	  3.4.2014	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West	  meeting,	  whether	  
members	  had	  all	  the	  facts	  at	  their	  disposal.	  The	  Chief	  Planning	  Officer's	  report	  on	  
13/00868	  for	  that	  Plans	  Panel	  meeting	  was	  error	  strewn	  and	  did	  not	  contain	  all	  the	  
facts	  that	  had	  been	  made	  available.	  Please	  see	  the	  complaint	  thread	  relating	  to	  the	  
Officer's	  Report,	  Plans	  Panel	  Meeting	  and	  subsequent	  minutes	  (attached	  or	  enclosed)	  
between	  Hyde	  Park	  Olympic	  Legacy	  and	  Phil	  Crabtree	  which	  has	  still	  not	  been	  
responded	  to.	  
	  
In	  the	  same	  paragraph	  you	  say	  that	  "…although	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  Plans	  Panel	  meeting	  
was	  a	  consideration	  in	  the	  assessment	  of	  the	  nomination,	  it	  did	  not	  prejudice	  the	  



decision	  taken."	  This	  contradicts	  the	  second	  paragraph	  of	  the	  full	  reason	  for	  refusal	  as	  
set	  out	  in	  the	  refusal	  notification	  letter	  dated	  10.6.2014:	  

	  
However,	  for	  a	  nominated	  site	  to	  be	  added	  to	  the	  List	  of	  Assets	  of	  Community	  Value	  all	  of	  the	  
criteria	  must	  be	  met.	  The	  Reviewing	  Officer	  concluded	  at	  the	  previous	  review	  that	  it	  was	  not	  
realistic	  to	  think	  the	  site	  could	  be	  brought	  back	  into	  an	  eligible	  use.	  The	  nominator	  has	  not	  
provided	  any	  new	  information	  to	  address	  this	  issue	  and	  the	  contrary	  position	  is	  stronger	  now	  
that	  planning	  consent	  has	  been	  granted	  for	  the	  residential	  scheme.	  It	  is	  therefore	  unrealistic	  
to	  think	  the	  site	  can	  be	  brought	  back	  into	  a	  use	  that	  furthers	  the	  social	  interests	  or	  social	  
wellbeing	  of	  the	  local	  community.	  

	  
The	  reason	  for	  refusal	  of	  RTB16,	  according	  to	  the	  Report	  of	  the	  Director	  of	  City	  
Development	  dated	  4.10.2013,	  and	  as	  outlined	  in	  our	  original	  letter	  of	  complaint	  was	  
that	  planning	  permission	  for	  13/00868	  was	  likely	  to	  be	  given,	  which	  would	  increase	  the	  
purchase	  price	  of	  the	  site,	  and	  that	  the	  local	  community	  did	  not	  have	  a	  "practical	  and	  
deliverable	  plan	  for	  the	  purchase	  of	  the	  site"	  therefore	  it	  was	  thought	  possible	  but	  not	  
realistic	  that	  the	  local	  community	  could	  purchase	  the	  site	  and	  bring	  it	  back	  into	  
community	  use	  within	  5	  years.	  
	  
The	  second	  paragraph	  of	  notification	  of	  refusal	  of	  RTB27	  says	  the	  contrary	  position	  is	  
stronger	  now	  that	  planning	  permission	  of	  13/00868	  has	  been	  given,	  so	  for	  you	  to	  say	  
that	  the	  RTB	  decision	  was	  not	  prejudiced	  by	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  Plans	  Panel	  meeting	  on	  
3.4.2014	  seems	  inaccurate,	  just	  as	  the	  RTB27	  appeal	  decision	  was	  prejudiced	  by	  what	  
was	  considered	  to	  be	  the	  likely	  outcome	  of	  the	  5.12.2014	  Plans	  Panel	  meeting.	  
	  
2.	  Leeds	  City	  Council's	  policy	  of	  non-‐notification	  that	  an	  application	  is	  returning	  to	  
plans	  panel	  highly	  prejudicial	  
	  
You	  say,	  "Where	  an	  application	  is	  referred	  back	  to	  Panel,	  we	  do	  of	  course	  refer	  to	  all	  
previous	  objections	  made."	  Hyde	  park	  Olympic	  Legacy's	  community	  business	  plan	  had	  
been	  submitted	  as	  part	  of	  an	  objection	  to	  the	  planning	  application	  last	  year	  and	  
available	  on	  the	  public	  access	  portal	  since	  May	  2013	  and	  yet	  at	  least	  one	  Plans	  Panel	  
member	  did	  not	  know	  it	  existed.	  The	  business	  plan	  was	  not	  referred	  to	  at	  3.4.2014	  Plans	  
Panel,	  consequently	  nor	  was	  the	  support	  it	  had	  from	  local	  businesses,	  sports	  
organisations	  and	  Leeds	  Metropolitan	  University,	  all	  of	  which	  were	  available	  for	  Officers	  
and	  Members	  to	  see	  on	  the	  public	  access	  portal.	  
	  
In	  your	  letter	  you	  have	  not	  responded	  to	  my	  assertion	  that	  the	  Plans	  Panel	  decision	  
ignored	  the	  expertise	  and	  track	  record	  of	  applying	  for	  and	  receiving	  funding	  of	  the	  
people	  who	  wrote	  the	  business	  plan.	  The	  RTB16	  and	  RTB27	  decisions	  both	  clearly	  
ignored	  this	  too.	  
	  
3.	  The	  decision	  did	  not	  take	  into	  account	  the	  significant	  difference	  between	  this	  
nomination	  and	  nomination	  RTB16	  (which	  was	  for	  the	  field,	  swimming	  pool	  and	  
sports	  hall	  as	  opposed	  to	  the	  field	  only)	  
	  
You	  say	  the	  report	  upon	  which	  the	  decision	  was	  made	  referenced	  the	  field	  in	  its	  title,	  
and	  you	  are	  "satisfied	  that	  the	  report	  did	  make	  clear	  that	  the	  nomination	  related	  solely	  
to	  the	  field	  and	  did	  not	  include	  the	  associated	  buildings,	  unlike	  the	  earlier	  nomination."	  
But	  even	  if	  the	  report	  said	  that	  this	  nomination	  was	  for	  the	  field	  only,	  the	  implications	  of	  
this	  difference	  in	  nominations	  does	  not	  seem	  to	  have	  been	  taken	  into	  account.	  	  
	  
Under	  point	  three	  you	  also	  again	  say	  that	  the	  reason	  it	  is	  not	  likely	  that	  the	  field	  could	  be	  
brought	  back	  into	  community	  use	  within	  5	  years	  is	  because	  the	  site	  had	  been	  
transferred	  to	  the	  ownership	  of	  a	  property	  developer.	  This	  transfer	  is	  a	  consequence	  of	  



Plans	  Panel	  approving	  the	  planning	  application	  and	  therefore	  that	  decision	  did	  clearly	  
prejudice	  the	  ACV	  decision.	  
	  
How	  can	  the	  planning	  process	  be	  separate	  from	  the	  ACV	  process	  as	  you	  say	  it	  is,	  when	  
here,	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  planning	  process	  is	  taken	  as	  a	  material	  consideration	  in	  the	  
ACV	  decision	  making	  process,	  in	  the	  same	  way	  as	  the	  probable	  outcome	  of	  a	  planning	  
decision	  was	  the	  main	  consideration	  in	  the	  RTB27	  decision	  at	  appeal?	  
	  
If	  the	  RTB27	  decision	  had	  been	  positive	  then	  the	  community	  would	  have	  had	  six	  months	  
in	  which	  to	  be	  able	  to	  purchase	  the	  field.	  Former	  Liberal	  Democrat	  Councillor	  Martin	  
Hamilton	  publicly	  stated	  in	  writing	  on	  17th	  April	  2014	  that	  "The	  reality	  is	  that	  
Headingley	  Councillors	  have	  upwards	  of	  £200K	  in	  Ward	  Based	  Initiative	  capital,	  
£250K	  in	  Section	  106	  for	  sports	  provision	  in	  the	  bank	  to	  spend.	  	  Hyde	  Park	  
Councillors	  have	  around	  £0.5	  million	  of	  unspent	  106	  money.	  	  The	  idea	  that	  only	  by	  
extracting	  a	  few	  tens	  of	  thousands	  of	  pounds	  from	  the	  Victoria	  Road	  developers,	  
could	  greenspace	  on	  Royal	  Park	  be	  delivered,	  is	  incorrect.	  	  The	  money	  is	  already	  
there	  -‐	  so	  the	  fact	  that	  this	  was	  presented	  as	  a	  lynchpin	  at	  panel,	  was	  unfortunate."	  
There	  was	  and	  is	  money	  available	  to	  purchase	  the	  field	  for	  the	  community	  and	  primary	  
schools	  and	  then	  to	  look	  for	  funding	  and	  business	  partners	  to	  run	  the	  sports	  halls.	  This	  
statement	  from	  Martin	  Hamilton	  also	  again	  shows	  that	  planning	  officers	  and	  members	  
at	  the	  3rd	  April	  Plans	  Panel	  meeting	  did	  not	  consider	  all	  the	  facts	  at	  their	  disposal.	  
	  
4.	  The	  aim	  is	  to	  advise	  us	  within	  8	  weeks	  as	  to	  the	  decision	  about	  the	  nomination	  
but	  it	  was	  9	  weeks	  and	  6	  days	  before	  we	  received	  notification	  of	  the	  decision.	  
	  
You	  say	  that	  the	  8	  week	  deadline	  was	  missed	  because	  of	  the	  complex	  issues	  needing	  to	  
be	  considered	  and	  because	  the	  8	  week	  period	  included	  holiday	  periods.	  The	  decision	  has	  
clearly	  not	  taken	  into	  account	  the	  complex	  issues	  and	  therefore	  the	  length	  of	  time	  it	  took	  
to	  notify	  us	  of	  the	  decision	  was	  unacceptable,	  as	  was	  the	  length	  of	  time	  it	  took	  to	  
respond	  to	  the	  30th	  June	  complaint.	  

	  
Further	  unanswered	  questions	  
	  
In	  your	  reply	  to	  my	  30th	  June	  letter,	  you	  have	  not	  told	  me	  who	  made	  the	  RTB27	  decision,	  
even	  though	  I	  asked,	  nor	  have	  you	  made	  any	  comments	  about	  the	  community	  business	  
plan	  and	  the	  track	  record	  of	  those	  who	  produced	  it,	  nor	  have	  you	  responded	  to	  my	  final	  
paragraph	  which	  I	  will	  repeat	  here:	  If	  legal	  advice	  to	  the	  council	  was	  that	  it	  was	  
acceptable	  to	  determine	  13/00868	  because	  the	  legal	  process	  for	  assessing	  potential	  ACV	  
listings	  is	  a	  separate	  process	  to	  the	  planning	  regime	  then	  how	  can	  it	  be	  right	  for	  
potential	  decisions	  or	  decisions	  made	  by	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West	  be	  the	  sole	  reason	  
given	  for	  refusing	  to	  put	  the	  site	  or	  part	  of	  the	  site	  on	  the	  ACV	  list?	  

	  
Please	  respond	  to	  this	  Stage	  2	  complaint	  as	  a	  matter	  of	  urgency.	  
	  
Yours	  sincerely,	  
	  
Dawn Carey Jones 
Secretary,	  SHCA	  
	  
	  



	  
	  

	  
d) Inadequate	  Stage	  2	  reply	  from	  LCC	  



Dear	  Dawn
	  
Further	  to	  your	  letter	  dated	  15th	  September	  2014,	  please	  see	  attached	  letter
	  
Regards
	  
Ben	  Middleton
Head	  of	  Asset	  Management
Asset	  Management	  and	  Regeneration
The	  Leonardo	  Building
2	  Rossington	  Street
LEEDS
LS2	  8HD
	  
Tel	  -‐	  0113	  247	  7817
	  
	  
	  

The	  information	  in	  this	  email	  (and	  any	  attachment)	  may	  be	  for	  the	  intended	  recipient	  only.	  If	  you	  know	  you	  are	  not	  the	  intended	  recipient,	  please	  do	  not	  use	  or	  disclose	  the	  information	  in	  any	  way	  and	  please	  delete	  this
email	  (and	  any	  attachment)	  from	  your	  system.

The	  Council	  does	  not	  accept	  service	  of	  legal	  documents	  by	  e-‐mail.
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Leeds 
CITY COUNCIL 

Asset Management Division 
The Leonardo Building 
2 Rossington Street 
Leeds LS2 8HD 

If telephoning ask for Ben Middleton 
Direct Line (0113) 247 7817 
Textphone for Deaf and Hard of 
Hearing people (0113) 222 4410 
Fax: 0113 24 76386 
Email ben.middleton©leeds.gov.uk  

By Email only 
Your Ref: 
Our Ref 

Date: 17 October 2014 

Dear Ms Carey Jones 

LEEDS GIRLS' HIGH SCHOOL PLAYING FIELDS, VICTORIA ROAD, HEADINGLEY, 
LEEDS LS6 1BN — COMPLAINT STAGE 2 

I refer to your letter dated 15th  September 2014 requesting that your complaint be dealt 
with under Stage 2 of Leeds City Council's complaints procedure in respect of the process 
followed when considering the Assets of Community Value nomination submitted by your 
organisation for the field at the former Leeds Girls' High School. 

I have considered the points raised in your letter and for the purpose of clarity will use the 
same headings: 

Stage 1 Complaint not dealt with in a timely manner 

I am sorry it took until 5th  September 2014 to answer your Stage 1 complaint. The 
combination of heavy workloads and the holiday season meant it was not possible to give 
the matter full consideration to your complaint in a shorter timescale. 

The decision about the nomination was prejudiced by the decision made at Plans 
Panel on 3rd  April 2014 

The decision at plans panel did not prejudice the outcome of the Assets of Community 
Value nomination. As stated in the response to your Stage 1 complaint, the assessment of 
Assets of Community Value nominations is a separate process and falls outside of the 
planning regime. The decision of the Plans Panel did create a fact that was considered as 
part of the assessment of the nomination, but that is different from prejudicing that 
decision. 

Leeds City Council's policy of non-notification that an application is returning to 
Plans Panel is highly prejudicial 

www.leeds.gov.uk 	 General enquiries: 0113 222 4444 
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I am aware that a separate complaint is being dealt with by colleagues in Planning 
Services relating to the Planning history of this site and this part of the complaint has been 
picked up there. However, I disagree that the assessment of the Assets of Community 
Value nominations ignored the expertise and track record of the people who wrote the 
business plan. The plan was referred to in the report published by the Director of City 
Development when considering the review of the original decision to list the property as an 
Asset of Community Value. I particularly refer to paragraphs 4.4.1 to 4.4.5 of that report. 
For the second nomination (RTB27) I am of the opinion that the business plan as 
submitted is not relevant. The plan includes the buildings and is reliant on income from 
those buildings, but they were specifically excluded from the second nomination. 

The decision did not take into account the significant difference between this 
nomination and nomination RTB16 

As stated in the Stage 1 reply, the report clearly identified the differences between RTB16 
and RTB27. 

The reasons for not considering it realistic to think that the property could be brought back 
into an eligible use is not a consequence of Plans Panel approving the decision. At the 
review for RTB16 the Director of City Development received advice from the Chief 
Planning Officer that in his opinion it was likely that planning consent for the proposed 
residential and retail development would be granted. The Director of City Development 
then deemed that although it was possible that the site could be brought back into an 
eligible use, given the clear plans for a non-eligible use and the likelihood of those plans 
coming to fruition, then the development as planned was the only realistic course of action. 

You state that had the property been added to the List of Assets of Community Value then 
you would have had six months to be able to purchase the field. Unfortunately that 
assertion is incorrect. A binding agreement was already in place that the property would 
transfer to the new landowner, subject to the granting of planning permission. That 
transaction would have been exempt from the protection given by the Localism Act 2011. 
Once the site was developed for housing purposes the protection afforded would not 
apply, as residential properties are excluded from the legislation. 

The aim is to advise us within 8 weeks as to the decision about the nomination but it 
was 9 weeks and 6 days before we received notification of the decision. 

I disagree that the complex issues relating to this case have not been considered. This 
letter sets out some of those issues and the report upon which the decision was based 
sets them out in full. Although we aim to meet the 8 week deadline as set out in the 
Localism Act 2011, unfortunately sometimes it is not possible to meet that deadline. 

Further unanswered questions. 

The Stage 1 complaint response stated, at point 4, that the decision was taken by the 
Chief Asset Management & Regeneration Officer. The name of that officer is Christine 
Addison. 

Officers have not commented on the community business plan or the track record of those 
that produced it, other than the comments previously referred to in the Director of City 
Development's report. It is my opinion that further comments on the business plan are not 
necessary. 

The outcome of plans panel was not the sole reason for turning down the nomination. 
Indeed, nomination RTB16 was turned down prior to planning consent being granted. The 
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report accompanying the decision for RTB27 makes clear that consideration was given to 
the stated desire by the landowner to sell the property for full market value and the lack of 
a deliverable plan from the community to finance any purchase. These facts, considered 
alongside the agreement to transfer the property to a developer, means that we do not 
consider it realistic to think the property can be brought back into an eligible use within the 
next five years. 

I understand your disappointment about the decision not to add this property to the List of 
Assets of Community Value and am sorry you have felt it necessary to escalate your 
complaint to Stage 2. I hope that this response clarifies matters for you. If you remain 
dissatisfied and wish to seek an independent review of how your complaint has been 
handled you may refer the matter to the Local Government Ombudsman. Details of how to 
contact the Ombudsman are shown below. 

The Local Government Ombudsman 
PO Box 4771 
Coventry CV4 OEH 
Telephone: 0300 061 0614 
Email: advice©Igo.orq.uk  
Website: www.lgo.org.uk  

Yours sincerely 

Ben Middleton 
Head of Asset Management 

3 



 
www.hpol.hydeparkonline.co.uk             hpol@hotmail.co.uk 

 

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

9	  
	  

The	  Community	  Business	  Plan	  
(in	  public	  domain	  since	  May	  2013)	  



Chestnut Avenue / Ash Grove  
community sport proposal 

 
 

(An alternative to the recent development proposals submitted for the site.) 
 

 

 
 

 
by  
 

 

Hyde Park Olympic Legacy 
 

Action Group 
 
 

 
 
 

 

If you would like to be involved with this project contact: 
 

 

www.hpol.hydeparkonline.co.uk 
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Housing proposal: 
 

On the 20
th
 of July 2012, Chartford Homes and Holbeck Land put in an 

outline planning proposal to build 26 town houses, 8 flats, a retail unit; with 
an underground car park; on one of the last pieces of green space in 
Leeds 6. The design included a small amount of open space 
(approximately 25m x 20m) described as a ‘pocket park area’ or an 
‘orchard’ which would be accessible to the public.  
 

This application, put in the day before the summer holidays began, was 
unanimously opposed by local residents at a public meeting, and also on 
the council’s public access webpage. Residents stated that the area did not 
need any more housing as many existing properties are empty, and that 
their retail needs are well served by the existing shops in the area. They 
did not want a supermarket as it would threaten existing businesses and 
add nothing that the area did not already have. (All of the ‘big 5’ 
supermarkets had shown an interest in the proposed retail unit.) The 
upkeep of the mini park would be paid for by the rent of the retail unit.  
 

The planning application was also criticised as it proposed to build on a 
protected playing field and to demolish a serviceable sports hall and 
swimming pool. South Headingley, Hyde Park and Woodhouse is an area 
classed as being deprived of playing fields. None of the 5 nearest primary 
schools have adequate outdoor recreation provision. Three nearby primary 
schools have no playing field access at all. The area generally lacks decent 
or well maintained sports facilities. Sports facilities which exist in the area 
have a limited availability to hire, and priority is given to university students.   
 

The land in question belongs to the Grammar School at Leeds. When 
Leeds Girls High School joined the boy’s grammar school in Alwoodley in 
2008, their Headingley site was vacated. At this time a petition was handed 
to the council signed by over 1,200 people stating that the sports facilities 
should be bought for use of the local schools and the public. However the 
council could not match the school’s asking price which proposed to sell 
the field at development rates, many times the price if the sports field were 
to be sold at playing pitch rates.  
 

A proposition to build 29 town houses on this field was put forward in 2008, 
but this was dropped before it was considered at plans panel. The sports 
hall and pool were then offered for sale to Leeds Met who were initially 
interested to run them on a peppercorn rent with some public access, on 
the condition that they agreed to make repairs to the swimming pool and 
alterations to make the premises accessible for the students and the public. 
This offer proved to be unviable for the Met as the repairs to the swimming 
pool’s filtration system appeared to be too expensive. 
 

The site was also allegedly offered to the universities and the council for 
free, but reportedly neither had the interest or the money required to make 
alterations and run them. However this cannot be verified as all past 
records of these offers having been made appear to have disappeared 
from email and written archives.  
 
At a public meeting in December 2009 the facilities were also offered for 
free to a community group to run them if they could ensure the facility’s 
financial viability. When a set of sports associations banded together to 
form a charitable trust to try to run the facilities on a non-for-profit basis - 
giving access to the schools during the day, running after school clubs and 
providing the public access in the evenings - this offer was withdrawn. The 
asking price of the sports centre and pool had changed from free to 
£675,000 which the organisations could not afford. ‘For Sale’ signs were 
put on the property and a stalemate has proceeded since then. 

 

Plans for 26 town houses, a retail unit 
with 8 flats above it and small ‘pocket 
park’ area submitted by Chartford 
Homes / Holbeck Land on 20

th
 July 

2012.  Planning App no: 12-02491/OT 

5555    



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

On the 31
st
 of October 2012 the application was withdrawn by the applicant. This application was recommended for 

refusal by council officers because of its impact on trees and because the supermarket fronted onto a conservation area - 
rather than any reasons to do with loss of playing pitches or sports facilities or people’s objections to the retail unit.  
 

On the 22
nd
 of March 2013 application 13/00868 by Chartford Homes and Holbeck Land was resubmitted. The plans were 

practically the same design with 2 fewer houses (now 24) and a smaller supermarket with no flats above it. 
  

History 
 

In 1895 the Hyde Park Recreation Club (now the Hyde Park 
Social Club) was built on Ash Grove. The club played an active 
role in the local community for many years with club members 
and their wives regularly organising children’s parties and other 
events for local people. The club was originally established to 
promote health as well as leisure and had excellent sports 
facilities (see the map opposite, a bowling green and tennis 
courts stand where terraced houses and the social car park are 
now.) The emphasis was on having sports facilities available 
near to where a person lives. 

 

Dawson’s field 
 

The playing field belonged to the estate of Ash Grove Villa (now 
63 Victoria Road) and was owned by Edward William Dawson. 
When the High School moved to Headingley in 1906, the 
school negotiated to use Mr. Dawson's field for a playing field 
on a rent of £10 per annum. This increased to £20 in 1909. In 
1913 Miss Lowe of Leeds Girls High School stated that “a great 
deal of the vigor of the three hundred girls in the School was 
obtained in the playing fields.” The field was subsequently 
purchased from Mr. Dawson in 1924, for £1,200.The money for 
the sale was raised by the school from subscriptions. It seems 
the field was bought at playing field rates at the time and was 
sold to be used for sport and recreation. 
 

Sports Ground 
 

 

A small pavilion was added to the higher ground on the site in 
1940. Local children and adults used the field at evenings  and 
weekends when not in use by the school, the groundsman being 
happy with this as long as they did not inconvenience him, 
playing cricket and football up until recently when the surface 
become overgrown. Local state schools had also used the area 
for sports days with the permission of Leeds Girls High School 
in the past. The field provides a valuable recreation space in a 
highly developed area. At 91m x 60m - it is enough for an 11-a-
side football pitch, a cricket oval or full sized field-hockey pitch. 
 

Sports Hall and Swimming Pool 
 

In 1984 the school was given planning permission to build a 
sports hall on the elevated part of site. At 33.4m x 24.4m it is 
spacious and larger than most of the council-owned sports halls 
attached to their leisure centres. The hall contains a small 
viewing gallery.  
 

A swimming pool building was added to adjoin the sports hall in 
1986. The pool measures 25m x 10m, the room which houses it 
is 29.6m x 12.5m and 5.8m high. The pool was mostly used by 
the school, but the public also had some access, at least 3 
swimming groups, including a ladies-only and mother and child 
swimming club operated there until 2008.  
 

The sports hall was also used for coaching by West Yorkshire 
Netball, the field and sports facilities by Kings Camps who 
provided multi-sports children’s activity camps for 5-17 year 
olds over Easter and summer holidays between 1994 to 2007.  
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1979 Ash Grove / Chestnut Ave street party, an event 

which took place with the permission of the school. 



Leeds 6 background information 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Painted goals on a wall at the end of a back-to-back 

terrace near the Harolds and Thornvilles.  

Back to backs in Hyde Park. Front yards are a couple of square 

metres with no garden at all. This is fairly typical of houses in LS6. 

Hyde Park, Woodhouse, South Headingley and Burley are 
areas characterised by their rows of terraced and back-to-
back houses. Many were built to house mill workers in the 
1800’s. One family would often reside in the top half of the 
building, another in the basement. Poverty, overcrowding and 
unsanitary conditions led to diseases such as cholera 
ravaging the population, leading to average life expectancy 
for a worker in the area in the 1840’s to drop to about 19.  
 

In present-day LS6 these houses are usually occupied by 
students, working professionals and families. Amongst the 
houses is a small amount of open-space. While we are lucky 
that our predecessors petitioned to save areas of common 
land, like Woodhouse Moor, from development (purchased to 
be used as a public park in 1857) most open space in the 
area has been developed and we lack accessible sports 
pitches and facilities. Where facilities exist, in or near to the 
area they are often not openly accessible, being for the 
principal use of university students only. This results in fewer 
sports clubs existing in the area. The free-to-use sports 
facilities which exist are often not maintained, the council 
generally uses grants and section 106 money generated from 
developments to repair or update facilities. Despite this, they 
are extremely useful facilities and some are of reasonably 
good quality. 
  

(The existing free-to-access facilities are listed discussed 
in detail on pages 11-16.) 
 

Hyde Park, Woodhouse and the surrounding area has a high 
proportion of economically disadvantaged inhabitants. When 
you walk through the terraces of Woodhouse in the summer 
and its residents are outside their homes, you get a sense of 
an area which is predominantly working-class, ethnically 
mixed and of considerable social need. Hyde Park and South 
Headingley also has a significant South Asian population. 
This ethnic group is characterised by particularly high rates of 
type 2 diabetes and cardiovascular disease which derives 
particular benefit from improved sport provision. 
 

At present, residents living in Hyde Park, Woodhouse, 
South Headingley or Burley can expect to live 10-12 
years less than their counterparts in the suburbs. 
 

A significant reason which contributes towards this trend 
is the lack of uptake in sport because of a lack of 
facilities. Residents do not get into an exercise habit from 
a young enough age. However the government’s new 
public health act passed in March 2012 imposes a 
statutory duty upon local authorities to narrow this kind of 
health gap, where one exists.  
 

The provision of outdoor sports spaces in Leeds is well 
below national guidelines. The provision for this area is 
well below an already poor average for the rest of the 
city. The lack of publicly accessible spaces for sport 
means that Leeds 6 has a distinct shortage of sports 
clubs attached to it. Demand for sport tends to follow the 
supply of facilities. Where these do not exist nearby to 
where people live the people who live around them do 
not get into an exercise habit. 
 

This lack of inner city sports facilities is exacerbated by 
several factors. Where councils have to try to save 
money they tend to close down smaller leisure facilities 
near to inner city areas and open larger facilities on the 
outskirts where it is cheaper to build. Often though, when 
these facilities open, they are not near enough to the 
areas which would derive particular benefit from their 
use. Add to this the tendency of a city like Leeds to close 
down inner city schools and situate large academy sites 
with sports facilities attached to them near to the 
outskirts. Poorer families tend to not travel any significant 
distance to take part in sport and therefore a sporting 
habit is not formed in a person’s early years.  
 

The council’s recent Playing Pitch Provision Guidelines 
treat non-accessible sports facilities in the same way as 
accessible ones. For example Headingley Stadium is 
treated as a large playing pitch even though it cannot be 
used by the public, Beckett’s Park is a massive sports 
campus but the amount of access to non-students is 
minimal. Furthermore, in this assessment, the city is split 
into segments, each deprived inner city area segment is 
effectively improved by being associated with a more 
prosperous area stretching into the outer suburbs.  
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What this means in practical terms is 
that there is obvious, overt, shortage of 
accessible facilities in our area. Both in 
terms of pitches and indoor facilities 
which encourage public access. 
 

If you drive to Leeds’ outer ring-road 
you see masses of vacant sports 
pitches. They are predominantly 
wasted because they are situated in an 
area where they are not needed. But 
where clubs are close to facilities you 
will see them being used. This is not an 
average sight in an inner-city area like 
Leeds 6 because of the ongoing 
development process. Greed and a 
lack of foresight to provide space for 
adequate sports provision soon creates 
a disparity and a serious set of health 
inequalities.    
 

If you are a university student doing a 
sports degree you have access to 
Olympic standard sports facilities, 
 

whereas if you are a young person 
attending a nearby school you are left 
with very few sports clubs that you are 
able to attend unless you travel several 
miles to access well maintained 
facilities which are linked with a decent 
expanse of playing pitch.  
 

Take a charitable body like Chapeltown 
CYDC for example. A sports hall, 
exercise spaces and playing fields are 
twinned with well organised institutions 
that provide coaching for all age groups 
and inspire people, bringing pride in the 
area by creating teams which create 
supply and cater for demand.  
 

Compare this to an area like Wood-
house where very little space exists for 
exercise and there are few activities to 
keep young people positively engaged. 
Here you have problems with gangs 
and drug use, and there are few 
positive examples for young people. 
 

It is obvious that where good facilities 
and numerous sports clubs exist, the 
health and wellbeing of the population 
increases and it is visible that crime in 
these areas reduces. 
 

An institution with the ideals of CYDC 
would thrive in Leeds 6. It would tie 
together the use of existing facilities, 
allow new clubs to form and increase 
participation in clubs which already 
exist. It would offer people of all ages 
the opportunity to improve their health, 
learn new or improve existing skills.  
 

When you look at the gap in provision 
of sports amenities, in the middle sits 
the vacant facilities at the Leeds Girls 
High School. We do not believe that it 
is unreasonable for the school to 
consider leaving the site as a legacy 
for the benefit of the many.  That sport, 
health and recreation could be made 
accessible and affordable for all. 
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Existing Sports Provision 
 

Primary Schools: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

Springbank Primary 
 

(distance to Chestnut Ave / Ash Grove sports facilities - 675m) 

 
Sports Facilities: Small Indoor Hall (also acts as a dining 
room.) Astroturf pitch (approx 40m x 40m) doubles as 
playground. Additional playground built on flat roof. 
 

“Our school has no grass pitch available to it although we have 
a reputation for sports provision and have Activemark Gold. 
Access to a pitch would enable our school to introduce rugby 
and cricket coaching which at present must be carried out on 
our playground which doubles up as an all weather pitch for PE. 
During sports week we have no field so must have shortened 
races and are unable to develop track and field athletic 
activities as we would like. In the past our school has held its 
sports day on the Leeds Grammar School pitch for this reason.” 
 

- Michael Brawley, Head Teacher 

Brudenell Primary 
 

(distance to Chestnut Ave / Ash Grove sports 
facilities - 200m) 

 

Sports Facilities: One Playground 
sports pitch (approx 25m x 30m) 
Indoor Hall 
No grass playing fields. 
 
“Brudenell primary school has one play 
ground for the main school. It is quite a 
small space for 200 children and is all 
tarmac. There is one space for outdoor 
PE and play. This does mean that PE 
sessions clash with the younger 
children’s afternoon playtime. This is 
distracting to quality PE skills and limits 
the younger children’s space for play. 
 

“The tarmac surface limits how physically games can be played because of 
the danger of injury. This obviously affects the children's commitment to really 
'go for it' in any sporting event. Running races, particularly for Sports Day, are 
not feasible on tarmac… 

 

“Again the High school fields are a 
short walk away and if they were 
maintained, we would make regular 
use of them in the dry weather for 
twice weekly outdoor PE sessions for 
all of our classes in KS1 and 2.  

 

“…we are trying to open 
opportunities for our whole 
community to be more involved in 
sporting and health related 
opportunities after school and in 
the holidays.” 
 

- Lesley McKay, Acting Head Teacher 

 

 

The tarmac football pitch at Brudenell 
Primary – the only area for sport 

accessible for the school’s 200 pupils.  
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Quarry Mount Primary 
 

(distance to Chestnut Ave / Ash Grove sports facilities - 900m) 

 
Sports Facilities: One basketball sized pitch (on 
approximately 8% gradient) 
Narrower lower playground, on flatter ground. 
Upstairs Sports Hall (low ceiling, approx 15m x 10m) 
No grass playing fields 
 
“We have a small tarmacked front playground 
and a larger one to the back of the school. This one 
however is on a slope, which makes playing 
sports difficult. We have no grass area at all… 
The school is surrounded by housing which also 
restricts the amount of space we have for throwing 
and kicking sports and activities. 
 
“Most PE lessons have to take place in the school hall 
which is very small. Games on the playground 
are played at the teacher's discretion, constantly taking 
into account the health and safety of children playing 
team games and doing athletics on a hard, concrete 
surface. This obviously has an impact on normal school 
activities such as inter-school games and sports days. 
Although we do have after-school clubs, these too are 
limited to activities such as dance and drama which can 
take place in the hall. These do not cater for the needs 
of all our children. 
 
“I feel strongly that our children and their families 
deserve much better access to sport and exercise 
facilities and the facilities at Leeds Girls High would 
really help to do this.” 
 

- Jackie Twaites, Head Teacher 

 
“The scope for activities in and out of school for 
Quarry Mount Primary and the other schools in the 
area, if we had access to playing fields would be 
huge. At present, we are very limited as to the 
number of competitive sports we can entertain, as 
are a lot of our neighbouring schools. This would 
also open up the kinds of activities to our 
community, in particular the youth who have very 

little in the area to keep them positively engaged.” 

Rosebank Primary 
 

(distance to Chestnut Ave / Ash Grove sports facilities - 
1400m) 

 

Sports Facilities: 
Playground tarmac pitch (approx 30m x 15m) on a 
slope of approx 5%. 
Strip of fenced-off astroturf (approx 8m x 25m) 
No grass playing pitch 
 
“There is no safe grassland around for us to use for 
games lessons. The parkland that is close to the 
school is generally unsafe for the children to use 
due to dog faeces and used syringes.  
 

“We have been very inventive with the space 
available to us within the school grounds, but 
this still means that many of the children have to 
learn games skills on a sloping concrete 
playground.” 
 

“The acquisition of the High School sports site for 
use by local schools and community would 
be of great value and would help us to provide  
 

 

a high standard of activities for our children in a safe    
environment.” 

 
- Gill Young, Head Teacher Designate  

 10101010    



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

The High School 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Shire Oak Primary 
 

(distance to Chestnut Ave / Ash Grove sports facilities - 1000m) 
 

Sports Facilities: 
Playground tarmac games court, 
Small Indoor hall (doubles as dining hall) 
Grass play area at the front (unsuitable for sports pitch) 
 
“Our sports hall is very small and has to be out of use 
for a large part of the day to facilitate it being set up as 
a dining hall. lf we were able to access another hall 
within walking distance we could enhance our 
provision. 
 
In this day of government urging us to collaborate more 
and to engage in and provide extended schools 
services this purchase would go along way to 
help us achieve this and contribute to the council's 
targets in its children's plan and contribute significantly 
to the every child matters agenda. 
 

- Mark Edwards, Head Teacher 
 

City of Leeds School 
 

(distance to Chestnut Ave / Ash Grove sports 
facilities - 800m) 

 

City of Leeds is the last remaining state- 
owned inner city high school. The other 
comprehensive schools in Leeds have 
either been turned into academies, 
demolished, rebuilt and changed to PFI 
Schools (private finance initiative). One of 
the main effects of this has been that lots of 
usable sports facilities in the inner city have 
been lost, leaving people fewer places to 
exercise and take part in sport. 
 
City of Leeds offers a unique, diverse and 
caring environment for pupils and it runs a 
number of after school clubs and has 
reasonable sports facilities, but has nothing 
like the amount of space some of the larger 
schools on the outskirts have. 
 
City of Leeds owns a patch of land big 
enough for an 11-a-side football pitch and 
has a space of a similar size just behind 
this. The football pitch is not ideal with one 
touch line falling off down a bank, it is easily 
waterlogged and does at times suffer from 
litter and dog mess. It is also an accessible 
field which the public use. The school also 
mark a running track which intersects the 
pitch making one touchline very difficult for 
a referee to call line decisions. The field is 
an otherwise useful space which the 
primaries (such as Quarry Mount) use for 
their sports days. The space behind the 
pitch is often marked for rounders and is 
useful for various other field sports. 

The school also has an onsite tarmac pitch 
a standard basketball / netball sized pitch. 
 
The school has a decent sports hall some 
14m x 26m, it is in fairly good condition 
although the roof leaks sometimes when it 
rains heavily. The hall is booked most 
nights after school for a range of after 
school clubs and private bookings. It is £25-
27 an hour to hire. All users who book must 
provide public liability insurance certificates 
and go through Education Leeds Lettings to 

book it. This in effect prevents it being used 
for casual public bookings and only allows 
official sports clubs and coaches to rent it.  
 
For indoor use, this is currently the 
cheapest space in the area to hire, but is 
little known about.  
 
For outdoor use the space at the back is 
the only local and accessible 11-a-side 
pitch and is frequently used for informal or 
organised games at weekends during 
daylight hours. 
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The Lantern Learning Trust (Inner City North) 
 

and primary school sports provision changes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

It could be that opportunities will be 
created for a minibus share scheme 

for the new primary cluster. Or 
schools could work with an existing 

taxi firm to transport children to the 
facilities where needed. 
 

Chapeltown Youth Development 

Centre already has minibuses which 
could be used for this purpose.  
 

In March 2013, Brudenell Primary 
school, Blenheim Primary School, Little 
London Primary School, Quarry Mount 
and Rosebank Primary School teamed 
together to form the Lantern Learning 
Trust. 
 

As trust schools, provisions can be 
made and activities arranged that may 
have been difficult for a single primary 
school. One activity that can often be 
overlooked is the provision of after-
school primary age sport. 
 

After the government reduced the 
funding on the SSCO School Sports 
Coordinator budget, City of Leeds 
made the decision to make redundant 
our area’s very able and good-natured 
schools sports co-ordinator. It was a 
terrible decision to dispose of such a 
good-natured and hard working 
person. But whether we believe in the 
governing philosophy or not we need to 
try to make the best of the situation we 
find ourselves in.  
 

Part of the role of the former SSCO 
was organising inter-school primary 
sports activities. In our area, this meant 
setting up activities in larger spaces 
than the schools often own themselves, 
utilising leadership roles of senior 
school volunteers to help ensure 
sporting activities suitable for primary 
schools are taking place. 
  
 

The government has now made available 
some additional funding for the services 
which were removed, recently announ-
cing some measures which may help the 
trust and the other primaries to replace 
what was taken away. The following 
funding measures have been announced. 
 

Funding for schools will be calculated by 
the number of primary-aged pupils 
(between the ages of 5 and 11). All 
schools with 17 or more primary-aged 
pupils will receive a lump sum of £8000 
plus a premium of £5 per pupil. Smaller 
schools will receive £500 per pupil. The 
funding will be paid for the two academic 
years 2013/14 and 2014/15. This can be 
used for: 
 

• Hiring specialist PE teachers or 
qualified sports coaches to work 
alongside primary teachers when 
teaching PE. 
• New or additional Change4Life sport 
clubs. 
• Paying for professional development 
opportunities in PE/sport. 
• Providing cover to release primary 
teachers for professional development in 
PE/sport. 
• Running sport competitions, or 
increasing participation in the school 
games. 
• Buying quality assured professional 
development modules or materials for 
PE/sport 
• Providing places for pupils on after 
school sport clubs and holiday clubs. 
    

In other words, if the Chestnut Ave / 
Ash Grove sports site was made 
available for community and school 
use, the primary schools around it 
would be in a fine position to benefit 
from the facilities. The playing field and 
sports hall are exactly where they are 
needed most - right in the middle of the 
cluster of primary schools in this trust 
who do not have a great deal of space 
for sport on their premises. 

 

                

Mandela Centre for sports and personal development in Chapeltown 
 

 
Crumbling tarmac and a large divot on 

basketball court in Burley Park. 
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Assessment of free-to-use sports facilities in the LS6 area 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Burley Park 

Burley Park is a good space for 
informal sport and recreation. It is 
less crowded than Woodhouse 
Moor can get, and has some space 
for sport activities. None of the 
facilities have received anything by 
way of meaningful maintenance 
over the last few years and they 
are pretty run-down. 
 

Burley Park contains a grass area 
set up for cricket with a coir-mat 
wicket on what would be an 
informal cricket pitch, with no 
boundary marked. It doesn’t come 
up to a cricket pitch’s minimum 
league size. The field holds rather 
a lot of water when it rains, but is 
used for cricket games sometimes. 
 

There are a couple of flat grass 
areas which can be used for 
football. Some 5-a-side goals have 
been implanted (waist height, with 
chewed up goal areas) but one 
border is down a hill so most 
players who use the area prefer to 
use a section of grass nearer the 
children’s play-park, which is about 
good for 5-a-side football. 
 

There is a clubhouse and 3 
bowling greens at Burley Park 
which see occasional day use. 
these seem to be the only facilities 
in the park which receive any 
maintenance as they are cut and 
rollered regularly. 
 

There are 3 basketball courts / 
tennis courts next to the bowling 
green. 2 of the courts have no nets 
or basketball hoops on them.  

The fence surrounding these courts 
is broken in many places and is 
undermined by tree and bush roots 
coming up from underneath.  
 

Though the surface of the courts 
themselves is not bad (standard 
concrete built on a slight camber) it 
is deteriorating in places with 
alcove areas where dirt / moisture 
gather. The surface is mostly 
usable even after wet weather.  
 

There are areas where patches of 
moss, dirt and slime have built up 
as the courts remain un-cleaned 
which present hazards to users. 
These courts see infrequent use 
and I’d guess that more of the 
fences aren’t fixed because 
increased use of these courts may 
mean more balls would go onto the 
bowling green, and due to the cost 
& difficulty of removing plant roots.  
 

There are 3 tennis courts in a 
separate area of the park, the lines 
of which have been marked within 
the last 2 years. The surface is un-
swept and so residue has taken 
residence. This would probably just 
need scraping and blasting off for 
them to be safe again. 
 

The surface of these courts is 
good, standard concrete which is 
useable even after light rain. There 
are dirt / moss alcoves on the area 
though which may render it 
somewhat hazardous at times. In 
fairer weather these courts do 
receive regular usage during 
daylight hours. 

Dilapidated basketball / tennis courts. Only one 
court is  fitted with hoops. The perimeter is 
breaking up. Concrete is breaking up in front of 
one hoop. 

  

 

Close up of root damage to basketball perimeter. 
 

 

Basketball Hoop near Hyde Park Surgery 

Next to a children’s play park near the 
doctor’s surgery there is an informal one-
hoop basketball practice area.  
 
As the area is on a slope it is not really 
feasible to have a bigger sports area here. 
The surface is good, though there are no 
markings, there is room for spectators to 
watch and the area it does receive some use. 

Tennis courts at Burley Park. As with the basket 
ball courts above, dirt in alcoves and moss with 
plants growing make base-line areas slippy. 
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Royal Park outdoor games court 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The games area outside the former Royal Park School is 
in many ways a hugely positive feature of the area. But 
this facility has some problems which render it un-usable 
under certain conditions. 
 
The court itself is large, some 50m x 30m approx. With 
3m x 2m official small-sided-football / hockey sized goals 
at the ends, and 2 basketball pitches running across. It is 
a useful facility and is often used for football, basketball 
and cricket. Cricket players bring a wheelie bin on court 
to use as a wicket. 
 
This facility has produced raw talent by giving a practice 
space to many of the youngsters who use it and also 
students who will use it in fair weather. One 16 year old 
lad who has recently achieved a YTS scholarship at 
Manchester City FC who grew up near to the court told 
me it is much better than the football field that was here 
before as it can be used in dry weather and gives local 
children a place to practice. 
 
The downside of the facility in terms of organising official 
activities on it is that it is painted in ‘anti-slip paint’ These 
extra layers of paint on concrete are supposed to make 
the surface more gripable, but in reality this ‘sheen’ 
makes the surface massively slippy after 10 minutes of 
light rain. As no camber or drainage system has been 
built, water can stay on the court for longer - although it 
does dry up relatively quickly in the sun. 

This means any sort of tournament or grassroots 
coaching advertised would need to happen on a day 
where the weather was good, any rain and the event 
would have to be abandoned or put on hold until it was 
sunny and the court had dried.     
 
Panels from the sides of this facility often come loose 
from balls hitting them, but the cage has been built high 
enough that balls going off court is not a major issue. 
 
Aside from the slippy, at times hazardous surface this is a 
well-used and good sports facility which is of huge benefit 
to the young people of the area.  

Football Field and Tarmac games area (behind Talbot Terrace) in Burley 

 

This area is quite far from Hyde Park, 
but is within 20 minutes walking 
distance. I had no idea these facilities 
existed, or were publicly accessible as 
they are tucked away. I saw the open 
space on google maps, it is accessible 
and much of it is of a good standard 
though it seems rarely to be used. 
 

There is a large field area set up to 
house a 120m x 70m full sized 
football pitch. It was re-marked as 
late as the end of August 2012. There 
is space for a smaller kick-around 
grass space beside it of approximately 
25m x 40m. 
 

There is a long strip of some 120m x 
20m run off at the side, if this were 
used as a football team’s home pitch it 
could be used as room for supporters. 
 

There is evidence of 4 tennis courts 
or 3 netball courts at a concrete area 
in the corner of the field. Half of the 
fence around it has been removed, the 
other half is severely compromised.  

 

 

A 120m x 70m Grass football pitch and 

the remains of a concrete games court. 

There are no nets or hoops up on 
this area and it looks like it has been 
abandoned or not looked after for a 
number of years. It doesn’t look like it 
has been remarked for 3 or 4 years, 
though one tennis court was marked 
as recently as about a year ago, but 
no nets are up. There is also a 
surviving floodlight, suggesting at 
one time it was possible to use 
facilities past dark.  
 
The surface of this area is bad. It has 
plentiful weeds growing through it, 
moss and plants are resident, but 
few that have permeated through the 
concrete. The concrete is mostly 
structurally sound but would need 
extensive cleaning. The facility would 
need thousands of pounds investing 
in it to get it back up to scratch for 
formal or informal use. But it would 
be a good project as this is a decent 
sized area for sport and could have 
changing facilities added and be 
home to a football team. 

 

Picture: Martial Arts Demonstration at Hyde Park Unity Day 

‘Street Football Tournament’ in July 2008 
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Woodhouse Moor Sports Facilities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Woodhouse Moor is a large public park 
in LS6 and provides a good amount of 
space and some provision for sports in 
the area. As the Moor is traditionally 
Common land there has been opposition 
by groups to having formal playing 
pitches marked on it for any year-long 
use, so grass areas tend to be used 
when they are needed & used informally.  

The flattest part of the park on which 
football and other team sports usually 
take place is at the top end near the 
Queen Victoria Statue. On any Sunday 
you can generally find informal games 
taking place between groups of various 
nationalities.  
 

The surface is not great on this place, it 
is prone to flooding after heavy rain and 
is quite uneven. I quote one Spanish 
player I played alongside ‘you need the 
touch of a god to play on Hyde Park’. 
 

Aside from this the annual November 5
th 

bonfire and council organised fireworks 
brings heavy machinery onto this part of 
the park and thousands of spectators, 
they burn crates which leave nails in the 
grass and make the surface more 
uneven. The lorries have badly damaged 
the Victorian underground drainage 
system (hence the waterlogging of the 
area) They would do far better to have 
any on fire on cinder moor across the 
road, a surface which is already ruined.  

I’d estimate that this display conducted in 
this way leaves sections of the top part of 
the park unusable for up to 6 months of 
the year while the surface repairs itself. 
 

There is a concrete cricket wicket 
marked near the children’s play area 
which receives some use, but it is on a 
slight hill and not big enough to be 
used for a full sized game. 
 

The skate park near Hyde Park corner 
is of good quality and is well used. This 
was first built in 1995 at the time of the 
first Hyde Park Unity Day celebration. 
Becoming permanent, it has become a 
popular attraction for young people 
being used all year round.  

The newest additions in terms of 
formal sports facilities to Woodhouse 
Moor were made with the £255,689 
Section 106 money the council 
received from the cricket pitch being 
built-on at the Leeds Business School 
site. Without consultation, members of 
the council went ahead constructing a 
multi-use games area where 3 much 
loved tennis courts had been, and 
restored the former tennis courts or 2 
basketball courts near the allotments 
as 6 permanent tennis courts. 
 

This new games area near the skate 
park has been constructed to 
substandard specifications. The goals 
are the wrong size: 210cm x 290cm 
instead of 3m x 2m, the cage that 
surrounds the area is only built 
approximately 1.5m high so balls 
frequently go off court and the full pitch 
cannot be used safely and it is 
generally used sideways as there is a 
risk that footballs will go onto the main 
road when the full pitch is used. Also 
the area is on a hill so when balls go 
off court from any one of the other four 
sides it is annoying. As such, it is used 
informally for 3/4-a-side football but 
mainly for informal one-hoop games of 
basketball. 

Many residents felt this money was 
squandered on areas which had 
previously received no maintenance and 
the structure built did not take into 
account the nature of the facility’s use 
nor the safety of users. If anyone had 
bothered to do any basic research into 
the sports involved or asked the public 
before building them, the design could 
have been substantially improved. 
 

6 tennis courts were also renovated 
with the remainder of this Section 106 
money. Where 2 basketball courts or 6 
derelict tennis courts were 6 new tennis 
courts were laid by the allotments. These 
are good quality facilities, although there 
are a couple of divots which may hold dirt 
or water not allowing them to drain 
sufficiently as no drainage systems have 
been built.  
 

These facilities were built with money 
from the selling of the old Grammar 
School sports field, just months before 
the Bristol Planning Inspector cited that 
there were enough tennis courts in the 
area to allow the Leeds Girls High School 
planning permission to build on their 
tennis courts on their main school site. 

Football Tournament at the top end of 

the park - Hyde Park Unity Day 2010. 

The surrounding wall is too low. With a 
painted surface making it slippy in the 
rain and no drainage system the games 
area at Hyde Park corner was built 

without any public consultation.  

Cricket Wicket on Woodhouse Moor. 

6 tennis courts near to the allotments on 
Woodhouse Moor. Built without a 
camber or a drainage system, they are 
still valuable additions to the park.  
 

  The November bonfire and organised   
  council  fireworks render the top field  
  useless for football and any team sport  
  for at least 6 months of the year. 
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Hartley Crescent Pos 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

A highly landscaped area of park in 
otherwise densely populated Woodhouse. 
Most of this park is on a steep slope, as lots 
of the terraces near Quarry Mount Primary 
School are situated on a hill here. In this 
park some flat areas have been created. 
 

The park is vital, as most houses in 
Woodhouse are back-to-backs from one - 
 

street to the next. Houses have no 
gardens. People often play in the streets 
when the weather is fine. 
 

The main flat-grassed area is set up as a 
5-a-side football pitch, The facility is used 
quite regularly, as are most flat spaces in 
Woodhouse, by young people.  
 

The pitch is not in bad nick, though there 
is overgrown grass at the goal area 
round the posts, and the posts could 
probably use being higher, but the goals 
are probably kept short to reduce costs. 
 

A half basketball / hockey / futsal court 
also finds a space. The surface on this 
half court is gripable and in quite good 
condition. If this tarmac had been 
sculpted to be on a slight slope or built 
with a camber it would allow better water 
run-off, but as it stands, this it is a quite 
well designed space considering the size 
of the park. 
 

 

Football field, flat land approx 30m x 32m. 

 Half basketball court / futsal / hockey goal. 

There is a sitting space a little higher up than 
the court, and a small children’s play park. 
The facilities seem well-used  
 

This is pretty much the only open grassed 
area on Woodhouse Ridge for sport. 

 

Woodhouse / Little London Field 

This has to be the largest wasted space in terms of sports 
provision in LS6.  
 

One aging children’s size 5-a-side goal in one of the pitches 
mournfully stands testimony to what has the potential to be an 
excellent park or provide 2 full size football or cricket fields.  
 

The area is sculpted into two 60m x 90m rectangular areas, with 
an embankment in the middle which separates the 2 areas. The 
surfaces are in quite good nick and grass is trimmed by the 
council. There are a various divots here and there but the fields 
are generally in good condition. 
 

If you look at the overhead picture on google maps it shows there 
used to be another 5-a-side goal, approx 40m from the one which 
still stands. This is massively unimaginative, as it could have a 
larger pitch. As it stands no maintenance has been given to the 
surrounding area.  
 

There is what used to be a path at the bottom which now leads or 
begins in an overgrown area. The path is being undermined from 
beneath by tree roots. A larger path winds round between the 
bottom of what should be 2 pitches. It wouldn’t be too hard to tidy 
up the shrubs and trees to increase the useful space here as 2 
shrubbed areas could be cut-back and made into extensions of 
the grass. A street light (which may or may not work) stands in the 
middle of a popular area to walk dogs beneath the estate. 

A large unkempt space, relatively flat, big enough for 2 sports 
pitches one 80m x 60m, and one 60 x 90m. Aside to this is an area 
which would work as a mini park or play area approx 35m x 35m. 

  
 

A second smaller oval area behind the trees also has the look of 
waste ground. It is more uneven but could be sculpted to be useful 
to the residents. There is also an alcove next to the building approx 
15m x 12m which could be used as a mini football pitch. 2 wasteland 
/ shrubbed areas blight this space, which could so easily be made to 
look less like waste ground and more like a meaningful resource.  

Overgrown shrubs stand in an area 
which could be a larger pitch. 

 

One remaining aging 5-a-side goal. 
(1.26m x 3.26m) 

The smaller of the 2 sports spaces 
80m x 60m, ideal for a cricket pitch. 
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Blackman Lane Outdoor games area 

soft ground. 
 
It might be better 
to use the slightly 
flatter ground 
somewhat lower 
down, or at least 
rotate the position 
of the pitch 
between these 2 
locations.  

 

Nearby to a play park near the top of the hill at Little London is quite 
a well designed and useful outdoor games court. It looks like a 
prototype design for a court before more were produced somewhat 
better than this one, but it has some good features.  
 

The surface is tarmac, it looks in good nick, it looks gripable when 
wet. There are 2 x mini basketball pitches (4 hoops altogether) 
lengthwise and 2 spaces for football goals at either side of what is 
perhaps a 35m x 20m court. For some reason the goals have not 
been built with crossbars. 
 

Despite this, its simple design and lack of any painting of the tarmac 
means the court has lasted well and it looks a well-used facility for 
the young people of the area. 
 

Little London Pitches and Games courts 

 

Burley Valley 5-a-side pitch  

This pitch is situated at 
the bottom of 2 hills. The 
surface and the amount 
of water capture in the 
area make it a less-than 
ideal area, but it serves 
its purpose.  
 

The goal mouths are 
atrocious craters. The 
goals look like they have 
never been moved.  
 
 

 

The goals aren’t even straight on to each other and are adopting 
some strange angles (acute or obtuse in places rather than 90 
degrees.) 
  

The goals stand at about 1.5m high, 3.26 wide (roughly junior 5-a-
side size) the craters in front of both make them hard to use 
properly. Although this shows the field is being used regularly, it 
needs to be re-seeded or the positions of the goals rotated or 
changed periodically.  
 

The field is uneven. It is about 35m in length with an undefined 
width. The hill and path at the other side mean that perhaps about 
18m of space is useful, although the area gets quite boggy and is 
on a slope. 
 

It would probably be better to use flatter ground lower down than 
the way the pitch is currently set out. The ground is really boggy 
often because of the catchment area, but also because it’s quite   

 

Some grassed areas have been leveled off between the high-rises 
in Little London to create a couple of accessible sports areas. 
 

One has a single futsal / hockey goal / basketball hoop with an oval 
of concrete in front of it which is a useful practice area for players. 
 

Behind it is an area of grass flat enough for informal football or 
rugby, some 20m x 30m. There is a similar amount of space in 
front as well, though it is not as level and nearer to the road. 
 

Near to the Little London Community centre is also a basketball 
court which likely sees some use. 
 

Cardigan Road / Burley Lodge park  

 

 

Grass area outside Radio Aire  

This park has some playing 
space, a field of about 55m 
x 38m on approximately a 
8% downward slope. The 
grass is generally good, 
though there are some 
large divots in the pitch. 
The goal area is really tired 
though, there are lots of 
pebbles strewn around in 
the dirt of an area which is 
probably about 6m x 12m. 

A 3m x 2m futsal / hockey goal with small rugby post extensions 
above it and a cricket wicket to the right which mark the end of the 
pitch. The informal games space is nearby to the very tightly packed 
terraces which crowd round the park. 
 

Higher up is a recently re-laid play park, laid with ashfelt surfaces, a 
welcome flat area where most of the park is on a slope. It’s a 
reasonably good use of space, but the goalmouth needs attention.  
 

Lower down into the valley is a flat 
expanse of land by Kirkstall Road 
which could be used for informal 
grassed sport. A 20m x 40m alcove 
among trees lower to the estate and a 
17m x 50m strip are also informally 
used for sport and exercise.  

A bigger space lies 
beyond the bank, approx 
40m x 90m, a decent size 
playing space with an 
informal path trodden 
through it. It is a decent 
sized playing space and 
used, though somewhat 
close to Kirkstall Road 
which may make wild 
shots in football  
somewhat dangerous.  
 

I’ve seen rugby players 
train here before and it 
could be carefully used 
for informal games of 
football.  
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Sphere - a community sports facility 

The idea is to run the site as a mixed-use 
sports facility. This will include: 
 

• A sports hall which will accessible to the 
schools and other groups during the day, 
and where during the week between 4-6pm 
daily, free after school clubs will run. 

• A playing field which will be accessible to the 
schools during the day and for the use of 
after school sport between 4-6pm.  

• From 6pm until 10pm sports clubs will 
operate the centre, providing clubs of 
different sports to various age groups. 

• The centre will provide opportunities for 
participants of any age or ability to access 
team sports and coaching. 

• The second hall will become available as an 
additional space for developing sporting 
talent.    

 

All sports will be made welcome in the centre, 
but team sports especially will be encouraged. 
Clubs which seek to hire the facilities for any 
length of time will be invited to engage with the 
surrounding population in terms of the access 
to their youth teams and development squads. 
Progression within the clubs is shown to be 
possible and achievable for talented 
youngsters, and exit routes will be visible to 
those who make it to the top.  
 

The centre will also operate in such a way as to 
show there will be accessible, affordable 
sessions for open age players. We will look to 
create space and a positive environment for 
participants who are over 35 years old. 
 

Casual bookings will be taken in the gaps 
between the hire for sports teams. The facilities 
may also be hirable at weekends for functions 
such as wedding receptions and parties. 

 The emphasis in booking the facilities would be on giving    
 priority to clubs who are developing team sports.  
 Concessionary rates will be given to clubs who are willing to  
 work within the community and in nearby schools building their  
 club, making accessible entry routes for all ages and abilities.  
 

 The variety of sports offered will mean that anyone of any age  
 or ability can access and engage with the facilities in order to  
 keep fit, learn new skills and to improve themselves.  
 

 The willingness to use and interact with these facilities will be  
 their strength, and it will be the vitality of the people who  
 engage with them. Club structures will be made visible so the   
 youth players can see how they can make the progression from   
 the base of the team structure to the top.  

 

The sphere is you. 
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Who are Sphere? 
 

How will the organisation be constituted? 
 

Sphere are the organisation who would take on the running of the 
sports facilities between Ash Grove / Chestnut Avenue. Sphere 
will register as a Charitable company limited by guarantee and 
register with the charity commission. We would seek to manage 
the sports facilities on behalf of the community, and make efforts 
to see them viable and well-used for the benefit of the many. 
 

Our aims are: to promote sport, health and recreation within 
Leeds 6 and the surrounding area. We would seek to retain 
sports facilities in Leeds 6 for community, school and social use. 

 

How will the assets be managed on behalf 
of the community? 

 

Sphere would set itself up as a democratic organisation run by a 
Management Committee who will answer to their trustees. The 
management committee would be responsible for managing the 
sports facilities day-to-day, but a Board of Trustees would 
oversee and ratify the activities of the committee and vote on any 
major decisions to do with the facilities. The trustees would be 
people within the surrounding area with an interest or knowledge 
in areas useful to the running of the facilities, who would be 
elected by vote to their position.  
 

For example, people who would be appropriate trustees would be: 
 

- Medical Professionals 
- Councillors 
- Representatives from schools / colleges 
- Representatives from community / religious groups 
- Anyone from the area who holds similar aims 

 

The sports facilities would be run taking into account sports, 
health, social interests and general interest of the area. We would 
be especially keen for representation from anyone with specialist 
knowledge of the health aspects of the area, and from current or 
former medial professionals. 
 
 
 

 
 

It is also important to note that all plans set forth in this 
document are proposed ideas only. As a democratic 
organisation we would consult on all plans, listen to and act 
upon responses. The ideas laid out serve as an alterative to 
the development plans currently proposed for the site, we 
see serving the area in terms of sports space and increased 
recreational activities as the ideal, but there are many 
important decisions to be made on the way. 
 

 We plan to consult as widely as possible on all plans for the centre. 
 

Who are Hyde Park Olympic Legacy? 

Hyde Park Olympic Legacy (or HPOL for short) are a campaigning organisation, 
formed during the success of London’s 2012 games and in the midst of the first 
planning application for the Chestnut Avenue / Ash Grove site.  
 

HPOL are a constituted, democratic organisation who promote the retention and 
acquisition of green space, open space and sports facilities within Hyde Park and 
the surrounding area. All members of the organisation have a vote and membership 
is open to all. 
 
 

Hyde Park Olympic 
Legacy action group 
meet about once a 

month. 
  

We are keen to 
encounter more 

people who support 
our aims and want to 
improve the sporting 
environment for 
members of the 
community. 

  

 

 
To keep up to date with all aspects, recent 
news, developments and information for 
HPOL as well as information on our regular 
public meetings, visit our website: 
 

www.hpol.hydeparkonline.co.uk 
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The best feature about the site as a 
sports facility is the access it grants to 
local schools and residents to a grass 
playing field.  
 

In the first instance the field would be 
suitable for both football and cricket, 
and, as such, the design for it involves 
a cricket wicket dissecting the centre 
circle of an 11-a-side pitch. The priority 
would be to restore the pitch to a 
condition where it could be used by  
the primary schools for sport. It would 
be ideal to run activities after-school 
and holiday sporting activities there. An 
area could be carefully tended to which 
could be used as a cricket wicket. 
 

It would be desirable to construct 
fences which support netting around 
the field so sport can take place 
without balls going off field and landing 
in neighbouring gardens and premises.  
 

The costs of maintaining the pitch: of 
grass-cutting, line marking, reseeding 
key areas would mean the facilities 
would be little more than self-financing. 
With the amount of rainfall predicted, 
dealing with areas of overuse, leaving 
the areas of the pitch barren for certain 
periods and not using the pitch in the 
event of heavy rain to make it more 
useable in fair weather would involve 
an amount of good management and 
co-operation from users. 
 

General wear and tear on the facilities 
might mean that what starts as a grass 
pitch could be converted into an 
astroturf pitch with flood lights as 
finance and grants are applied for.   
 

 

Centre circle / cricket wicket At 90m x 61m, the playing pitch is a suitable space to set up a full 
sized 11-a-side football pitch. In keeping with the multi-use access of 
the facility, it could be accessible for other sports, such as rugby and 
hockey, especially if it was developed as an astroturf. 
  

The pitch could be used length-ways for two 7-a-side football pitches 
which may be suitable for coaching younger players and small sided 
games. The FA directs that 7-a-side pitches must be between 50-60m 
length x 30-40m width. As the astroturf pitches are set-up in Spain, 11 
aside pitches can be used as two 7-a-side pitches which are marked in 
a different colour (usually yellow markings) and which are used 
length-ways with space for managers and substitutes at the side. 
 

The minimum size of a cricket oval is 64m x 60m, so one approx 80m x 
60m could be arranged. A wicket has to be 20.12m long, which would 
slightly go over the side of the centre circle in football (9.15m radius). 
The wicket could be installed dissecting the centre circle of the 
football pitch. In the first instance this would probably be done by 
tending the grass and rolling it flat. But longer term a foundation 
could be laid with section of coir mat or astroturf laid over the top so 
it could be durable and withstand stud-damage. This would be laid a 
slightly different colour to the rest of the field to ward players from 
over-exuberant tackles in this section of the field. 
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To get this kind of facility with the 
requisite 1 metre run-off around the 
pitch may mean sacrificing or replanting 
some of the younger trees on the 
outskirts of the field. Young trees could 
be replanted and replaced with low-

growing trees or shrubs. Any trees that 
are sacrificed we can replant 3 times 
the number on the outside of the city. It 
is more valuable for people’s health in 
the inner city to have exactly the type of 
facility that will serve them best.   
 

Having a facility that would allow the 
most popular 2 outdoor sports in the 
area, football and cricket, to house a full 
sized pitch maintained to a good 
standard would be an enormous boost 
for people’s sporting aspirations. Many 
keen players of these sports from 
around the area could be fed into teams 
with youth sections. 
 

Ideally we would like to run the facility 
as a grass pitch while the centre gets up 
and running. But, depending on the 
views of the community, an option could 
be to have it converted to an astroturf 
pitch as time goes on if adequate 
funding becomes available. This way it 
could be used more often and could 
operate into the evenings. 
 

(A rope to mark the cricket boundary 
could be kept in the centre to be laid 
as the boundary for when the cricket 

field was being used.) 
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Sports Hall 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Futsal Netball Cricket Hockey Basketball 
Wheelchair 
basketball 

      

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Handball Goalball Volleyball Boccia 
Roller 
Hockey 

Mini tennis 

Keep Fit Dodgeball Kabbadi 
Table 
Tennis 

Badminton Gymnastics 

Circuit 
Training 

Powerchair 
Football 

Korfball 
Martial 
Arts 

Yoga Rugby 

 

 

While 5 or 6 of these sports would be likely to have regular or weekly slots, 
there would be chances to try other Olympic or Paralympic sports.  

 

It might be that some of these sports feature less frequently but there would 
be periods devoted towards them taking into account the skills and knowledge 
of the coaches we have, they would always be welcome within the facilities. 

 

We anticipate the regular sports which would operate there would be: 

 

The site contains a large sports hall which is 
a highly useful facility. Not only would this 
area be suitable for many types of indoor 
sports, but in any situation where the weather 
is bad, having quality, large indoor facilities 
for players to use will be invaluable. The hall 
could be used as two 24.4m x 16.7m half hall 
spaces, or as a full sized hall. 
 

The idea is to run the hall as a mixed-use 
facility with an emphasis on team sports. It is 
likely that this would be done by arranging for 
clubs to run a certain type of activity in the 
hall for one night of the week. That is, for an 
entire evening in that week (from 6pm to 
close) the hall would be given up entirely for 
that sport, though the centre would try to 
remain flexible for bookings from the public.  
 

The clubs would receive an incentive in terms 
of discount on hall hire to include youth 
teams which cater for all age groups, and 
would be further rewarded if they are doing 
work in the nearby primary schools in terms 
of sports coaching on location 
 

Further activities which do not get a regular 
weekly slot could occur as and when time 
and space is available. For instance, if 
handball wasn’t one of the sports included on 
a weekly basis, we may have a handball 
evening once a month. Players would get a 
chance to try sports that they might otherwise 
not get to do in order to improve themselves, 
learn a new or improve an existing skill or just 
for fun and to keep active. 
 

WR Active Learning, a multi-sports coaching 
company, would be on hand to lead sports 
coaching during the day if schools required 
professional coaching assistance. The 
primary schools could also arrange to use the 
space under the supervision of their own 
teachers. Active Learning would also be able 
to fund free after-school clubs for children on 
the site between 4-6pm every weekday, so 
sporting culture for youngsters who engaged 
with the facilities would become a habit.    

 

x6 badminton courts, x2 netball, x2 volleyball or x 2 mini junior futsal 
courts, full size futsal or basketball court. 

 

At 33.4m x 24.4m the Sports Hall is the second largest in Leeds.  

This could be partitioned in two 24.4m x 16.7m halves for training or practice purposes.  
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Student and volunteer  

placements 

 

 

Changing Rooms, Gym, Storeroom 
 

Some alterations would be needed to make the 
changing rooms accessible for the public. There are 2 
sets of changing rooms in the building, accessible to 
the sports hall and the pool room. There is also a staff 
changing room / office. It could be that one of these 
areas could be changed to a disabled toilet / changing 
area or a mother baby change area. There would also 
need to be the addition of lockers to these facilities. 
  

There are some issues with access to the centre for 
people with mobility issues as there are lots of steps 
at the current side entrance to the building. It could be 
that when the car park opened at the opposite side of 
the centre an additional entrance could be placed 
where the sports hall store space currently is. There is 
space to consider adding a small gym area or 
potentially using it as classroom space for any 
technical coaching / courses. A vending machine 
could also be added. Gym subscriptions could be a 
handy source of extra income if some equipment 
could be sourced and would help bolster the income 
of the centre.  There are companies which specialise 
in assisting organisations in setting up gym facilities. 
This would possibly involve structural changes to 
accommodate equipment. Any complex alterations 
such as these would take part in a secondary phase 
of operations. 
 

Multi-use Sports Hall 

The size of the venue is also a huge strength 
as it allows so many different sports to take 
place. Having a facility like this in an inner city 
area like Hyde Park or South Headingley, that 
is deprived of accessible exercise spaces, is 
ideal. This is especially important from the 
perspective of access from the indigenous 
population of the area. Headingley is a good 
area for sport if you are a university student, 
but provides far less if you are a member of 
the public. The centre would help readdress 
this balance and allow people to exercise 
more and lead healthier, happier lives. 
  

 

The centre would become an 
ideal venue for arranging student 
placements for sports coaching 
courses. When contacted about 
the proposal both universities 
expressed an interest in using 
the facilities for coaching 
placements. This arrangement 
would provide those students an 
excellent environment in which 
to learn their future trade and 
would also provide a benefit in 
kind to the centre. 
 

High school and college pupils 
on work experience, sports 
leadership or undertaking 
coaching courses would also 
find the facilities ideal. They 
could learn their trade on 
location, either during the school 
day or in the after school clubs. 
The centre would provide an 
excellent base for any 
volunteers interested in starting 
teams or students continuing the 
work they enjoyed so much after 
their placements had finished. 

 

The beauty of a large space which is dedicated 
to mixed-use is the diversity of activities which 
can take place here. The popular sports in the 
area, the ones you see people playing in the 
streets, patches of grass and games courts are 
football, cricket and basketball. But with 
experiencing a facility like this, as many 
athletes found in the Olympics recently, they 
could try, enjoy and be good at other sports 
they might not consider playing without the right 
equipment or encouragement. Hockey, netball, 
volleyball and rugby could all be practiced here 
as well as the openly popular street sports.   
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Swimming Pool / Pool Hall Room 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Financial reasons for the change of use 
 

Swimming is one of the best exercises there is. It is 
good for people of variety of different ages and 
people in states of rehabilitation or disability. 
However, currently it is unviable for the group to run 
this hall as a swimming pool, no matter how much we 
or the local residents would wish us to do this.  
 

For any place to run a swimming pool the business 
model requires a large gym area to subsidise the cost of 
water heating and chlorination. The filtration and 
chlorination systems of this pool are currently broken 
and would prove very costly to fix. It represents an 
extreme drain on the resources of the trust or charitable 
group running it. Currently, a pool this size, on premises 
this size is unviable (see pages 37 and 38) we need to 
be realistic about what else we can do here. 
  

However, it is not overtly expensive to put a temporary 
floor onto a swimming pool and put the room to use as 
an overspill or second sports hall. This may not be a 
permanent move but it would be prudent to use what is 
a structurally sound building for other types of sport.  
 
 

 

The swimming pool as it is currently. The broken water filtration 
system would cost approximately £250,000 to repair. 

 

The second hall attached to the building 
is set up as a swimming pool. The pool 
measures 25m x 10m, the room itself is 
29.6m x 12.5m and 5.8m high. There is 
also a balcony viewing area in this room. 
 

Currently the pool is still full of water, 
though this is stagnant and there is black 
mould growing on the windows and the 
support timbers. Some of the tiles are 
crumbling and the water filtration system 
has packed up which we’re told would 
cost an estimated £250,000 to fix. For 
these reasons some people fixate on 
saying the whole site is unfeasible as 
one area is currently dilapidated beyond 
repair, but this is utterly incorrect.  
  

To change the room into an additional 
sports hall, we would drain the pool, 
clean the room from top to bottom and air 
it out. The beams at the sides of the 
room would have to be padded to avoid 
athletes colliding with them. A temporary 
floor could be installed by bolting in place 
struts to the bottom of the pool and laying 
a floor layer on top. From there any type 
of sports flooring could be installed.  
 

This method would not render the room 
permanently changed, so if by some 
future miracle of funding the swimming 
pool became financially viable it could 
change back to its original use.  
 

We would advocate the use of a soft, 
felt-type material, different from the 
hard-wood of a sports hall floor, which 
would be softer but durable so that the 
area could be used for pursuits such as 
dance, indoor hockey, lawn bowls, mini-
football, badminton or mini tennis. It is 
likely that this area could be used for 
over-spill activities, casual bookings or 
small-sided versions of the sports which 
may take place in the full hall. There is 
also the possibility of converting it to 
squash courts, but the idea of 
permanent walls being installed 
reduces the room’s general strength of 
being mixed sport use.  
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Overspill Sports Hall / Private hire 
 

At 29.6m x 12.5m there are some issues with the types of sports 
that could safely operate safely within this space. For instance a 
badminton court is 6.1m x 13.4m with 1.5m gaps required 
between courts - so 2 courts would not fit. It might be ideal to try 
to get 2 junior sized badminton or mini tennis courts into the 
room and have them run sideways (if adults needed to use them 
this could be done at a reduced rate), This would get better use 
of the hall dimensions. The area would also be ideal for two 
indoor bowls courts or could house one indoor tennis court. 
 

We’d also anticipate that private bookings, outside the team 
sports clubs could be housed within this hall at its reduced cost. 
Or it could be used to coach very junior teams u5s, u8s and the 
like. With a spectator area this could be a nice practice hall, and 
its renovation could feature some fantastic pieces of community 
artwork. Spending time to make this into a viable space would be 
very beneficial, creating an area which could be used by all. 

Derren Brown showing how a temporary floor can be installed and the pool converted to a 2nd sports hall. We are not 
ruling out that something in future could make this viable again as a swimming pool, but until this happens we would 
be able to make this section of the building useful and make the project financially viable. 
 

Current views of the changing rooms. 2 sets of showers toilets and changing rooms and a viewing gallery of this hall. 

Types of activities that could take place if the 
hall was re-opened as a pool 

 

Despite all the reasons given for changing the use of the pool to 
a sports hall, I would not like to be the person permanently 
eradicating its use as a pool. Until the time that the hope of grant 
funding is totally ended, its use as a pool in the future remains. 
Should it be changed back some day it would be of massive 
benefit for people in the area. 
 
 

Some of the types of activities which could take place if it were a 
pool would be: 

 

Swimming 
Water 
Polo 

Keep Fit Physio 

Antenatal 
/ parent 
and child 
swims  

 
As a second sports hall, the room could be used for exercises 
such as: smaller-sided practices of sports used in the main hall, 
badminton or mini tennis, martial arts, dance, yoga, keep fit, 
cricket batting-practice, dodge ball, kabbadi, boccia, circuit 
training, goalball, lawn bowls, possibly indoor tennis, as a venue 
for potential sports or health courses and as a reception area if 
the venue were to be hired out for a party or a wedding 
reception. 
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Philosophy 
 

• The centre works with the objective of bringing sport to the community. 
 

• We need affordable outlets for people to participate in sport in the city areas. 
 

• Our sports partners are provided with access to facilities if they are active in 

bringing sports coaching to schools in the area. 
 

• Their clubs must cater for entry level players of all ages and abilities. 
 

• The centre will also serve to help residents improve their knowledge of health and 

nutrition. 
 

• It will work in partnership with other community organisations to act as a social 

hub, and to improve well-being and cohesion. 
 

• Regular courses will run from the centre to meet this objective – ie. to attract 

people to sport such as: Sports Coaching, First Aid, Safeguarding, but also courses 

that will help people deal with the effects of middle age, staying active etc. 
 

• We will work to attract new coaches and clubs. 
 

• We will seek to attract and train volunteers to get involved in community sport. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

1) Sport on Location 
 

If you go out and bring the sport to the people they will engage 
with it more, and be more likely to stick at it. So where possible 
our clubs will not simply use the location to operate, but seek to 
bring the sports to the locations where they are needed to expand 
participation at their sessions at the centre, i.e. put on after-school 
sports clubs within nearby schools, when the weather is suitable, 
put on street football / basketball / netball / hockey tournaments. 
 

This involves bringing coaches, equipment and a team structure 
to a location; encouraging and nurturing talent, seeing good 
performers and bringing them into a training situation. You can 
talk-to and socialise with people who attended your events when 
you see them around after the sessions so it builds a bridge into 
the community. The opposite of this is people being unlikely to 
travel to a bigger location to use facilities if their interest in the 
activities provided has not been stimulated. Past experience has 
shown that inner city youngsters won’t travel very far to maintain 
their sporting activities. Sport has to be brought to the people. 
  

2) Talent I.D. 
 

This often starts on location. Coaches spot promising talent and 
offer them something (i.e. chance to train with a team, chance to 
develop within a club structure). Because players have had their 
skill & ability recognised they will usually respond positively to the 
coaches. Players who are ‘spotted’ will often join and train with 
the team, take the next step up and try to take things to the next 
level, against a higher standard of performers they are pitted 
against. People like to be ‘spotted’ doing something they are good 
at and often improve in their next environment. 
 

This can also apply to development of coaches. Seeking to fund, 
develop, get work for (voluntary and paid work) provide equipment 
for a coach who can access an existing outdoor location, is apt to 
make them a better, more effective coach within the team’s 
structure. Helping people get a step onto the ladder can be 
invaluable. The faith you show in people is often rewarded. When 
the right person can be trusted, it can lead to you picking up new 
players and supporters to your club structure. 
 

3) Being Watched 
 

In a training, match or tournament situation, knowing you are 
being watched by a someone whose opinion counts is important 
in seeing you improve. Whether it be your coach seeing you do 
well, enough to select you for the team, impressing a retired 
professional who has contacts in the game, performing in front of 
a crowd of supporters, or a member of an older age group who 
has arrived to their training session earlier, when you perform at 
your peak you are showing others what you can do or are capable 
of. Playing in front of people you like or admire are all key 
ingredients into helping you improve your performance. 
  

When you feel no-one is watching and you are doing it for yourself 
you are less motivated to try (although these are sometimes the 
times when you motivate yourself to graft the most). But when 
someone you like or respect watches you, when we support each 
other’s activities or take some time to watch each other perform, 
even if for just 10 or 15 minutes, it can mean the world. 
 

3 Cornerstones of the development philosophy which our elite clubs should adopt are: 
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The centre will provide: 
 

 

• Access to team sports and high quality 
coaching at affordable rates. 

 

• Free after-school clubs to run every week day. 
 

• Affordable access to facilities during the day 

for local schools. 
 

• Adequate disabled access, OAP and Over 35+ 

sport. 
 

• Men’s, Women’s and mixed sport. 
 

• Volunteering opportunities for sports 
volunteers, suitable for university and college 

placements. 
 

• Affordable sport and recreation for all. 
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35+ years sport 
 

Much as a community sports centre must provide entrance routes into competitive sport, it must cater for 

people to use its facilities at any time of their life. Opportunities must be provided within the centre for 

suitable activities for over 35s - the people who want to stay active or increase their fitness to stay 

healthy into middle age. Also for age groups who can compete together such as over 50s.  
 

Many sports have veteran classes to keep older players active. Examples of new sports which have been 

made to cater for veteran players such as ‘walking football’ are suitable for players at any time of their life.  
 

The centre must be accessible not only for players growing towards their physical prime, but also to 

provide places for people to play who have passed their prime. Examples might be club’s development 

squads which include veteran players who are experienced and can still perform but not at the same level, 

who can share their skills and knowledge with developing players. While players like this could be and 

should be encouraged to go into coaching, they still need ways to keep physically active, because it is 

when people stop exercising, and stop trying hard that lethargy sets in.  
 

Exercise is more effective for a person’s health than any drug that has been manufactured.  

Its effects do not stop at a time where a player seeks to retire. Much as learning new languages helps 

assist the brain from developing dementia and other defects of the memory, being physically active does 

much to balance a person’s body-chemistry, keep them healthy, happy and well-balanced. This should be 

able to occur at any time during a person’s life. 
 

With this is mind, our pyramid containing a sphere which is accessible to all, can resemble a cone which 

older participants can work down to keep themselves active. Sphere would endeavor to provide suitable 

activities for people at any age of their life in order to stay active, healthy and happy. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Improve the ability of the young 

 

Increase the fitness of the population. 

 

Bring people into sport at all levels. 

 

Sport and Community accessible for everyone 
 

 
 

Sport, Health and Recreation For All 
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            Health and Nutrition 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Aside from the provision for sports and activities, the center aims to 

be able to offer its users options in terms of education and training 

courses to help them stay healthy and provide them with the most up 

to date information and advice about how to achieve this.  
 

We would seek to work closely with community groups, 3rd party 

agencies, the NHS, Change4Life and other providers to try to ensure 

that the following can be provided: 
 

• First Aid courses 

• Advice and projects which promote balanced health and 

nutrition 

• Sports Leaders courses 

• Advice about ways to achieve happiness through active living 
 

It was suggested at a drop-in event we organised that the centre 

could provide a base for a project called Heart Watch, a gym 

scheme proposal where heart disease patients take part in exercise 

and are monitored. 
 

In may be that after the initial set-up period the centre can provide 

some gym facilities, or utilise the classroom space or space in the 2nd 

sports hall. There may only be a limited amount of space available for 

this as it is a relatively small facility, but in our strategy we aim to 

deal with improving in full bodies and minds of our users, not just to 

be more active but to be balanced and happy.  
 

Aside from the financial aspects of recent times, one of the biggest 

challenges facing contemporary society is that of an aging population. 

In as much as we can, the centre would aim to provide up to date 

help and advice for people of all ages about how to stay healthy and 

active.  
 

To face this challenge we require collective action, so as time goes by 

we hope that the centre can give 

space for anyone, volunteer, 

entrepreneur or professional,  

with a project which would 

benefit the health of the 

community. As a venue for 

courses and events which 

promote this agenda, we feel it 

would be richly beneficial for 

people of the area and beyond  

that these facilities become available.   
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Disabled Sports Clubs 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Goalball 
 

A para-disbaility sport played by 
visually-impaired players. Blindfolded 
and heavily padded, goalball is a 3-a-
side game, where players throw and 
block a ball with a bell inside between 

9m x 1.3m goals. 
 

Pitch dimensions 
18m x 9m 

 

The centre would allow 2 goalball courts to 
be used or at half-hall whilst another low-
volume activity took place.  
 

 
 

Boccia 
 

Game similar to bowls where 2 teams 
take it in turns to try to throw or roll 
their balls closest to the white ball. 

 

Pitch dimensions: 
9m x 6m 

 
Most accessable sport for competition of 
players of any age or ability. 
 
 

 
 
 

New Age Curling 
 

Game similar to curling but without the 
ice. Disks of small wheels are pushed 
towards a target area on the floor. 

 

Pitch Dimensions 
Badminton court - 6.1m x 13.4m 

 

 

 

 

 

With a change of the staff 
changing facilities to be larger 
and disabled access, adding 
facilities like a hoist and 
changing area would open 
the centre up to disabled 
athletes and also cater for  
sports and 
facilities for 
children, 
parents and 
carers.  

 

Powerchair football 
 
 

A 4-a-side version of football played in power 
wheelchairs, played with a 33cm football. 

 
 

Pitch dimensions: 
30m max / 25m min x 18m max / 14m min 

 

West Riding FA are setting up a Leeds Powerchair 
team, they are looking for match venues and 
training facilities. 
 

 

Wheelchair Rugby 

 

4-a-side rugby played in adapted 
wheelchairs. 

 
 

Pitch dimensions: 
18m max /14m min x 28m max / 25m min  

(4m at each end for touch area) 
 

 

Leeds Rhinos have links to wheelchair rugby and 
basketball teams, looking to develop 1

st
, 2

nd
 u19 

and u15 teams. This sports hall could prove a 
helpful training venue for them. 
 

 
 

Wheelchair Basketball 
 

4-a-side Basketball played in adapted 
wheelchairs on a full-sized basketball pitch.  
 

Pitch dimensions: 
28m x 15m 

 

Leeds Spiders are interested to work in new 
training venues to develop their teams. Both able-
bodied and disabled athletes can compete in 
sessions. 
 
 

 

 

Leeds Spiders wheelchair basketball club has 
shown an interest in hiring the hall to train 

players if the project took place.  
  

At 33.4m x 24.4m the sports hall is relatively large. This allows  
a large scope for inclusion of disability sports within the project.  

 

Leeds Powerchair Football Club, currently 
looking for match and training venues. 

Exciting pan-disability sports such as 
goalball and many others could take place. 

Sports could be made accessible which require a 
large space to take place. This would not only act 
for the benefit of Leeds’ para-athletes, but would 
also make it possible to include able-bodied 
players in competitive disability sport. The 
availability of such sessions provides exits routes 
for older players who would wish to participate on 
a relatively equal level. Inclusion of disability sport 
is good for the wider community and connects 
able-bodied and disabled players. 

 

Boccia & New Age Curling: sports in 
which players of any age or any 

impairment can compete. 
 

Open-access versions of sports for able bodied players could occur in the centre such as 
visually-impaired or deaf football, basketball, gymnastics, volleyball etc. 

  

Baby and Toddler 

Mother / baby Sport Access 

 

In sport we are 
(usually) one big 

happy family! ☺  
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Comparable rates 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

City of Leeds School Sports Hall, 
Woodhouse Cliffe, LS6 2LG 

 

 
 

A sports hall at approx 26m x 14m which 
is hirable to the public after 6pm.  
 

The sports hall has a fairly hard floor 
(concrete underneath wood floor) the 
sports hall’s rates are competitive, but 
bookings are only taken from parties who 
have their own public liability insurance 
and go through Education Leeds 
Lettings. 
 

Hall hire rate, £27 p/hr. 

Gryphon Sports Centre, 
Woodlsey Road, LS2 9LZ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Gryphon Sports Centre opened in 
November 2008 after a £2.5M 
refurbishment. Part of the complex was 
built on the former boys grammar 
school site: a former public-use full 
size cricket field was lost here and 
replaced with an orchard, some 
benches and a multi-storey car park 
when this was bought by Leeds 
Business School. £255,689 of section 
106 money was created and spent 
without public consultation refurbishing 
the sports facilities that had not been 
maintained on Woodhouse Moor. 
 

The centre is home to the University’s 
netball and volleyball programmes. 
There is some public access, though 
the priority is for university teams. 
 

Facilities at the Gryphon Sports Centre 
include: a sports hall with Boflex 
performance floor (approx 32m x 22m) 
and 3 squash courts. 

 
Full hall hire, £74 p/hr 

Badminton Court hire £10 p/hr  

 
 

The Edge Sports Centre, 
Willow Terrace, Leeds LS2 9JT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Edge is the largest of the university 
facilities which contains Leeds' largest sports 
hall. The facility contains a swimming pool, 
performance space 2 large sports halls with 
sports floors installed.  
 

Facilities include: a 25m, 8 lane swimming 
pool (which has had £2m council investment 
under the condition there would be primary 
school access), the largest fitness suite of 
any UK university, 3 studio spaces, squash 
courts, a climbing wall, 2 large Sports Halls:  
Hall 1 is x 8 badminton courts (approx 28m x 
36m) in and Hall 2 is x4 badminton courts 
(approx 16m x 28m). 

 
    Sports Hall half-hall hire, £50 p/hr 
    Full Hall Hire, £100 p/hr 
    Studios, £25 / £18 per hour 
    Badminton court, £10 p/hr 
    Squash court, £7 p/45mins 
    Swim £5 peak / £4 off peak 
    Gym access £7.50 p/hr 

 
 

Scott Hall Leisure Centre 
Scott Hall Road. LS7 3DT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Council run leisure centre with a 16m x 
28m sports hall, 66 station fitness 
facilities, 2 squash courts, 25m 
swimming pool and learner facilities 
and a crèche. 
 

Sports Hall hire £57.40 peak  
    / £42 off peak.  

Swim £4.40 adult, £2.40 child, 
Badminton court hire £11.90 p/hr 

squash court £8.70 p/hr  

 

Goals football 5-a-side centre, Redcote 
Lane (Off Kirkstall Road), LS4 2AW 

 

 

Outdoor astroturf facility. Small courts, (about 
the size of a tennis court) with rebound walls. 
7a-side pitches are a big bigger (approx 20m 
x 35m.)  

 

5-a-side pitch hire p/hr, £64.90 peak 
£55.15 off-peak 

7-a-side pitch hire p/hr, £84.50 peak / 
£66.15 off-peak 

 
Powerleague 5-a-side centre  

Wellington Bridge St, Leeds, LS3 1LW 
 
 

Outdoor astroturf football centre, similar to 
Goals, both cater mainly for middle-income 

adults. Pitches here are a few metres 
smaller, than Goals but its existence has 
made its rival drop its prices considerably. 

 

5-a-side pitch hire p/hr £54.50 peak / 
£42.00 off-peak 

7-a-side pitch hire p/hr, £74.50 peak, 

£58.00 off-peak 

Armley Leisure Centre, 
Carr Croft, Armley. LS12 3HB. 

 

 
 

Council run leisure centre with a 16m x 
28m sports hall, a 25m, 5 lane swimming 
pool and 10m learner pool, 100 station 
fitness facilities, squash courts and 2 
badminton court sports hall. 
 

Sports Hall hire £57.40 peak  
    / £42 off peak.  

Swim £4.40 adult, £2.40 child, 
Badminton court hire £11.90 p/hr 
squash court £8.70 p/hr  
 

Headingley Indoor Cricket Centre, 
41 St Michael's Lane, LS6 3BT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Next to Headingley Stadium, owned by 
Yorkshire County Cricket Club. A former 
factory building renovated to be a state of 
the art indoor cricket facility. At 1000 sq ft 
it can be used as 8 practice lanes, as 2 x 
4 lane pitches or an 8 lane pitch. 
 

Net hire £25 p/hr 
One to one coaching £45 p/hr 

Hire of a court (4 lanes) £70 p/hr 
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Parking 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In order to open the centre to the public, work would be 
undertaken to improve on the existing provision of car 
parking facilities.  
 

On-street parking in the surrounding area can be very 
congested. During university term time Ash Grove and 
Chestnut Avenue can be well and truly clogged-up with 
cars. Using some of the side streets further from the 
centre may partially alleviate the problem but we would 
try to provide car parks on-site, especially that would 
be appropriate for disabled participants or spectators. 
 

Existing parking space for the centre is limited. Both 
buildings were granted planning permission under the 
guise that traveling sports teams could use additional 
parking spaces across the road at the main school site. 
3 spaces exist on a heavy slope to the north of the site, 
and this is the main entrance. (Fig 1) on page opposite 
shows this. There is a possibility that this could provide 
one point for minibus access and as it borders a main 
road would provide the most feasible potential access 
for any emergency vehicle that needed to visit the site. 
 

The space at the front is overgrown with an array of 
fast-growing mainly elder and sycamore trees, which 
seem not have been pruned or population checked 
since the construction of the pool building (Fig 2). The 

space could be cleared, landscaped and with the 
addition of a retaining wall, include additional parking 
or bicycle access. By removing these trees we could 
potentially move the north entrance some metres to 
the side or widen the existing entrance space (similar 
to the original architect’s drawing see page opposite). 
This would provide parking options and tidy up the 
unkempt appearance of the front of the building.   
 

The main car park for the site would be located on the 
space which is at the Chestnut Avenue side of the 
sports hall. There is some 30m x 20m available here. 
Half of the space is cluttered, containing a selection of 
plants and small trees, along with 2 very mature trees. 
One of the mature trees would definitely need to be 
felled. It is a sycamore tree which looks quite diseased 
in its trunk.  Photos of the existing layout of the car 
park are included in (Figs 3 and 4), the extent of the 
car park and the potential for additional access straight 
into the back of the hall is visible bottom right. 
 

  

Main parking for the site would be located at the 30m x 20m 
former tennis court space at the side of the sports centre. 2 
potential access roads from Chestnut Avenue lead onto this area. 
  

Some landscaping would be required to make safe 
access routes, with an amount of clearing of mainly 
young trees and shrubs it would work as a car park.  
 

Key 
 

Red line = border of the premises. 
Yellow areas, green shaded = Proposed car parking space. To access this 
space to its potential would need some site clearance and landscaping. 
Green shaded area = existing car park spaces.  
Green lines, white background = side entrances (the bottom one borders onto 
an existing access gate, top one would need additional landscaping.) 
Blue areas = Potential over-spill car parking locations (would need permission 
of the land owner). 
Purple areas = land which could be bought to improve access or car parking. 
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Front entrance: 3 existing car parking spaces 
at the top of an incline of approximately 10%. 

 

Front area could be cleared and landscaped 
with retaining wall added to allow additional 
bike and car parking. 
 

Car Park. Mature tree (right) participation 
wall (left) of premises of 63 Victoria Road. 

 

 

2nd view of proposed car park area, trees 
and plants would need clearing. 
 

 
Existing side access road. The lane is 3m 
wide, it could be tarmacced and taken to 
4m if the pavement on right was taken out. 
 

 
Matthew’s Garages & Storage could 
provide a potential southern entrance. 
   

Only having one access road could prove a 
problem, and at 3m wide it would be difficult for 
cars to pass here (Fig 5). One solution which is 
unacceptable could be to use the 2 lane side-
road beneath which borders onto the gated Back-
Chestnut Avenue. This is not acceptable as 
would involve cutting off part of the playing field. 
 

An additional access road could be added by 
using the side road higher up. This road is also 
3m wide about the same as fig 5. A one way 
system could be implemented (strictly entry from 
via road B, exit from road A) but the area would 
need some work. First a wall would need to be 
removed, and a small section of land would have 
to be purchased to make the road snake into the 
top of the car park. Potentially making an offer to 
63 Victoria Road for chunk of their garden (no 
more then a few square metres would do) would 
be the easiest way to achieve this. 
 

The second issue is to do with a very tall mature 
tree situated to the far north west of the proposed 
car park which impedes this route. The tree could 
be left to stand in the corner of the car park and 
its branches pruned. Or we could seek to remove 
it and compensate wildlife by the planting of more 
trees in a suitable location probably in a park or 
the outskirts of the city. No solution would be 
ideal. But perhaps for the potential removal of a 
mature tree and the loss of a few metres of   
garden we could get a centre which would help  
keep people in this area healthy for generations.  
 

In the event of expected heavy traffic to the 
centre, some arrangements could be made with 
Headingley Business Park whose premises are 
across the road to the north of the centre. The 
business park will not use the spaces in the 
evenings and at weekends which would be the 
center’s busiest time. There may be the 
possibility to utilise space at Chestnut Villa (no 
87) as a temporary offsite minibus parking space. 
 

A further option could be the purchase of 
Matthew’s garages at the south of the site for use 
as an additional car park (should they become 
available) (Fig 6). Access via this entrance would 

be easier, but the space is smaller than the 
proposed car park at the side of the building. The 
costs involved in this purchase seem to rule it out. 
 

 
 
 

All parking spaces would be authorised by the handing of a permit by centre staff on arrival. For the loss of any side 
roads on which residents parked their cars, they could be given a parking pass to utilise the car park overnight. 
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Renewable Technologies and Energy Efficiency 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   Bike Access                                          Disabled Access 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Improving disability access 
would be a priority of the 
centre. Inclusively of all of the 

community would be our ideal. 

It is anticipated that much of 
the footfall to the centre would 
be from people who live in the 
nearby area. Being a centre 
that promotes healthy living 
and trying to be as environ-
mentally conscious as we can 
we would encourage as many 
people as possible to walk, jog 
or cycle to the centre.  
 

To encourage this agenda we 
would set up well-designed, 
highly visible places for people 
to secure their bicycles when 
using the facilities. 
 

The priorities in setting these 
up would be two-fold: to be as 
efficient with the space we 
have as possible (so probably 
it would involve utilising an 
existing wall as one of the 
locations, and also to make 
the bicycle storage positions 
look as attractive as possible 
so they might see more use.    

In addition, we would try to 
make the centre as friendly as 
possible for parents with 
young children. Making the 
environment good for the 
people of tomorrow is crucial, 
so we would have facilities for 
baby changing, put on events 
that would be of interest to 
parents with young babies 
and would have accessible 
noticeboards giving 
information of events and 
initiatives in the area which 
might help recent parents.  

 

 

In the first instance of re-opening the 
centre, the priority of a mixed-use 
community sports facility would simply 
involve getting everything to work 
correctly, repairing things and setting 
them up so as to best benefit the users 
of the space. However in the longer-
term there is a good amount of sense 
to try to save money by engineering 
every centimetre of the complex to be 
environmentally friendly. 
 

Both buildings were made in the 
1980’s and technology and our 
application of it has vastly improved 
since then. Taking measures to 
improve energy efficiency has ceased 
to be a matter of just trying to care for 
the planet, but become a matter too of 
mathematics and budgeting.  
  

Taking measures like accessing the 
site to see where solar panels could -  
 

be installed and looking at the cost / 
benefit of setting them up would be a 
realistic option. 
 

Installing sun pipes, LED or High 
intensity discharge lighting may prove 
worth the initial set-up cost as they 
would ultimately save us on energy 
bills. There may be ways the centre 
could be better insulated or ventilated. 
 

It might be that governments try to 
meet their energy efficiency targets 
that grants can be sought to help pay 
the set-up costs of implementing such 
measures. In the meantime we would 
look at costs and possible options to 
improve. It would be excellent to show 
that a centre like this is not just 
financially sustainable or beneficial for 
the surrounding population, but it can 
also be a beacon of environmentally 
sound decision-making and action. 
  

 

Installing solar panels, sun pipes or 
improving the efficiency of the centre's 

lights would save money in the long term. 
 

From the onset of the project, 
we were aware that we would 
be inheriting a building which 
despite offering a terrific 
amount of useful space, is itself 
somewhat deficient in terms of 
how it is designed with regards 
to disabled access. 
 

There are numerous positions 
in and around the building 
where access is by steps only, 
which is not ideal for 
wheelchair users, mothers 
pushing prams or for anyone 
with mobility issues. There are 
no disabled access toilets. 
There is no additional space for 
hoisting individuals who require 
a wheelchair, but there is space 
available within the buildings 
which was put to other uses 
which we would seek to adapt 
to suit these ends.  
 

The instances and exact 
remedies to these 
problems would involve a 
thorough commitment to 
access every part of the 
centre and its grounds 
with the intention of 
improving access for all 
users. This would be done 
to meet the standards 
expected from a 21

st
 

century sports facility.  
 

It would not be appropriate 
to go into vast detail on 
exactly what would be 
required here. Suffice to 
say that Sphere would be 
committed to make the 
building accessible for all 
members of the 
community. Whether as a 
participant or spectator, a 
young, old or middle aged 
person, we would do our 
best to make every 
centimetre of the complex 
as well designed and as 
accessible as possible for 
all of our users. 
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Religious community 

 

 

 
Little London 

Primary School 

 

Rosebank 
Primary 

School 

 
 

Springbank 
Primary 
School 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
All Hallows Church  

and 

Community Projects 

 

 

 

 
 

Burley Park Centre PRU 

 

 

Partners 

 
 

sixth form college 

Schools and colleges 

 
 Lantern 
Learning 

   Trust 

 
Primrose High 

School 

 We would primarily function to serve primary 
schools, but activities would be suitable for senior 
school pupils. Older pupils may find edification 
through coaching & leadership opportunities. 

 

Community Groups and 

regulatory bodies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

South Headingley 
Community 

Association 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The community sports facility has 
received cross-party support and 
co-operation from councillors, as 
well as the offer of a portion of 
106 money to support the project. 

Sphere would work 
with religious 

institutions and places 
of worship to enable 
their members to stay 
active and healthy. 

 

 
City of Leeds 

School 

The 
Cardigan 

Centre 

Woodsley 
Road 

Community 

Centre 
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Sports Partners 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activities for young people based at Woodsley 
Road Community Centre, including sports such  

as football, table tennis, self-defense. 

 
 

If your organisation would like to be involved with this project contact: 
 

www.hpol.hydeparkonline.co.uk 

 
 
11-a-side football 
club who play  
games in Burley. 

 
 

Men and 
women’s 

Football, looking 
for new players 
and venues to 
train and use 

for their 
matches. 

Hyde Park 

Rangers F.C. 
 

Football club 
which train on 
Woodhouse 
Moor, would 
welcome and 
use new 
facilities.   

 
 

National League 
futsal side, 
looking for 

training and junior 
training venues. 

 
 

Funding organisation to 
develop futsal in Leeds, would 
Love a new indoor venue. 

Leeds City Futsal 
Club, training adult  
players for the 

national league div 
2, looking for 
new players. 

 
Chapeltown based 
promoters of sport 
and physical activities, 
developing young  
people and coaches,  
looking for additional  
venues to work from. 
 

 

 

 

 
Developing adult  
And junior football  
and futsal in the  
area, looking for   
training venues. 

 
 

Club who previously 
hired the sports hall. 
Have 4 squads in 
West Yorkshire 

senior league and 
u14 squad. Looking 
for a home venue. 

 
Our local branch 

of the F.A. 
Firmly behind 
the project. 

 
 

The FA would  
back a new  
sports venue  
in the inner city. 

 
 

Venue may be ideal 
for training junior 
players and for 

wheelchair rugby. 

 
Leeds 

Underdogs 
ARLFC 

 

Junior rugby club  
based in Adel  
interested in 
 facilities and  
attracting  

additional players. 
 

 
Meanwood 
Cricket 
Club 

 

An new cricket 
area would be 
welcomed. 

 
Cricket team 

based between 
Woodhouse 

and Meanwood, 
would welcome 

additional 
players. 

 
Cricket club 
based in 

Headingley, 
would value 
additional 
facilities. 

 
Organisation 

Interested indoor 
facilities to 
promote 

local league 
indoor cricket. 

 

 
Yorkshire-based 
wheelchair rugby 
and basketball 
organisation. 

 
Leeds’ wheelchair 
Basketball club 
has shown an 
interest running 
activities from 
the centre. 

 
Developing 

netball in West 
Yorkshire, 
happy 

If a new venue 
is available. 

 
4/5-a-side hockey, looking for venues.  
Great fitness and work for goalkeepers. 

 
 

Leeds Hockey 
Club 

 

Successful  
hockey club  

who run 7 senior 
men’s, 4 

women’s and 3 
indoor teams, a 
veterans side 
and numerous 
junior teams. 
Interested in 
space in the 

venue.   

 

 
 

sixth form college 

 
City of Leeds 

School 

 
Primrose High 

School 
 

Bash 

Kabbadi 
 

 

Kabbadi club 
based in Leeds  

 

Running club 
based in 

Hyde Park. 

 
 

Leeds Powerchair 
Football Club 

 

Newly forming  
powerchair football  

club, looking 
 for training  
venues and   

home game venues. 

 
Fast version of 
Indoor cricket, 
looking for 
venues and 
new players. 

 

Y.C.C.C. 
Would benefit 
from indoor and 
outdoor facilities. 

 

WR Active learning 
Is a multi-sport 
coaching company 
who would run free  

after school clubs and holiday camps for young 
people from the venue. 

Volunteers 
 
 

From year 10/11 
pupils on work 
experience and sports 
leadership courses, 
college students and 
university placements 
Or undertaking 
coaching courses our 

 area’s schools and colleges 
could provide volunteer support 
and participants for the centre. 
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Potential Funding Partners 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Wade’s Trust 
 

Grants are available from 
small grants of £200 –  

to much larger grants in £1000s made payable in 
the form of one-off payments to charities to help 
them start their activities. Wade’s assist charities & 
non-profit organisations in: 

 

“Providing and maintaining, or providing or 
maintaining, open spaces in the borough of Leeds, for 
the benefit and recreation or health of the inhabitants” 

 

also for 
 

“The purchase or taking on lease of land for use as 
playing fields…or which is engaged in the estab-
lishment of community centres or youth centres.” 
 

www.wadescharity.org/home 

 

Leeds Community 
Foundation 

 
 
 

Grants are available to make a 
difference changing people’s 
lives and narrowing the gap in 
terms of the inequalities which 
exist within Leeds. 
     

 

www.val.org.uk/_documents/s
mall-grants-booklet-

Oct2012.pdf 

 

 

 

As a charitable trust, much of the funding for 
building renovations and alterations for the 
facilities would come from applying for grants. 
 

With confirmed ownership of the space or a 
medium-term pepper-corn rent of the premises, 
Sphere could access many sources of funding to 
help ensure the viability of the premises, and 
apply for additional grants to apply for equipment 
or to put certain types of activities on.  
 

Here is a breakdown of some of the possible 

avenues of funding we could access: 

Caird Badron Community 
Programme 

 

Grants are paid through the 
Landfill Communities Fund.  
 

The Caird Bardon Community Programme provides 
grants of between £5,000 and £60,000 to fund 
community and environmental projects located in 
Leeds Metropolitan District Wards. Match funding is 
not required. They are especially keen to fund 
projects which can demonstrate community support, 
involvement, community benefit and sustainability. 
 

www.grantscope.org.uk/grantshome/ 
applyforagrant/caird1.htm 

 

 

 

The Football Foundation 
 

Are the biggest supporter and funder of 
grassroots football facilities. Various grants 
could be accessed for improving facilities. 
 

The Grassroots Football Fund - 
  

Is a facilities scheme which provides money to develop new, or improve 
existing facilities for community benefit with a value of over £100,000. 
These include changing rooms or clubhouses, grass or artificial pitches & 
multi-use games areas. 
 

The Build the Game Fund – is a grant scheme with a flexible criteria 
which funds schemes of up to £100,000. All projects must demonstrate 
they can support the growth and retention of grassroots football and have 
lease or ownership of facilities secured for at least 10 years. 
 

Lighting up English Football – shared access - Free Floodlights 
 

A grant scheme which will install and maintain floodlights for your club. The 
4 x 18m floodlights will also house wireless antennas usable to boost 
signal for 5 mobile phone operators. The benefits of these include free 
installation and maintenance of the floodlights, and an ongoing revenue 
stream to the club, the more the signals are used (in a densely populated 
area) more revenue would be generated for the club.  
 

Other smaller grants and resources are available from the Football 

Foundation such as: Youth Football Goalposts, Respect Equipment, 
Major of London grant scheme and the grow the Game Fund. 
 

www.footballfoundation.org.uk 
 

 

Hyde Park and 
Woodhouse 
Community 
First Scheme 

 

Funds projects between £250-
£2,500 for non-profit organ-
isations which can demonstrate  
they are performing activities 
which are of community benefit. 
Typically grants are around 
£500. 

http://hpwh-
cf.posterous.com/payes/how-to-

apply 

 

 

BIG Lottery Fund 
 

Various new grants are made available through the BIG 
lottery fund, many of would be suitable to fund aspects 
of a project such as this. Present examples of existing 
grants which could be applied for include: 

 
 

Awards for all England: grants from £300 - £10,000 for a range of  
voluntary or community organisations. 
 

Reaching Communities: fund projects for communities in need from 
£10,000 - £500,000. 
 

The People’s Millions: grants from £20,000 - £50,000 are available to 
improve facilities to help people improve their area. 
 

www.biglotteryfund.org.uk 
 

 

Big Assist - a programme helping to strengthen infrastructure organisations 

through a diagnostic and voucher scheme, as well as a collaborative peer to 
peer community to help improve their services for the benefit of the whole 
sector.  
                                                                               

www.bigassist.org.uk 

Green Leeds (entrust) 
 

Grants of up to £50,000 are 
available from the Landfill 
Communities fund for 
endeavors such as the 
provision, maintenance or 
improvement of a park or 
general public amenity - 
especially where there was 
something that took place 
which was beneficial which 
has now ceased. 

 

www.entrust.org.uk 
  
 

Ideas that Change Lives 
 

Grants of up to £2,000 are 
available to Kick Start Fund to 
start up voluntary or social 
enterprise projects. This could 
be used to develop certain 
types of sport session for 
niche markets. 

 

 
 

 
www.ideasthatchangelives

.org.uk/investment 
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  The HPOL Business Proposition. 
 

                         A Sports Trust 
 

Recently there has been a great deal of local publicity and 
speculation regarding the closure of Leeds City Council sports 
centres because of their increased running costs. In certain cases 
the Council has decided to close facilities to the local community as 
they do not consider them commercially viable. 

 
The main problem with these centres lies with their business model. 
This primarily relies on a site being open for a large number of sports 
and the reliance on people merely walking in off the street to take 
advantage of them. This is not an issue in areas with dense 
population as this provides greater footfall and higher average 
turnout, but generally the centres are not well attended.  

 
The majority of these centres do not provide and promote activities 
for the benefit of the neighbourhood and so it is very difficult to 
ensure a regular income stream. As a result, the sports centres have 
become a place of temporary stay with no attachment to the local 
community.    

 
Across Europe there are a large number of community sports clubs 
which share facilities and create a real home for their sport. It would 
be this type of model that would be used to run a successful 
community sports project.  

 
In London the Westway project (see opposite) has successfully and 
profitably run sports facilities for 40 years in the community and it is 
their lead which we would wish to follow. 

 
The amenities would be run on a non-profit basis by a Charitable 
Trust. Its purpose will be to give the opportunities to play sport and 
provide advice about health and diet. The Memorandum and Articles 
of Association of the trust are only in draft form, but it already has a 
name based on its proposed activities of Sport, health and 
recreation – Sphere 

 
Sphere Trust would run the facilities but work in partnership with 
existing sports clubs to provide sporting activities. These clubs would 
be required to pay a reasonable rental fee for the use of the facilities 
and also be expected to provide coaching activities to promote their 
sport to attract new junior members. In addition an existing multi-
sport coaching company, WR Active Learning, will provide extra-
curricular sports activities with the same aims.  

 
The ability to guarantee a set income for the use of a fixed period of 
the sporting week will provide stability to the project budget. This will 
leave other slots available at a subsidised rate for general 
community use. 

 
In addition to this Sphere would seek funding jointly with the sports 
clubs to maintain the sporting activities and support for information 
and guidance on health and diet. The Charitable Trust status will 
provide the opportunity to apply for additional grants and also obtain 
relief on business rates amongst other things. 

 
A budget has been formulated based on costs provided via the 
agents for last period of use. Unfortunately the information given was 
very basic and certain assumptions have been made. 

 
North Kensington London is an area which has been 
divided in terms of large scale motorway building. 
During the 1960’s and 70’s community action groups 
had been petitioning for better housing and spaces for 
children to play. After a 4 year campaign, an amenity 
trust set up between the council and residents agreed 
that a strip of land under the motorways would be 
given to the community to develop to compensate 
them for the development taking place in the area. 
 

Making use of every inch of available space the 
Westway Development Trust came into being. The 
institution which started life with a grant of £25,000 is 
now a financially viable, self-sufficient charity with 
turnover for over £6 million a year and assets 
estimated over £20 mil. The business model centres 
on development of 4 main sports: football, tennis, 
climbing and handball fives.  
 

Facilities include: 
 

* One of the UK's largest climbing walls 
* An 11-a-side astroturf pitch 
* 8 all-weather floodlit football pitches 
* 8 indoor and 2 outdoor tennis courts 
* 4 handball fives courts 
* 20 station fitness facility 
* Cricket nets 
* Netball and basketball pitches 
* Swimming pool 
* A café + Urban Rock climbing shop 
* Car park on site 
 

The centre caters fitness club which targets: over 60s, 
13-17 year olds, disabled people, carers, community 
groups, GP referrals and women. It provides sport and 
fitness development in schools, both during and after 
school time. 
 

http://www.westway.org 
http://www.westwaysportscentre.org.uk 

Case Study: Westway Development 
Trust: North Kensington 
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Phase 1 - to use existing Sports Hall and 2 changing 
rooms only   

           Assumptions 

 Expenditure   

 Business rates £3,407      Rateable value excluding pool £39,650 x 0.433 standard business multiplier = £17,039. 80% Charity reduction - 80% gives £3,407 

 Electricity £12,500      Pro rata of last cost is £11,000. Assume sports hall 75% of this. British Gas rates have increased 51% since 2008 

 Gas £11,590      Pro rata of last cost is £9,500. Difficult to split. More use of showers if sports hall used. British Gas rates have increased 22% since 2008 

 Water £8,000      Swimming pool only attended 20 hrs p/wk. Assume half use of water if sports hall only in use. Water rates about 10% higher since 2008  

 Insurance/ Health and Safety training £7,500      Insurance cost circa £3500. Training £4000 

 Wages £31,500      One manager @ £23,000. One part time Assistant £8,500  

 Cleaning £4,000      One cleaner eight hours a week plus cleaning materials 

 Repairs £4,000      Guestimate but budget should carry a sinking fund 

    

 Bank charges £0       Not included could negotiate free account  

 Accountant costs £1,500       We need a nice friendly low cost/free Accountant 

   

 Total £83,997  

    

    

 Income   

    

 Week days  Based on opening hours 10am to 10pm weekly 

 Peak rate 20 hrs p/wk - 50 wks/yr £35,000 Peak rate £35 p/hr 6pm to 10pm 

 After School club 10hrs p/wk - 50 wks/yr £10,000 After School club £20 p/hr 4pm to 6pm 

 Off peak 30 hrs/p/wk - 50 wks/yr £30,000 Off peak £20 p/hr 10 am to 4pm   

    

 Weekends  Based on opening hours 10 am to 4pm 

 4 hrs p/wk - 50 wks/yr £4,000 Weekend clubs Saturday Morning 10am to 12pm - using split hall £20 p/hr 

 8 hrs p/wk - 50 wks/yr £24,000 Club fixture weekend whole hall Saturday and Sunday 12 to 4pm £60 p/hr 

    

 Total £103,000  

 
 Best occupancy 75%? Therefore income  £77,250  

 This plan requires  82% occupancy   
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Phase 2 - to use existing Sports Hall and new sports hall  

            Assumptions 

 Expenditure   

 Business rates £4,763      Rateable value excluding pool £55,000 x 0.433 standard business multiplier = £23,815. 80% Charity reduction - 80% gives £4763 

 Electricity £16,600      Pro rata of last cost is £11,000. British Gas rates have increased 51% since 2008 

 Gas £14,500          More use of showers if 2 sports hall used. (25%?) British Gas rates have increased 22% since 2008 

 Water £10,000          Assume additional 25% use of water if 2 sports hall only in use. Water rates about 10% higher since 2008  

 Insurance/ Health and Safety training £11,000          Insurance cost circa £5000. Training £6000 

 Wages £49,000          One manager @ £23,000. One full time assistant @ £17,500 one part time Assistant £8,500  

 Cleaning £8,000          One cleaner 16 hours a week plus cleaning materials 

 Repairs £6,000         Guestimate but budget should carry a sinking fund 

    

 Bank charges £0          Not included could negotiate free account  

 Accountant costs £1,500          We need a nice friendly low cost/free Accountant 

   

 Total £121,363  

    

 Income   

 Sports Hall   

 Week days       Based on opening hours 10am to 10pm weekly 

 Peak rate 20 hrs p/wk - 50 wks/yr £35,000      Peak rate £35 p/hr 6pm to 10pm 

 After School club 10hrs p/wk - 50 wks/yr £10,000      After School club £20 p/hr 4pm to 6pm 

 Off peak 30 hrs/p/wk - 50 wks/yr £30,000      Off peak £20 p/hr 10 am to 4pm   

    

 Weekends       Based on opening hours 10 am to 4pm 

 4 hrs p/wk - 50 wks/yr £4,000      Weekend clubs 10am to 12pm - using split hall £20 p/hr 

 8 hrs p/wk - 50 wks/yr £24,000      Club fixture weekend 12 to 4pm £60 p/hr 

    

 New sports room   

 Week days       Based on opening hours 10am to 10pm weekly 

 Peak rate 20 hrs p/wk - 50 wks/yr £30,000      Peak rate £30 p/hr 6pm to 10pm 

 After School club 10hrs p/wk - 50 wks/yr £9,000      After School club £18 p/hr 4pm to 6pm 

 Off peak 30 hrs/p/wk - 50 wks/yr £27,000      Off peak £18 p/hr 10 am to 4pm   

    

 Weekends       Based on opening hours 10 am to 4pm 

 4 hrs p/wk - 50 wks/yr £3,600      Weekend clubs 10am to 12pm - using split hall £18 p/hr 

 8 hrs p/wk - 50 wks/yr £12,000      Club fixture weekend 12 to 4pm £30 p/hr 

    

 Total £184,600  

 
   

 Assume70% occupancy £122,220  40404040    



Assumptions 
 
1. That the costs are an accurate record of the expenses incurred for the whole site during that period. 
2. The projected energy costs have been calculated based on the rate rises recorded on the British Gas website      
          for electricity and gas. 
3. An adjustment has been made to reflect the fact that the swimming pool will not be reinstated. 
          Water charges have been adjusted using Yorkshire Water rates recorded on their website. 
4. There would need to be a significant amount of refurbishment such as repainting, floor installation, boiler   
          upgrade, building repairs, car parking improvement, disability access etc. required prior to reuse. The budget  
          assumes this work has been completed. 
5. Staffing would require one full and one part time person in the first instance. 
 

Phase one – 3 to 6 months 
 
The vision is a simple one, to provide sport and health facilities for the local community. But this has to be a staged 
project which is affordable and achievable. Phase one would be the reopening of the sports hall.   
 

In terms of being financially viable it is important to have as much use of the facilities as possible. As things stand it 
is likely that the sports hall could be brought back into use relatively easily. We don’t propose to discuss the 
refurbishment costs here, as the property requires a thorough inspection to verify the degree of refurbishment work 
required. At the writer’s last visit the sports hall was structurally sound but required redecoration and 
removal/replacement of some of the hall fittings. The changing rooms plumbing required some attention as did the 
roof, but the repair work required would be something for which funding could be obtained. 
 

Based on the 2007/8 basic accounts, the potential running cost of the sports hall site alone would be in the region of 
£84,000 per annum. 
 

It currently is dividable into 2 useable spaces. The best financial use of the hall would be for it to be available to hire 
for team sports.  
 

The hall will be available from 10am to 10pm weekly and 10am to 4pm on weekends. Use by local sports teams 
would fill the peak hours from 6pm to 10pm on week days. After school clubs would occupy the 4pm to 6pm section. 
The period 10 am to 4pm would be used by the local primary schools or local activity groups.  
 

There will be a peak and off peak charging scheme so that popular evening period subsidises the other sessions.  It 
will be conditional that the local sports clubs using the hall should have junior development sections which will use 
the 4pm to 6pm spot.  
 

Local primary schools will be offered use of the hall during the day through structured sports activities. WR Active 
Learning already provides physical activity sessions to schools in Leeds and would base some of its sessions in the 
sports hall. These activities would be a useful feeder to the after school sessions. Local groups could also rent the 
space for activities such as dance; keep fit, carpet bowls and the like. 
 

In the first instance the hire rates for half the hall would be £35 peak and £20 off peak per hour. The peak rates 
assume that the club members meet the charges through subscription. The off peak rates will most likely be 
subsidised further or met by grants awarded for sports activity by various funding bodies. 
 

Weekends would be filled by Saturday morning sports clubs and competitive league matches for the adult teams. 
 

100% occupation would provide an income is excess of £100,000. With proper promotion of the halls availability 
and funding available for the local group we would realistically expect a 75% take up, giving income of £77,250 
against a budget of £84,000. 85% take up would bring about a break even position. However it is more realistic to 
assume that best use of the sports hall alone in this period will lead to an annual loss of around £7000 in the first 
instance. 
 

During this phase work on the playing field should commence. Grants are available to bring grass areas back into 
use. If completed the area could be used for “mini-soccer”, “mini rugby” weekend “turn up and play” sessions or 
league matches. With a rental rate of £12 per hour, this could achieve around £2500 pa. Regretfully this will be 
eaten up in pitch maintenance costs, but it does show that it will be self funding if its availability is marketed 
appropriately. 
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Phase 2 - 6 to 18 months 
 

Whilst the site contains a swimming pool it is uneconomical to refurbish. The modern business model for pools 
requires the provision of a members gym to subsidise the running costs. There is no room within the current building 
to accommodate both. 
 

The proposal is that the pool hall should be converted to a smaller sports hall by creating a steel framed timber floor 
over the pool area. Again the hall could be temporarily divided into two by the use of a folding wall. These areas could 
be used for dance, martial arts, badminton etc. They could also be hired out for use by external bodies for organised 
courses on health issues or sport qualifications. 
 

Being a smaller area the rental would be for the lesser rates of £30 peak and £18 off peak. 100% occupancy would 
give an income for both halls of over £184,600. It would be more realistic to assume that the best occupancy rate 
would be 70% giving an income of over £122,000. 
 

The viewing gallery over the second sports hall will be used as a social area with provision of hot or cold drinks by 
vending machine. There are many different options available for the acquisition of machines and stock, but it should 
be possible to generate sufficient sales to earn between £50 and £100 per week. Not a very large sum but a useful 
£2500 to £5000 pa. 
 

Steps would be taken to improve the green credentials of the complex. Installation of low energy lighting and heating 
would reduce these costs. There will also be the opportunity to explore the use of solar energy. 
 

This further development comfortably will put the cost of using both halls in the black. More importantly though it will 
provide the opportunity to reduce the hire charges, provide further part time employment, or provide additional 
services as detailed below. 
 

Phase 3 – 18 to 36 months 
 

Once the facility is fully operational for sport other services can be made available. Health and dietary advice will be 
provided in the form of group activities /courses using the space available in Hall 2.  It may be that part of the non-
sports area could be converted to provide a consultation room(s) but this can only be confirmed when a full survey of 
the site has been completed 
 

One area of the site has previously been designated as a gym and the provision of modern equipment and a 
membership system within the development would be a good income opportunity. The level of subscription will remain 
affordable and has yet to be fully costed. A provisional assessment rate of £5/week - £100 annual with 100 members 
would give an income of £10,000 pa. This is a very conservative estimate as the gym would be open 7days per week 
and there would easily be the potential to double the membership. 
 

Longer term 
 

The trust would seek to obtain funding for a number of its activities. From time to time sports and government bodies 
provide grants for sports and health activities. The Trust would apply for any grants which could be used for activities 
at the centre. 
 

The provision of such a wide variety of activities is important in order to involve the whole community. Sphere would 
continue to support activities of sport and health within the community itself and not just based at the sports centre. 
 

The centre will become a centre of excellence and a focus for healthy lifestyles. 
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Existing site plans  

 

 
Right: side view of the pool room, 
Bellow: overhead of the 2 buildings 
Bellow Right: side views of the pool 

room x3 and side view of the sports hall 
Bottom Right: Overhead view of the 
entire site. 
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Mandela Centre for sports and personal development in Chapeltown 
 

Leeds Grammar School sports facilities in LS17, Alwoodley. The Grammar school’s legal people claim that because some new 
pitches were built here that the remainder of their playing fields in the inner city could be developed as housing. 

 

“Brudenell primary has one playground for 
200 children and is all tarmac…the High 
School fields are a short walk away and if 
they were regularly maintained, we would 
make regular use of them in dry weather for 
twice weekly outdoor PE sessions for all of 
our clusters in KS1 and 2.” 
 

- Lesley C McKay Acting Head Teacher 
Brudenell Primary. 

“The surrounding area has a significant South Asian population. This ethnic group is characterised by particular high rates of 
type 2 diabetes and cardiovascular disease, and would derive particular benefit from improved sports provision…The health 
benefits (from physical exercise)…are dramatic, not only in terms of cardiovascular health, but also in terms of cancer, chronic 
inflammatory states, mental and emotional well being. If the Council is seriously interested in narrowing the ten year gap in life 
expectancy between different areas of Leeds, and in narrowing the equally significant gap in terms of quality of life, then 
narrowing the exercise differential must be part of the prescription.” 
  

- John Illingworth, Chair of Health Scrutiny Board, Councillor for Kirkstall Ward 
-  

“We have a small tarmacked front playground 
and a larger one at the back of the school. This 
one however is on a slope which makes playing 
sports difficult. We have no grass area at all.  
 

I feel strongly that children and their families 
deserve much better access to local sport ad 
exercise facilities and the facilities at Leeds Girls 
High School would really help do this.”  
 

- Jackie Twaites, Headteacher 

Quarry Mount Primary. 

Policy N6 UDP states that, 
development of playing pitches 
will not be permitted unless 

 

• There is a demonstrable net 
gain to overall pitch quality 
and provision by part 
redevelopment of a site or 
suitable relocation within the 
same locality of the city 
consistent with the site’s 
functions: or 

• There is no shortage of 
pitches in an area in 
relation to pitch demand 
locally, in the context of the 
city’s needs, and city wide, 
and development would not 
conflict with UDP policies 
concerning protection of 
green belt, protection and 
enhancement of greenspace 
and provision of additional 
greenspaces, urban corridors 
and other open land.  

Evidence of local need 

44444444    
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Letter	  to	  Cllr	  Finnigan	  
Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West	  
dated	  29th	  August	  2014	  
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Councillor	  R	  Finnigan	  
Morley	  Borough	  Independent	  Office	  	  
The	  Town	  Hall	  
Morley,	  Leeds,	  LS27	  9DY	  
	  
29th	  August	  2014	  
	  

Dear	  Councillor	  Finnigan,	  
	  
Issues	  Surrounding	  Application	  13/00868/OT,	  Agenda	  Item	  16,	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  West,	  4th	  September	  2014	  	  
	  
I	  hope	  you	  don't	  mind	  me	  writing	  to	  you	  and	  I	  hope	  you	  have	  time	  to	  read	  what	  I've	  sent	  -‐	  I	  realise	  I've	  included	  quite	  a	  bit	  of	  
information	  but	  it's	  all	  relevant.	  
	  
I	  know	  you	  were	  at	  the	  3rd	  April	  Plans	  Panel	  Meeting	  where	  the	  above	  application	  was	  approved	  in	  principle	  and	  that	  the	  item's	  
return	  to	  Plans	  Panel	  on	  4th	  September	  may	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  purely	  administrative	  procedure.	  I	  know	  that	  you	  voted	  against	  approving	  
the	  application	  in	  April.	  Thank	  you	  so	  much	  for	  that.	  
	  
I	  think	  there	  is	  still	  a	  chance	  to	  do	  what's	  needed	  for	  public	  health	  and	  for	  the	  residents	  and	  primary	  school	  children	  of	  Hyde	  Park	  &	  
Woodhouse.	  If	  on	  3rd	  April	  it	  was	  possible	  to	  reverse	  the	  5th	  December	  Plans	  Panel	  refusal	  of	  the	  application,	  surely	  it's	  possible	  on	  
4th	  September	  to	  reverse	  the	  3rd	  April	  approval?	  Surely	  this	  is	  up	  to	  the	  Plans	  Panel	  councillors,	  not	  the	  council	  officers,	  otherwise	  
why	  would	  Plans	  Panels	  exist?	  If	  there's	  anything	  at	  all	  you	  could	  do	  at	  the	  Plans	  Panel	  meeting	  to	  try	  and	  reverse	  the	  approval	  I'd	  
be	  really	  grateful,	  although	  I	  know	  it's	  a	  long	  shot.	  
	  
I	  think	  that	  the	  final	  approval	  which	  on	  3rd	  April	  was	  delegated	  to	  the	  Chief	  Planning	  Officer	  should	  at	  least	  be	  put	  on	  hold	  until	  a	  
number	  of	  on-‐going	  and	  un-‐dealt	  with	  complaints	  about	  maladministration	  and	  errors	  of	  process	  surrounding	  the	  decision	  have	  
been	  properly	  dealt	  with.	  
	  
To	  summarise:	  

1. Two	  "secret"	  meetings	  were	  held	  between	  the	  December	  refusal	  and	  April	  approval.	  
2. Did	  publicly	  unseen	  legal	  advice	  to	  the	  council	  say	  there	  were	  no	  legal	  grounds	  for	  refusal	  or	  not?	  
3. There	  was	  a	  community	  asset	  nomination	  for	  the	  field	  waiting	  to	  be	  decided	  when	  the	  application	  was	  approved	  in	  

principle.	  	  
4. The	  Community	  Business	  Plan	  for	  the	  site	  was	  not	  properly	  taken	  into	  account	  at	  Plans	  Panel.	  
5. Councillors	  were	  led	  to	  believe	  by	  officers	  that	  there	  was	  no	  other	  option	  but	  to	  both	  grant	  approval,	  and	  demolish	  the	  

Royal	  Park	  building.	  
6. Furthermore,	  the	  promise	  of	  open	  green	  space	  at	  the	  Royal	  Park	  site	  was	  spoken	  about	  at	  Plans	  Panel	  as	  though	  it	  was	  

going	  to	  be	  a	  sports	  area	  available	  to	  schools;	  the	  distinction	  between	  open	  green	  space	  and	  designated	  sports	  space	  was	  
never	  made.	  

7. There	  is	  money	  available	  to	  purchase	  the	  site	  for	  the	  community	  and	  primary	  schools.	  
	  
There	  is	  no	  written	  record	  of	  two	  unofficial	  meetings	  that	  were	  held	  on	  27th	  January	  2014	  and	  17th	  February	  2014,	  which	  were	  
attended	  by	  the	  council's	  legal	  adviser,	  as	  well	  as	  Councillor	  Peter	  Gruen,	  Councillor	  Jim	  McKenna	  (Chair	  of	  Plans	  Panel	  South	  and	  
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West),	  Planning	  Officers,	  Hyde	  Park	  &	  Woodhouse	  and	  Headingley	  Councillors	  and	  representatives	  of	  Asset	  Management.	  These	  
meetings	  were	  not	  on	  the	  agenda	  at	  the	  INWAC	  Planning	  Sub	  Group	  meeting	  which	  took	  place	  between	  them,	  in	  early	  February,	  
and	  therefore	  not	  discussed	  there,	  nor	  did	  our	  community	  planner	  know	  about	  them.	  
	  
Please	  could	  you	  ask	  to	  see	  again	  the	  legal	  advice	  given	  to	  the	  council	  about	  this	  application.	  I	  still	  have	  not	  been	  given	  sight	  of	  it	  
despite	  a	  FOI	  request	  and	  subsequent	  appeal	  against	  nondisclosure.	  Please	  could	  you	  check	  to	  what	  extent	  public	  health	  issues	  
were	  considered	  by	  the	  barrister	  giving	  this	  advice,	  and	  also	  what	  consideration	  was	  given	  to	  HPOL's	  community	  business	  plan	  for	  
the	  site?	  I	  want	  to	  make	  sure	  that	  the	  barrister	  giving	  the	  advice	  knew	  that	  there	  was	  a	  viable	  community	  business	  plan	  that	  had	  
been	  in	  circulation	  for	  a	  year	  and	  also	  and	  that	  public	  health	  issues	  were	  properly	  taken	  into	  consideration	  as	  planning	  issues.	  I	  hope	  
the	  advice	  was	  not	  given	  based	  on	  an	  assumption	  the	  site	  would	  be	  left	  vacant	  and	  derelict,	  as	  opposed	  to	  for	  example	  the	  field	  
being	  purchased	  by	  the	  council	  –	  as	  recommended	  by	  Greg	  Mulholland,	  community	  groups	  and	  business	  partners.	  Purchase	  of	  the	  
field	  by	  the	  council	  would	  also	  have	  secured	  the	  sports	  hall	  and	  was	  and	  is	  a	  viable	  option	  so	  it's	  important	  to	  know	  that	  the	  advice	  
given,	  on	  which	  councillors	  based	  their	  decision,	  wasn't	  misleading.	  
	  
The	  decision	  about	  the	  Asset	  of	  Community	  Value	  (ACV)	  listing	  for	  the	  field	  (as	  opposed	  to	  the	  whole	  site)	  was	  refused	  in	  June	  2014,	  
and	  was	  prejudiced	  by	  the	  3rd	  April	  Plans	  Panel	  decision,	  a	  fact	  which	  was	  raised	  at	  the	  time	  and	  which	  should	  have	  been	  taken	  into	  
account.	  (Please	  see	  the	  letter	  that	  South	  Headingley	  Community	  Association	  wrote	  in	  response	  to	  the	  ACV	  decision	  which	  clearly	  
lays	  out	  the	  failure	  of	  process.)	  
	  
The	  Community	  Business	  Plan	  for	  the	  site	  was	  supported	  by	  local	  schools,	  Leeds	  Met,	  councillors	  and	  a	  raft	  of	  sports	  organisations	  
who	  had	  looked	  closely	  at	  it,	  and	  sent	  letters	  of	  support	  to	  planning,	  available	  to	  see	  on	  the	  public	  access	  portal,	  but	  it	  was	  not	  
properly	  taken	  into	  account	  at	  Plans	  Panel	  even	  though	  it	  had	  been	  on	  the	  public	  access	  portal	  since	  16th	  May	  2013	  and	  was	  sent	  to	  
Plans	  Panel	  Councillors	  in	  June	  2013	  before	  the	  period	  of	  Plans	  Panel	  deferment.	  
	  
A	  major	  factor	  in	  the	  April	  Plans	  Panel's	  decision	  to	  approve	  in	  principal	  the	  application	  seems	  to	  have	  been	  the	  promise	  of	  open	  
green	  space	  on	  the	  Royal	  Park	  site	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  by	  then	  the	  demolition	  of	  the	  Royal	  Park	  building	  was	  definitely	  going	  ahead	  
(the	  demolition	  at	  the	  expense	  of	  the	  Victoria	  Road	  site	  seems	  to	  have	  been	  the	  arrangement	  that	  was	  arrived	  at	  during	  the	  "secret"	  
meetings.)	  
	  
Schools	  cannot	  just	  use	  any	  piece	  of	  open	  green	  space	  because	  it	  would	  not	  comply	  with	  health	  and	  safety	  regulations.	  When	  the	  
decision	  was	  made	  to	  approve	  the	  application,	  promised	  green	  space	  at	  the	  Royal	  Park	  site	  was	  linked	  with	  existing	  greenspace	  next	  
to	  the	  Queen's	  Road	  basketball	  court	  as	  being	  as	  good	  as,	  if	  not	  better	  than	  the	  Victoria	  Road	  greenspace.	  This	  means	  the	  decision	  
was	  made	  on	  a	  false	  premise.	  
	  
Former	  Liberal	  Democrat	  Councillor	  Martin	  Hamilton	  publicly	  stated	  in	  writing	  on	  17th	  April	  2014	  that	  "The	  reality	  is	  that	  
Headingley	  Councillors	  have	  upwards	  of	  £200K	  in	  Ward	  Based	  Initiative	  capital,	  £250K	  in	  Section	  106	  for	  sports	  provision	  in	  the	  
bank	  to	  spend.	  	  Hyde	  Park	  Councillors	  have	  around	  £0.5	  million	  of	  unspent	  106	  money.	  	  The	  idea	  that	  only	  by	  extracting	  a	  few	  
tens	  of	  thousands	  of	  pounds	  from	  the	  Victoria	  Road	  developers,	  could	  greenspace	  on	  Royal	  Park	  be	  delivered,	  is	  incorrect.	  	  The	  
money	  is	  already	  there	  -‐	  so	  the	  fact	  that	  this	  was	  presented	  as	  a	  lynchpin	  at	  panel,	  was	  unfortunate."	  There	  was	  and	  is	  money	  
available	  to	  purchase	  the	  field	  for	  the	  community	  and	  primary	  schools	  and	  to	  look	  for	  funding	  and	  business	  partners	  to	  run	  the	  
sports	  halls.	  
	  
In	  conclusion,	  there	  has	  been	  a	  severe	  failure	  by	  the	  council	  in	  respect	  of	  this	  site	  and	  in	  respect	  of	  the	  communities	  and	  
schoolchildren	  of	  Hyde	  Park	  and	  Woodhouse.	  Please	  please	  do	  what	  you	  can	  to	  try	  and	  make	  it	  right	  on	  4th	  September.	  More	  
documents	  and	  correspondence	  are	  available	  if	  you'd	  like	  me	  to	  send	  them	  to	  you.	  
	  
Yours	  sincerely,	  
	  

	  
	  

Dawn	  Carey	  Jones,	  on	  behalf	  of	  HPOL,	  Flat	  5,	  12	  Ash	  Grove,	  LS6	  1AY,	  dawncareyjones@hotmail.com,	  07815125484	  
Encs:	  Letter	  from	  SHCA	  re	  ACV	  refusal	  (waiting	  for	  a	  response),	  Email	  correspondence	  between	  HPOL	  and	  Phil	  Crabtree,	  Community	  Sports	  Facilities	  Business	  Plan	  
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HPOL's	  Press	  Release	  dated	  1st	  July	  2014	  
	  



Press	  Release:	  For	  immediate	  release	  1.7.2014	  
Written by	  

John Davison 
Community Football Coach 

Member of Hyde Park Olympic Legacy 
johnfutsal@mail.com 

07815822726	  
___________________________________________________________________________________	  

Leeds	  Prepares	  for	  Grand	  Départ	  but	  provisions	  for	  
inner	  city	  sport	  are	  disregarded	  
	   	  
Leeds City Council agree building development on a 100 year old 
playing field in LS6. 
 
Leeds is enrapt with anticipation as the city prepares itself for Le Grande Départ, one of the 
world's toughest endurance races, but as for any lasting legacy of sport in Leeds after the 
race, it’s difficult to believe that the city council will be supporting or sustaining it, going on 
recent experience of people in Hyde Park, an area with high levels of poverty and ill-health 
linked to lack of exercise or sporting activity. 
 
In Leeds 6 Leeds City Council are preparing to sacrifice a playing field which has seen over 
100 years of community use. This pitch, which is the size of a football field - as well as a 
sports hall and swimming pool - are to become 24 houses and a retail unit (the retail unit 
proposed to be just underneath the size that would trigger a retail impact assessment). The 
area has a documented shortage of playing fields and facilities for sport. Five of the local 
primary schools have the very basic minimum in terms of sports facilities, two of these 
schools do not even have any grassed area for children to play on. The area has an over-
supply of housing, and a wealth of existing shops, and at the one consultation event the 
developers organised for this development it was clear that what people in the area wanted 
was not more houses or shops but in fact sports facilities. As one local resident, Janet Bailey 
stated: 
 

“If you ask any family they will say the main problem here is lack of play and 
sports space for children and young people, including proper sports pitches 
for organised sports.” 

 
Residents who were distressed after the development meeting went on to form an action 
group, Hyde Park Olympic Legacy, who wrote a business plan detailing their alternative to 
development - how the facilities could be used as a mixed use sports facility for schools, 
community groups, sports clubs and people of all ages. The group gained support from the 
surrounding schools, local councillors, Leeds Metropolitan University and had a host of sports 
clubs support their proposals, stating they were interested in using the facilities should they 
become available.  
 
The Victoria Road sports facilities were discussed by the council in December 2013, when 
Leeds South and West Plans Panel voted to reject the application (8 votes to 0 with 2 
abstentions) to build the 24 houses and supermarket on the inner city playing field in LS6. 
 
However when the item made a sudden return in April 2014 councillors reversed the decision, 
voting for this development (6 votes to 2 with 2 abstentions). They will state that they had 
received legal advice advising them that the developers would win the appeal, but for anyone 
who has overseen the process that took place it seems that the entire matter has been dealt 
with in an inappropriate and unprofessional way from start to finish. From the officer’s first 
recommendation to where we are now, there was a group of people whose primary interest 
rested in trying to get rid of this playing field - now they have almost succeeded. Here are 
some facts.  



 
• Councillors who made the decision ignored the community’s business plan for the 

site. 
• Up to £950K of council money is available to purchase the site. 
• The Labour group have suspended a councillor for supporting the community’s bid. 
• The area is documented as deprived of sports facilities for schools and community 

sport. 
• Hyde Park has a large South Asian population, who are very much more prone than 

Caucasian people to diabetes and heart disease, conditions which could be offset by 
regular exercise and sporting activity given the facilities. 

• Sport England (the national sports council) refuses to object to building on this area, 
despite it being contrary to their stated core aims. 

• The planning department ignore emails requesting information for indefinite periods.  
• Equality and diversity, community cohesion and narrowing the gap implications were 

constantly ignored throughout proceedings in all the reports. 
• Reports were often riddled with inaccuracies. 
• Leeds City Council have no safeguards to protect their inner city playing fields. 

 
Motivating children to become interested in sport is vital. Everybody knows this. Children 
need to get the sports habit early, in primary school. This needs to happen relatively near to 
where they live, especially for children of a more economically disadvantaged background, 
because if sport isn’t near where they live they will not keep up the habit. So when a ready-
made sports facility like this exists, in a good condition, which could house a series of clubs 
and projects, it is folly to let it go.  
 
The field in question was first officially used as a sports field in 1906. Leeds Girls' High School 
negotiated to rent it from Edward Dawson on a rent of £10 per annum. This increased to £20 
in 1909. In 1913 Miss Lowe of Leeds Girls' High School stated that “a great deal of the 
vigour of the three hundred girls in the school was obtained in the playing fields.” The 
field was subsequently purchased from Mr. Dawson in 1924, for £1,200. The money for the 
sale was raised by the school from subscriptions. It seems the field was bought at playing 
field rates at the time and was sold specifically to be used for sport and recreation. 
 
The field was used by the school, providing a games and fitness space for people in the area, 
until the school was closed in 2007 when it merged with the boys' grammar school a few 
miles away in Alwoodley. In a legal statement, which the Grammar School at Leeds' legal 
team tried to dispute, Martin Farrington Head of City Development for Leeds City Council 
stated that “the school constituted part of the community.” This means any arguments 
about ‘unofficial access’ (documented use of the field by members of the public and several 
sports clubs that we can track back to the 1940s) is by-the-by. Leeds Girls' High School took 
in girls from the area it was based in, and it was sited in South Headingley from 1876-2007. 
Though the school merged at this point with the Grammar School at Leeds, this does not 
mean the facilities were never there; they existed and were used officially and unofficially by 
members of the local community and beyond, for over 100 years and so must be protected. 
 
The community's concern is that what is being proposed here is bad for the area. 24 small 
houses in the middle of an area dominated by student housing will not sensibly add to the 
housing stock, and yet another convenience store which will harm existing local shops which 
already struggle is totally unnecessary; this should at least have been expressed to 
councillors. 
 
Leeds does not have a playing field strategy. It is reasonable to assume that one is in 
development but one does not exist at present. A playing field strategy is a legal document in 
which local authorities prescribe protection to playing fields in areas where existing provision 
is low; like in this area. 
 
With the national government putting the job of decreasing health inequalities to the local 
councils, in a very legal sense, it is felt that Leeds City Council should be trying to improve 
health inequalities and the cheapest possible way to do this is by getting people in deprived 
areas into an exercise habit and improving provisions for sport in areas which are deficient. 



The council have been drawing up their Core Strategy, a planning document which is set to 
address their legal duty to reduce health inequalities. When this document comes into full 
force it is highly likely to make health inequalities a consideration in terms of the city’s 
planning and it is likely to afford protection to inner city sports fields, but it seems the timing of 
this application means that those who advocate building on this sports site have been trying 
to get the application passed before the Core Strategy comes into full effect. 
 
“The provision of sports facilities in Hyde Park & Woodhouse is 0.352 hectares per 
thousand people, rather than the statutory 1.2 hectares of outdoor provision” according 
to the council’s Core Strategy Inner Green-Space Background Paper dated 23.4.13. 
 
This Core strategy document is not currently law but gives an idea of how local governments 
are to try to meet national policy; the most cost effective way to do so is by improving 
provisions for sport in areas which are deficient.  
 
In practice, the only thing Leeds is using to protect playing fields is National Planning Policy 
Framework 74 which has proved to be a useless piece of legislation when it comes to 
protecting inner city sports facilities. This is because it allows migration of facilities to a vastly 
different area away from their original location. This can happen because of its clause which 
states:  
 

“Existing open space sports and recreational buildings and land, including 
playing fields should not be built on unless… they are replaced by equivalent 
or better provision … in a suitable location” 

 
Due to this clause Sport England (the national Sports Council) have not objected to this 
development, as they state that these facilities have been successfully moved from LS6 to be 
replaced on reclaimed agricultural land in LS17. Basically they have moved from an area of 
profuse need to one where provision is already good.  
 
Sport England has a track record for never objecting to development when inner city sports 
facilities are concerned. This is despite the Chief Executive of Sport England, Jennie Price, 
stating that Sport England will “always object to developments unless there is an overall 
gain for sport from the development – and by this, we mean a gain for the people in the 
local area.” This does not seem to be the case here as we expect to lose a football-sized 
playing field, sports hall and a swimming pool (a pool which by this legislation’s assessment, 
has not been replaced in LS17). 
 
Quite often playing fields and other useful facilities can be lost this way when land in the inner 
city is sold for development and ‘replaced’ elsewhere, often on the very outskirts of the city. 
The developers make a Section 106 money contribution which is money which can be spent 
on replacement and maintenance of existing facilities like tennis, basketball and multi-use 
games courts, trim-trails etc, whilst the actual playing fields they replace are lost where they 
are most needed, forever. 
 
The only way this “gain for people in the local area” has been applied in this case is the 
Section 106 contributions which have been ‘volunteered’ by the developer. In this case it has 
been £26,770 Section 106 money and an additional £23,223 which was offered as a ‘gift’ by 
developers, and which was taken into consideration when Plans Panel made their decision to 
allow development on this site. This developer ‘gift’ was negotiated by council officers and 
executive members of the council in a series of meetings in early 2014 and is a token amount 
likely to be similar to the cost of the developer’s appeal which the developer might well have 
lost and the Council might have won as this sports site is very different from the Leeds Girls' 
High main site not least because all its facilities have not been replaced at Alwoodley. But 
irrespective of the merits of the case, for a total of £59,993 Leeds City Council have allowed 
the developers to build 24 houses on a playing field which was used by the community for 
over 100 years, and allowed the destruction of the second biggest sports hall in Leeds and a 
swimming pool which has not been replaced elsewhere. 
 
 



This contribution has also essentially caused a former Primary School building – Royal Park 
School to be knocked down to a timetable to support this agenda. 
 
Royal Park is a separate issue to the sports facilities on Victoria Road but the two issues 
have been twinned together by council officers and the developers. They are completely 
different issues yet they were discussed almost equally at the Plans Panel which passed the 
planning application to "develop" the sports facilities on April 3rd.  
 
The Royal Park building, closed in 2004, was promised for community use and was 
mismanaged by the council for many years. The council ensured community use did not 
happen by refusing to give the community a window to raise money for the project until after 
the council-arranged commercial purchase fell through, then pricing community groups out of 
the market whilst doing what they could to ensure the building deteriorated. The building, 
which was so good that despite this it remained structurally sound, was demolished against 
residents' wishes in February 2014 when two viable proposals for it to be a business and 
community centre were on the table and whilst there was also talk of relocating some council 
services from the library to the Royal Park building meaning an effective mixed use business, 
community and council facility. The demolition was done at a fast pace to suit the Council 
agenda so that the council had somewhere to spend the £59,993 contributions from allowing 
development of the Victoria Road facilities there being no other locations left where this 
money could be spent. According to Leeds City Council the cost of demolition and clearing of 
the Royal Park site was around £190k so in actual fact before the council do anything with the 
site, even after taking the developers’ money, the council is down by £130k. 
 
Leeds Muslim Council asked to buy the Royal Park School building on 5th February 2014 and 
met with senior members of Leeds City Council on 11th February where they offered £125k 
cash and brought bank statements to show they had the money available. Instead the 
building was knocked down at a cost to Leeds City Council probably in excess of £190k. 
Leeds Muslim Council is well established and would have had no problem funding the repairs 
to the building and bringing it back into use. 
 
There will be people who state that Leeds City Council needed to take the developer 
contribution money and lose this sports hall, swimming pool and playing field because they 
couldn’t afford to run them, but this is not the case. The reality is that Headingley Councillors 
have upwards of £200K in Ward Based Initiative capital in the bank to spend – also £250K in 
Section 106 money specifically for sports provision. Hyde Park Councillors have around £0.5 
million of unspent Section 106 money. As the departing Lib-Dem Headingley Councillor 
Martin Hamilton stated “The idea that only by extracting a few tens of thousands of 
pounds from the Victoria Road developers, could green space on Royal Park be 
delivered, is incorrect.” What has been negotiated has been a bad deal in which sizeable 
facilities which could be vital to the community and its developing Neighbourhood Plan have 
been sacrificed for a very small amount of money. 
 
It has been suggested that the one hectare site at Victoria Road could be purchased, or even 
compulsory purchased (as it has been unused for over 6 months) using some of the above 
mentioned capital, the rest being offered through private investment with the addition of grant 
funding. One such possibility is a SIB fund – a recently expired scheme offered grants of 
between £100,000 and £500,000 and a current scheme grants of between £250,000 and 
£1m. Public health loans, which have a low repayment rate, could have been accessed by the 
council. Given the 6 months which the Community Right to Bid would have allowed for 
fundraising and increase in awareness of the issue it would have been possible to consult 
widely on this to see if it could be possible to make the community sport project happen.  
 
South Headingley Community Association succeeded in having the whole site listed as a 
Community Asset in May 2013 but this was overturned in October 2013 following an appeal 
by the Grammar School at Leeds. In April this year SHCA applied again, but this time just for 
the sports field to be listed as a community asset. This was refused despite the council 
acknowledging that the site meets the criteria of having furthered the social interests or 
wellbeing of the local community in a non-ancillary way and of having been in community use 
until recently. The reason given for refusal was that the community would not be able to bring 



the site back into use within five years because it has been given provisional planning 
approval and would therefore be unaffordable to the community. The Asset of Community 
Value decision was therefore prejudiced by the decision taken on April 3rd to approve the 
planning application – even though it is stated in Asset of Community Value Application rules 
that these applications are independent of Planning decisions. 
 
The Asset of Community Value decision also ignored Hyde Park Olympic Legacy's business 
plan. This plan which was circulated to councillors before the Plans Panel details how the 
facilities could be run as a mixed-use community sports facility with school access and with 
activities suitable for people all ages. The co-author of this plan, Martin Oxley, is the chairman 
of Wigton Moor AFC and Wigton Moor Sports Association. Wigton Moor is a charter standard 
club which has an excellent reputation and the ability to access funding for sport to improve 
facilities through grant funding and have shown their competence by running a successful 
community sport organisation which has allowed many hundreds of people to improve 
themselves through sport. The fact that HPOL's business plan for this site was ignored seems 
to indicate that Leeds City Council does not want a project of this nature in an inner city area, 
an area needing these facilities more than the areas on the outskirts of the city which have 
much better access to sports facilities in their locality. 
 
The project had public support, support from two MPs and had cross-party support from local 
councillors throughout the past years of the campaign. It also had the backing of a host of 
existing sports clubs who said they were interested in using the facilities. The real problem 
seems to be that the Labour Party in Leeds now just don’t want to do it. The reality for their 
senior management having to deal with a savagely cut budget has meant that their policy 
seems to be that they do not want any project with any ongoing costs or maintenance 
attached to it. It is strange as this was originally a Conservative policy, to privatize and sell off 
assets, minimizing costs, mismanaging public assets until they are practically worthless and 
then selling the land, all policies Leeds had for more than a decade. But this time it is Labour 
enforcing the policy, even to the point of ignoring its policy of reducing social inequality by 
leaving unticked the boxes "equality and diversity," "community cohesion" and "narrowing the 
gap" on the Officer's Report to Plans Panel despite the application having strong implications 
for all three. 
 
In this case the Labour Party seem to have whipped their councillors with regards to how to 
vote at Plans Panel which is actually illegal. This is illegal because a democratic party cannot 
tell its members how to vote on a given issue to do with planning, but it seems they have 
been told to do so and acted upon this. You can see this when you look at how the votes 
came in. 
 
At December Plans panel all the Labour councillors voted against approving the application 
and Councillor Mick Coulson described the field as, "a green jewel in a rabbit warren 
inhabited by human beings." 
 
Councillor Ann Castle (Con)   Abstained 
Councillor Caroline Gruen (Lab)   Against 
Councillor Christine Towler (Lab)  Against 
Councillor Elizabeth Nash (Lab)   Against 
Councillor James McKenna, Chair (Lab)  N/A 
Councillor Javaid Akhtar (Lab)   Against 
Councillor Jonathan Bentley (Lib Dem)  Against 
Councillor Mick Coulson (Lab)   Against 
Councillor Paul Truswell (Lab)   Against 
Councillor Robert Finnigan (Ind)   Against 
Councillor Rod Wood (Con)   Abstained 
 
At April Plans Panel four Labour councillors voted for approval and the other two Labour 
councillors abstained. The two Labour councillors who abstained were councillors for the 
Hyde Park & Woodhouse Ward which contains Royal Park School but not the playing field.  
 
Councillor Javaid Akhtar  (Lab)   Abstained 



Councillor Jonathan Bentley (Lib Dem)  Against 
Councillor Ann Castle (Con)   For 
Councillor Mick Coulson (Lab)   For 
Councillor Robert Finnigan (Ind)   Against 
Councillor Caroline Gruen (Lab)   For 
Councillor John Hardy (Lab)   For 
Councillor James McKenna, Chair (Lab)  N/A 
Councillor Christine Towler (Lab)  Abstained 
Councillor Paul Truswell  (Lab)   For 
Councillor Rod Wood (Con)   For 
 
Leeds City Council operate their planning system so that none of the public is notified when 
an item returns to panel. No-one is contacted by email or letter, they expect people to keep 
up with an item’s progress online. Even if this were okay, if you as a member of the public 
checked every week, planning don’t even put any notifications online as to an item’s progress 
or what the results or action points are from a meeting. So when the item was deferred from 
October to November, and then to December's Plans Panel, nothing was mentioned. When 
the item was rejected at December’s plans panel nothing was published on the planning 
portal to reflect this. Finally, there was less than a week’s notification when the item returned 
in April and this was by way of a new officer's report being put on the portal. Though of course 
this mattered less than it seems as even local community associations were told that they 
could not make direct representation to this Panel as it was not a new application but re-
submission of an already-refused application. Even now there is no notification that 
conditional permission has been granted. There is no up to date information. The public have 
been, and continue to be, kept in the dark as to the progress of this item. 
 
The Labour party who control Leeds just don’t want to allow this community to have this 
facility. They will argue that they received confidential legal advice that they would lose if the 
developer appealed. The public have not been able to access the content of this advice, were 
told to leave the Plans Panel whilst the Panel discussed this and this information has not 
even been accessible using a Freedom of Information request. We have been told by 
councillors who have seen it that the advice was general advice, not really specific to this 
case and that obtaining this type of advice has been costly. 

Really alarmingly for people who value democracy and councillors who are free to think, 
Councillor John Illingworth, an experienced councillor for Kirkstall Ward with over 30 years 
experience was disciplined about the matter. He had been told he was offering succour to the 
community group trying to protect this site; no copies of the charges were provided to him 
before his hearing and he was suspended for three months. As Councillor Illingworth put it: “I 
simply fired off an email objecting to an officers’ report, and said the council could do 
more to protect the field - there were plenty of other things we could do legally to turn 
it down and play for time. I didn’t know it was against policy." This suspension also 
effectively removed him from his position as the chair of the Health Scrutiny Board which has 
repeatedly objected and pointed out the many negative repercussions of this development 
from a health angle. The suspension certainly takes one important player out of the way, 
making it easier for the developers to get what they want.  

It's such a disappointment. After all the hard work and the evidence of local need and the 
community’s aspirations for the site, ironically initiated by the Grammar School at Leeds 
themselves intimating in their “Community Draft Brief” that the community might be able to 
obtain use of this facility, we feel that we have been out maneuvered by people who have 
worked behind the back of the public to arrange a different and much less preferable course 
of action. The ideas and aspirations of the community to have a facility like this which would 
serve schools, community groups, people of all ages, attract new sports clubs to the area and 
allow new clubs to form, have been thwarted, it seems politically, financially and ideologically 
by those who would stand to gain from this not happening. This process has shown the feeble 
nature of our planning system, also the unprofessional nature of council officers, the Planning 
Department and Asset Management, the inability of our national sports council - Sport 
England - to see through to the end their core aims, and in the end, the failings of the one 
pointed money-saving policy that Labour has adopted. The developers: Chartford Homes & 



Holbeck Land, the Grammar School and The Morley House Trust will all stand to gain from 
development of this site which generations of people from Leeds 6 (three wards in northwest 
Leeds) will lose. It seems in the end the city council have sought to appease the Grammar 
School and let them remove valuable sports facilities forever from this area. 
 
Hyde Park Olympic Legacy has complained to the council, will be taking the matter up with 
the Ombudsman and also seeking a judicial review of the flawed proceedings which have led 
to the present situation. So as the wheels get ready to turn and all the eyes are watching, 
remember - in France, the provision for inner city in terms of sports facilities is really good. In 
Leeds, it’s just a façade.  
 
 
 
To view Hyde Park Olympic Legacy’s business plan or alterative to development visit: 
http://hpol.hydeparkonline.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Alternative-Plans-for-Chestnut-
Ave-Ash-Grove-Sports-Site-2.pdf 
 

Written by 
John Davison,  

Community Football Coach,  
Member of Hyde Park Olympic Legacy 

 
John Davison:     johnfutsal@mail.com    07815822726 

Sue Buckle:     01132782296    07796784018 
Dawn Carey Jones:    dawncareyjones@hotmail.com    07815125484 

 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Quotes 
 
Taken from petition urging the Grammar School at Leeds to work with community groups to 
keep the facilities: 
 

“We don’t need more shops, we need sports facilities, eg. football” 
 (Keyson Zolfaghary) 

 
Taken from local under 12 and under 18 football players who signed the petition: 
 

“It would be a good opportunity for schools who don’t have the money to build 
these facilities to use these for young people.” (Hasan Ishtiaq)  
 
“It’s	  good	  for	  teenagers	  so	  they	  are	  not	  always	  inside	  or	  on	  the	  streets.”	  (Faheem	  
Rehman)	  

 
Taken from letters of support from local schools and sports clubs who wrote to support 
HPOL’s community sport bid: 
 

“Our school has no grass pitch available to it although we have a reputation for 
sports provision and have Activemark Gold. Access to a pitch would enable 
our school to introduce rugby and cricket coaching which at present must be 
carried out on our playground which doubles up as an all weather pitch for PE. 
During sports week we have no field so must have shortened races and are 
unable to develop track and field athletic activities as we would like. In the past 
our school has held its sports day on the Leeds Grammar School pitch for this 
reason.” 
 
(Michael Brawley, Head Teacher, Springbank Primary School) 

 



 
“There is no safe grassland around for us to use for games lessons. The 
parkland that is close to the school is generally unsafe for the children to use 
due to dog faeces and used syringes." 
 
“We have been very inventive with the space available to us within the school 
grounds, but this still means that many of the children have to learn games 
skills on a sloping concrete playground.” 
 
“The acquisition of the High School sports site for use by local schools and 
community would 
be of great value and would help us to provide a high standard of activities for 
our children in a safe environment.” 
 
(Gill Young, Head Teacher Designate, Rosebank Primary School) 

 
 

“The scope for activities in and out of school for Quarry Mount Primary and the 
other schools in the area, if we had access to playing fields would be huge. At 
present, we are very limited as to the number of competitive sports we can 
entertain, as are a lot of our neighbouring schools. This would also open up the 
kinds of activities to our community, in particular the youth who have very little 
in the area to keep them positively engaged.” 
 
(Jackie Twaites, Head Teacher, Quarry Mount Primary School) 

 
 
“We write to support you in your desire to see the facilities in Hyde Park,LS6 
being used for the community as part of the Olympic Legacy and to register our 
interest in the future use of the site. 
 
 For us, a home base at LS6 would be the ideal solution to our problems; it is 
both centrally located and also a hotbed of futsal talent. As with many other 
futsal clubs, we have found that futsal tends to be a sport more readily 
accessed by the student community and by ethnic minority groups – both of 
which are prevalent in LS6. This would mean that we could provide futsal 
sessions for boys and girls from the age of five upwards, developing right up to 
the top level of the sport in this country. What better use of the Olympic legacy 
than that?  
 
With this in mind, we can say with some degree of certainty that, if the facility 
becomes available, we would definitely be keen to utilise it on a regular basis. 
 
(Junior Roberti, Coach and Diane Hallas, Manager, CYDC Leeds Futsal Club) 

 
 

“We would welcome the opportunity to use the outdoor playing fields for out 
Last Man Stands Cricket Leagues. We have a number of teams from the Hyde 
Park area who do not have their own ground and we regularly have to find them 
a ground to use for their home games, some of which involve a lengthy drive 
which does not help them. 
 
We would also be interested in using the sports hall for our winter indoor 
leagues.”  
 
(Paul Berry 365 Cricket) 
 
 

 
 



__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Images 
 

 
Members of the LS6 community, Headingley Councillor Neil Walshaw (Lab), Headingley 
Councillor Martin Hamilton (Lib Dem), Kirkstall Councillor John Illingworth (Lab), MP Hilary 
Benn (Lab) and MP Greg Mulholland (Lib Dem) protest outside the sports facilities in October 
2013. (Photograph Copyright Magdalena Szymanska) 
 

 
Possible future Yorkshire CC player, Daanyaal Hussain, practises on his back street a 
hundred yards from the fenced off playing field. (Photograph Copyright Sue Buckle) 
 



 
The inner city Victoria Road playing field that Leeds City Council wants to see houses built 
on. 
 

 
 
 
 



 
Street Football in LS6, 2013. (Photograph Copyright John Davison) 
 
 
 

 
Victoria Road playing field in 1951 (centre of the picture). 
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