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SOUTH HEADINGLEY    
COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION 
 
      
Mr T Riordan 
Chief Executive 
Leeds City Council 
Civic Hall 
Calverley Street     Tuesday 14 September 2010 
Leeds 
LS1 1UR 
 
 
Dear Mr Riordan 
 
According to the last census, Hyde Park has the highest population density in 
Leeds. It contains levels of poverty and unemployment far above the average 
for the city. Many people live in back to back houses opening straight onto the 
street. There is a very large South Asian community. This group is particularly 
susceptible to metabolic syndrome, a condition known to improve with 
exercise. And yet in Hyde Park and neighbouring South Headingley, there are 
no publicly accessible tennis courts. This is a great pity, since tennis is not just 
an enjoyable game, it also provides measurable health benefits. A recent 
review of 25 articles which appeared in respected medical journals, found that 
“A positive association has been shown between regular tennis participation 
and positive health benefits, including improved aerobic fitness, a leaner body, 
a more favourable lipid profile, improved bone health, and a reduced risk of 
cardiovascular morbidity and mortality.”  
 
In the light of the above, we were dismayed to read in a report dated 12 
August 2010, that the Chief Planning Officer has recommended that approval 
be given to the Grammar School at Leeds’ plans to build on the Leeds Girls 
High School tennis courts. These are the only remaining tennis courts in all of 
South Headingley. Indeed, in the whole of Headingley ward, there are just two 
other tennis courts. Using figures for participation in tennis provided by Sport 
England and the General Household Survey 2002, Lawn Tennis Association 
recommendations, and local population statistics, we calculate that there is a 
need for an additional 7 or 8 tennis courts in Headingley ward. And using the 
same parameters, we calculate that there is a need for one additional court in 
Hyde Park and Woodhouse. Given that there is such a serious shortage of 
tennis courts in our area, the Chief Planning Officer’s recommendation that 
planning permission be given to build on the Leeds Girls High School tennis 
courts is not just incomprehensible, it’s contrary to UDP Policy N6 (ii). 
 
The UDP Proposals Map identifies South Headingley as an area where priority 
will be given to improving greenspace provision either there or in locations 
readily accessible on foot to those living there. The greenspace on the Leeds 
Girls High Main School site and Rose Court is within walking distance of the 
area identified on the Proposals Map, and yet neither this fact, nor UDP Policy  
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N3 was mentioned in the Chief Planning Officer’s report, nor in the planning 
officers’ presentation to Plans Panel West. This means that the 
recommendation to allow development on the greenspace is contrary to the 
aims of UDP Policy N3.  
 
The School has built new ‘replacement’ courts five miles away at Alwoodley, 
even though UDP Policy N6 (i) requires that replacement tennis courts be 
located in the same locality as those that would be lost to development. But 
the Chief Planning Officer in his report dated 12 August 2010 and Paul Gough 
in his presentation to Plans Panel West have extended the definition of ‘same 
locality’ to make it cover the whole of Leeds. According to Mr Gough, since the 
School takes pupils from all over Leeds, anywhere in Leeds constitutes the 
same locality. But since the School accepts pupils from Harrogate, the same 
reasoning would allow the School to replace the playing fields at Harrogate. In 
the context of the Leeds UDP, Mr Gough’s argument makes no sense, since it 
is after all, the Leeds UDP. 
 
At the meeting of Plan Panel West, Paul Gough argued that the conversion 
earlier this year of six tennis courts on Woodhouse Moor to a Multi Use Games 
Area (MUGA) is proof that there is a surplus of tennis courts in this area, 
because according to him, the conversion only happened because the courts 
were under-used. But if the courts were under-used, it was because they had 
been neglected by the council for years, and were overgrown. Also, the 
conversion was done without any consultation with the local community. And 
Mr Gough’s argument, based on a claimed lack of use, is prohibited by PPG17 
paragraph 18 which states, “Where recreational land and facilities are of poor 
quality or under-used, this should not be taken as necessarily indicating an 
absence of need in the area.” 
 
PPG17 was published in July 2002, and paragraph 3 of PPG17 requires that 
local authorities carry out audits of existing open space, sports and 
recreational facilities. Leeds City Council’s PPG17 audit is not due to be 
published until December 2010. This is more than eight years after the original 
requirement for a PPG17 audit was laid down. The council’s tardiness in 
producing a PPG17 audit is the main reason it’s not immediately apparent to 
anyone who doesn’t actually live here, that there’s a severe shortage of open 
space and sports facilities in this area. This aids planning officers in their 
attempts to persuade councillors to grant planning applications to build on 
open space using arguments that don’t bear close scrutiny, as is the case with 
the current applications. 
 
And last but not least, paragraph 10 of PPG17 requires that developers 
demonstrate that proposals to build on open space have the support of the 
local community. The fact that the developer has not done this should have 
been contained within the report, and pointed out to councillors at the meeting 
of Plans Panel West. Failure to comply with paragraph 10 of PPG17 is a fatal 
flaw for the current planning applications. And failure to make councillors 
aware of this is gross maladministration. 
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Leeds City Council has not looked at these applications according to national 
planning guidance and its own planning policies. This Association has therefore 
been forced to conclude that Leeds City Council is acting beyond its authority 
in recommending consent. Consequently, we find ourselves obliged to consider 
applying for judicial review if you do not withdraw your report and replace it 
with one that does comply with national planning guidance and Leeds City 
Council’s Unitary Development Plan. 
 
Given the urgency of this matter, we would appreciate your response on the 
above points within the next two weeks. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Sue Buckle 
 
Chair 
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