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15 September 2010 

 

 
By email and post 
 
 
Dear Mr Riordan 
 
Thank you for your email of the 9th September. 
 
In your email, you said that in his next report to Plans Panel West, 
the Chief Planning officer will be specifically addressing PPG17 and 
UDP policies that relate to open space/playing field issues. To assist 
him, I have listed below examples of misinformation, omissions, 
distortions and a bribe contained in his previous report to panel dated 
12 August 2010, and the presentation to panel given by planning 
officers. Each of these bulleted points needs to be addressed in his 
next report. 

 

MISINFORMATION 

• Paragraph 2.2 of the report states that the application involves demolition 
of rear and side extensions to the Main School Building. It makes no 
mention of any intention to demolish part of the original building.  And at 
panel, senior planning officer Tony Clegg said of the application, “It 
preserves the best of the 1905 building with loss the of the unattractive later 
additions.”  The plans for the Main School Building were approved by the 
Council on 31 March 1905 and show that the current application involves 
demolition of 50% of the Main School Building.  

• Paul Gough claimed that the four tennis courts at Rose Court are no longer 
tennis courts because they were used as a car park. But satellite imagery 
made by Google Earth on 9 June 2006 shows all four tennis courts with 
nets and no cars parked on them : ( http://leedsgirlshighonline.com/wp-
content/uploads/2010/09/Rose-Court-tennis-courts-satellite-imagery-
9.6.06.pdf ). 
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OMISSIONS 

 

• Paragraph 10 of PPG 17 states, “Developers will need to consult the local 
community and demonstrate that their proposals are widely supported by 
them.” The report to councillors did not mention paragraph 10 and neither 
did the planning officers when they addressed councillors at panel. 
 Councillors should have been informed that paragraph 10 gives residents 
the right of veto over development on open space, and that residents have 
exercised this veto, as over 1,300 of them have objected to the proposals. 

• UDP Policy N3 states, “Priority will be given to improving greenspace 
provision within the priority residential areas identified on the proposals map, or 
in locations readily accessible on foot to those residing in those areas.” The 
Leeds Girls High School site abuts a priority residential area, as can be 
seen from this map : ( http://leedsgirlshighonline.com/wp-
content/uploads/2009/10/UDPMAP-ADJ-9.pdf ). The report and officers 
made no mention of UDP Policy N3. 

• UDP policy N6(ii) states, “Development of playing pitches will not be 
permitted unless there is no shortage of pitches in an area in relation to pitch 
demand locally.” That there’s a shortage of pitches in our area is 
demonstrated by the fact that the six schools within one mile of the Leeds 
Girls High site have just 29% of the playing pitch requirement of the 
Education (School Premises) Regulations 1999 (SPRs). ( 
http://leedsgirlshighonline.com/test/ ). The report and officers made no 
mention of the SPRs. 

• The report contains no technical appraisal to establish that the tennis courts 
are not needed. So, in the absence of a planning department appraisal, we 
prepared our own technical appraisal (identical to a PPG17 audit) and this 
shows that Headingley, Hyde Park and Woodhouse need 8 or 9 more 
tennis courts, which means that the 7 on the Leeds Girls High site are not 
surplus to requirements ( 
http://hydeparkandwoodhouseonline.com/?p=1198 ). 

• At paragraphs 2.13 and 10.24, the report discusses the School’s offer to 
grant the council a ten year lease on Ford House Garden. There is no 
mention made of the fact that Ford House Garden has itself N6 Protected 
status in the UDP. 
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DISTORTIONS 

• UDP Policy N6 (i) states, “Development of playing pitches will not be 
permitted unless there is 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.”  Paragraph 10.6 of the 
report and Paul Gough at panel claimed that in the case of the School, 
“same locality” means anywhere in Leeds, since the catchment area of the 
School includes the whole of Leeds. But since the School’s catchment area 
also includes Harrogate, this interpretation of “same locality” would mean 
that the Leeds UDP allows playing fields to be transferred to another city, 
which would make a nonsense of the UDP. 

• UDP policy N6(ii) states, “Development of playing pitches will not be 
permitted unless there is no shortage of pitches in an area in relation to pitch 
demand locally.” That there’s a demand for pitches in our area is 
demonstrated by the fact that the heads of five of the six schools within 
one mile of the Leeds Girls High site have asked the Council to acquire the 
pitches for the use of their pupils. Mr Gough sought to play this down by 
saying that Education Leeds has safety concerns about transporting pupils 
to the pitches and the possibility of needles on the pitches. But even if the 
fears of Education Leeds are justified, it doesn’t take away from the fact 
that there’s a demand for the pitches.  

• PPG17 paragraph 18 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.” But at panel on 12 August 2010, Paul Gough 
claimed that poor use of the six tennis courts at Hyde Park Corner had led 
to their conversion to a Multi Use Games Area (MUGA) and further 
claimed that this proved that there was no demand for tennis courts in the 
area. Mr Gough failed to mention that the conversion to a MUGA was 
done without consultation with the local community and was contrary to 
their expressed wishes. In addition he failed to mention the poor state of 
the tennis courts after years of neglect. The state of the courts can be 
gathered from this photograph taken in March 2008 : ( 
http://hydeparkandwoodhouseonline.com/wp-
content/uploads/2010/09/Hyde-Park-Corner-courts-a.jpg ) 
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BRIBE 

• Paragraphs 2.13 and 10.24 of the report give details of the School’s offer 
to grant a ten year lease on Ford House Garden.  This offer is conditional 
on the planning applications being given approval, and does not make 
good any inherent deficiencies in the planning applications themselves. It 
is a bribe. Paragraph B6 of Government Circular 05/2005 : Planning 
Obligations states : “the use of planning obligations must be governed by the 
fundamental principle that planning permission may not be bought or sold. It is 
not therefore legitimate for unacceptable development to be permitted because 
of benefits or inducements offered by a developer which are not necessary to 
make the development acceptable in planning terms.”  

 

It must be clear to you by now that the councillors of Plans Panel 
West have been seriously misdirected by the Chief Planning Officer 
and by his department. I would be obliged therefore if you could 
confirm to me that you will be contacting these councillors to advise 
them of this fact.  
 
Finally, in the event that the Chief Planning Officer’s next report 
again recommends that the current Leeds Girls High planning 
applications be approved, please be advised that I shall apply for a 
judicial review of his recommendation. To this end, I would be 
grateful if you could let me know the Council’s address for service. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Bill McKinnon 

 


