
 
 

Timeline 
16th April 2013 – Public meeting at St Chad’s hosted by the Inner North West Forum.  

20 Feb ’14 Central Headingley Neighbourhood Planning Meeting: local community 

associations representing Ash Road Area, the Cardigan Triangle, the Granby’s, Headingley 

Network, the Turnways, Beckett’s Park and North Hyde Park agreed in principle to develop a 

Headingley Neighbourhood Plan. 

25 Feb ’14 Interim Forum first meeting 
 
1 April ’14 Application for Designation.  The first plans were submitted to Leeds 
City council 
 
8 July ’14 Public Engagement Programme 1: Public Meeting 
 
22 Oct ’14 Designation of Area and Forum 
 
28 Oct ’14 Forum 1: Constitution 
 
11 Nov’14 Steering Group: first meeting 
 
3 Dec ’14 Forum 2: Consultation preparation 
 
February ’15 Public Engagement Programme 2: Vision and Objectives 
   Leaflets 
   Business Lunch 
   Surveys 
 
24 Feb ’15 Forum 3: Review of consultation 
 
7 March ’15 Public Engagement Programme 3: Workshop 
 
30 Mar ’15 Forum 4: Review of consultation 
 
29 April ’25 Steering Group: revised Plan 
 
18 May ’15 Forum 5 (virtual): appointment of Treasurer 
 
6 Oct ’15 Forum 6: Policy Intentions  
 
October ’15 Public Engagement Programme 4: Policy Intentions 
 
21 Jan ’16 Steering Group: comments on Policy Intentions 
 
4th Feb  2016   Steering Group: planning next forum  
 
 



8 Nov ’16 Steering Group: Housing Policy Draft 2 
 
7 Feb ’17 Steering Group: consideration of future of neighbourhood plan 
 
24 April ’17 Public meeting and Forum 7: Agreement to continue the Plan 
 
May to August 2016  Steering group meetings (members agreed from Forum 7)       
which worked on next steps to remodel the plan 
 
10th September 2017: relaunch event – 50 people attended and agreed on the areas 
which they would like to see in the plan. 
 
27th Sept 2017 Forum 8 to work on relaunch ideas and recruit extra support. 
 

From now on (till 2021) steering groups happened at approximately 1 monthly 
intervals (minutes available on request). 

 
7th November  2017  Public working meeting to develop project plan for next stages 
(at Salvo’s) 
 

Following this the steering group produced a set of objectives for the agreed 
areas of the plan and a mission statement for the plan as a whole. 

 
17th April 2018 Forum 9  
 

 Forum members were invited to discuss and agree the objectives for the 
various areas for the plan.  In addition, we made a constitutional amendment, 
elected officers, and agreed to apply to amend our boundaries to improve the 
fit between Headingley and Hyde Park neighbourhood plans 
 
Over the summer the steering group had worked up the draft plan approved 
by forum 9 into a set of policy intentions.  In addition, the steering group had 
identified and filled some gasp in the previous detailed consultation process. 
This informed the policy intentions. 
 
The boundary change was subject to formal consultation and approved.  
 
 

27th November 2018 Forum 10.   Policy intentions approval- 
 

 The forum offered some very constructive ideas and approved the policy 
intentions.  Forum members were invited to contribute to the heritage and 
green space sections.  
 
The steering group worked up the policy intentions taking into account the 
comments of the forum into a draft presubmission version of the plan. 

 
 
26th June 2019 Forum 11.   
 
This forum was asked to comment on and approve the presubmission draft of the 
plan. It also discussed options for taking forward the plan in the context of 



Headingley. Should we set up a new forum to be the lead for overseeing the plan and 
also for being a central focus for community involvement. 
 
 
 
 

Subsequent to this the  steering group has taken all the feedback and 
developed a final presubmission version of the plan, this has been designed 
and there has been a complex formal consultation process. This was been 
completed, the plan was  rewritten  prior to readying it for the examiner.  This 
process has been complicated and slowed by Covid.   

 
 
19th October 2021 Forum 12  
 

The rewritten plan, and the consultation table was presented to the forum for 
their approval.  
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Consultation Statement 
 
C0.1 The Consultation Statement for Headingley Neighbourhood 
Plan has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the 
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012. The Statement 
meets the requirements of regulation 15 to set out an accurate 
and detailed record of the pre-submission consultation, required 
by regulation 14. It also contains an outline of all non-statutory 
engagement made by Headingley Neighbourhood Forum in 
developing Headingley Neighbourhood Plan.   
 
C0.2 Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the Regulations sets out what a 
Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Statement should include: 

(a) contains details of the persons and bodies who were 
consulted about the proposed neighbourhood 
development plan; 
(b) explains how they were consulted; 
(c) summarises the main issues and concerns raised by 
the persons consulted; 
(d) describes how these issues and concerns have been 
considered and, where relevant, addressed in the 
proposed neighbourhood development plan. 

 
C0.3 In order to undertake consultation with all who live, work and 
study in Headingley Neighbourhood Area, Headingley 
Neighbourhood Forum adopted a Public Engagement 
Programme at its inaugural meeting on 28 October 2014. 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C0.4 In fact, public engagement in Headingley long preceded the 
Forum, and indeed, the inception of the Plan itself arose from 
longstanding concern about emerging issues.  This ‘prior public 
engagement’ comprised a number of elements. 

⚫ Residents formed local community associations: two 
were well established, North Hyde Park Neighbourhood 
Association and South Headingley Community 
Association, and to these were added, as the millennium 
turned, Headingley Network (in 1997), The Turnways RA 
(2002), Cardigan Triangle CA (2004), Ash Road Area RA 
(2008) and Beckett Park RA (2009). 
⚫ Headingley Against Landlordism (HeAL, 1998) was 
concerned with the loss of family homes to private renting. 
⚫ Headingley Community website (2001) promotes the 
positive aspects of Headingley, and provides a vehicle 
(email lists) for mutual support among residents. 
⚫ Leeds HMO Lobby (2000) campaigned on HMOs.  
⚫ Headingley Renaissance (2005) proposed a plan for 
Headingley Centre. 
⚫ Headingley Development Trust (2005) is a social 
enterprise to promote a sustainable community in 
Headingley. 
⚫ Headingley & Hyde Park Neighbourhood Design 
Statement was adopted by the Council in 2010. 

The Neighbourhood Plan is the latest of these local initiatives. 
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C1 PUBLIC ENGAGMENT PROGRAMME: PHASE ONE, INITIAL CONSULTATION 
 
C1.01 The Public Engagement Programme adopted by Headingley Neighbourhood Forum at its inaugural meeting initially comprised four 
Phases.  In Phase One, the Initial Consultation, the public were engaged by the Interim Forum for Headingley Neighbourhood Plan (in 
anticipation of designation).  This Phase comprised two elements, a Public Meeting and a Questionnaire.  Many issues were raised.  The 
Statement reports those relating to Housing. 
 

C1.1 Open Public Meeting, 8 July 2014 
C1.11 During June 2014, a Public Meeting was advertised 
throughout the Neighbourhood: a notice was posted on the HNP 
website, and on local Activists and Chat (e)mailing lists.  More 
locally, emails were sent to members of community associations, 
including ARARA, BPRA, Cardigan Triangle, Granbys, 
Headingley Network, NHPNA and the Turnways; meanwhile, 
1,000 flyers were delivered by these associations and by 
individuals to local residents. 
 
C1.12 An open Public Meeting was held at Headingley Methodist 
Church Hall (in the centre of Headingley), in the evening of 8 July 
2014.  It was chaired by Cllr Walshaw, and attended by 55 
members of the public (5 sent apologies).  The programme 
comprised: 
⚫ Introduction to Neighbourhood Planning, nationally and locally, 
by Ian Mackay, Neighbourhood Planning Manager, LCC, by 
Jenna Riley, Community Planner, Inner NW Area Committee, and 
by Richard Tyler, Interim Forum, HNP, with questions. 
⚫ Workshop: individuals listed their likes, dislikes and actions for 
Headingley; ten groups then compiled their top three likes, 
dislikes and actions. 
⚫ Plenary: collectively, the meeting compiled and discussed its 
likes, dislikes and actions for the Neighbourhood. 
 
C1.13 The Tables show the responses relating to Housing, in the 
plenary session, and by individuals in the workshop. 
 
 
 

 
Table C1.1 Plenary Responses relating to Housing 

LIKES 

• Community spirit  

• Community diversity 
Also 

the ‘Cultural Offer’ 
Transport Links 
Location, near the City 
 

DISLIKES 

• Imbalanced 
Community 

• Neglected Properties  
Also 

Lack of Social Housing 
Short-Term Private 
Renting 
Enlarged HMOs & 
Extensions 

ACTIONS 

• HMO Clean-up 

• Support for Converting HMOs for Residents 
 

 
Table C1.2 Individual Responses relating to Housing 

Individuals liked: 

• 64% Transport and 
Location 

• 52% Community Spirit 
 

Individuals disliked: 

• 56% HMOs and 
Landlords 

• 20% Demographics 
Imbalance 

• 6% Letting agencies 

Actions individuals wanted 

• 50% on Landlords and Gardens 

• 16% on Letting Agencies and Letting Boards  
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• 12% on Students and Universities 

 

C1.2 Questionnaire 
C1.21 At the same time as the Public Meeting on 8 July 2014, a 
four-page Questionnaire was launched. It comprised questions on 
housing, buildings, spaces, transport and the town centre, as well 
as Headingley as a whole. It was available at the Meeting in 
paper format, and was also distributed by two residents 
associations (Granbys and Turnways, to about 200 households). 
An online version was published on the Plan website. 76 valid 
Questionnaires were returned, 50 on paper, 2 by email and 24 
online. Responses came equally from women and men; but the 
majority were from older residents - half were over 60, and four-
fifths over 45.  
 
C1.22 The Tables summarises the responses with regard to 
Housing. Overwhelmingly (four-fifths) respondents thought there 

was too little family housing and too much shared housing; action 
was needed to address these imbalances. 
 

Table C1.3 Housing Provision 
Q1 What do you think of the provision of housing? 

HOUSING Too little Enough Too much 

Single 28 25 15 

Couples 36 29 1 

Families 58 6 2 

Shared 3 4 61 

 

 
Table C1.4 Housing Actions 
Q2. What improvements would you like to see? 

Key Issues Raised Details Planning or Not Response Evidence 

Condition of rented 
property. 

Make landlords take 
responsibility for upkeep 
and general state of 
property. 

Non-Planning LLAS and Unipol 
accreditation schemes 

 

Lack of affordability. More affordable family / 
single homes 

Planning and non-
planning 

S106 requirements  

Numbers of HMOs. Corresponding reduction 
in number of HMOs 

Planning and non-
planning 

Core Strategy Policy H6A LCC student 
accommodation report 

Impact of university 
students. 

The universities should be 
made to take more 
responsibility for the effect 
their clients have on the 
area 

Non-planning Environmental Health 
- LASBTeam 
- waste management pilot 
Community Committee 
- Freshers & Changeover 
initiatives 
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The main finding here is that residents value diversity, but not imbalance between families and students.  There is a need to encourage 
diversity of housing provision.  There is under-provision of affordable housing and family housing, and an excess of private renting, especially 
HMOs.  People also feel that there is an oversupply of property agents.  The Headingley Neighbourhood Plan should respond to this 
accordingly, by promoting a balance between varieties of housing. 
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C2 PUBLIC ENGAGMENT PROGRAMME: PHASE TWO, AIMS 
C2.01 In response to the issues raised in Phase One of the Public Engagement Programme, the Steering Group drafted a Vision for the Plan, 
and thirteen draft Objectives, to be considered in Phase Two. This second Phase sought both to consult on the draft Vision and Objectives, and 
also to canvass views on potential Options for the Plan. 
 
C2.02 In preparing Phase Two, the Steering Group identified some half-dozen constituencies - two main sets of individuals, long-term residents 
on the one hand and students on the other, and three sets of organisations, the shops and other businesses in the town centre, other 
organisations in the Area, and the five major institutions which impact on the Area.  The Steering Group adopted different strategies in 
consulting with the different constituencies.  But all were asked about Vision and Objectives, via a questionnaire, either on paper or online. 
 
 

C2.1 Residents’ Leaflet 
C2.11 In Phase Two of the Public Engagement Programme, 
residents were canvassed on the Plan’s proposed Vision and 
Objectives by means of a questionnaire.  This was published as a 
printed Leaflet delivered to homes throughout the 
Neighbourhood, and also as an online Questionnaire on the Plan 
Website.   
This Report covers (1) the Consultation, by means of (A) the 
Residents Leaflet and (B) the Online Questionnaire, and (2) the 
Responses, to (C) the Vision, and (D) the Objectives. 
 
C2.12 An A4 Residential Leaflet was designed, and delivery of 
over 5,800 was attempted, between 5 February and 27 February 
2015, to almost every household in Headingley Neighbourhood 
Area.  Some 605 addresses could not be accessed, so 5,250 
were actually delivered.  And the four main student residences 
were omitted (Devonshire Hall, James Baillie Residences, North 

Hill Court and Lupton Flats) as students were contacted by 
means of social media.  Otherwise, everyone in the Area was 
notified of the Plan. 61 leaflets were returned, representing 3.4% 
of long-term residences. 
 
C2.13 The Leaflet questionnaire was adapted for the Plan 
website, and posted online on 29 January 2015. It was advertised 
in Headingley Development Trust’s newsletter and North Leeds 
Life (in February), and responses were invited through the Plan 
Mailing List, through local mailing lists ‘Activists’ and ‘Chat’, and 
through local community associations. The questionnaire 
remained available until 13 March. 
 
C2.14 61 leaflets were returned, and 69 online questionnaires 
were submitted, 130 altogether, representing approximately 2.5% 
of long-term residents. 
 

 

Table C2.1 Housing Related Issues 

Key Issues Raised Details Planning or Not Response Evidence 

Developing a balanced 
community 

⚫ Headingley is not just 
students, families are 
important too. 

Planning and Non-
Planning 

HNP policies Census data 
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⚫ Too many students and 
irresponsible landlords 
⚫ Students make this a 
vibrant area and help the 
local economy 
⚫ 50% reduction of 
students in HMOs.  There 
is no balance when 30,000 
plus live here 

Diversify Housing 
Provision 

⚫ If housing is diversified 
a balanced community 
should ensue 
⚫ Firm policies in place to 
stop further development 
of HMO's. 
⚫ More affordable long 
term private rentals for 
residents who are not 
students and who can't 
afford to buy their own 
home. Also, more homes 
provided for elderly 
residents. 

Planning and non-
planning 

Core Strategy Policy H6A 
 
HNP policies 

LCC student 
accommodation report 

 ⚫ Opportunistic landlords 
have turned beautiful 
houses into subdivided 
student lets and allowed 
them to fall into disrepair 
⚫ Landlords to be made 
responsible for 
control/management/care 
of their properties 

Non-planning LLAS and Unipol 
accreditation schemes 
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including outside 
environment. 

Promote a Sustainable 
Community 

⚫ Greater community 
facilities akin to HEART 

Non-planning   

 
 

C2.2 Children’s Engagement 
C2.21 The Steering Group sought the views of young people, and 
to this end contacted the four schools in the Neighbourhood, two 
LEA primary schools, one independent primary, and one 
academy; only one responded, Shire Oak Primary School. 
 
C2.22 A member of the Steering Group met the Head Teacher to 
discuss how best to consult with the pupils at Shire Oak. It was 
agreed that she would explain the Neighbourhood Plan and how 
important the views of children are to informing this Plan. She 
provided each class with a pack including a straightforward 
questionnaire and 30 individual cut out people so the students 
could highlight the one aspect they wanted improved in 
Headingley and each representative agreed to take this back to 
their class and carry out the tasks. The Deputy Head agreed that 
she would give a pack to reception and ask the teacher to help 
the students complete. In addition the year four class teacher 
decide to undertake an extended piece of writing with 30 students 
for them to express what they wanted to see in Headingley.  All 
180 students, 5-11 years old, attending Shire Oak Primary School 
have been consulted.  (In addition, 10 children between the ages 
of 2 – 6 who attended the Workshop on 7 March (see C2.3) also 
contributed.) 

 
C2.23 The children tended to focus on their aspirations for 
Headingley; however there were also some fears.  But housing 
featured in neither. 
 

C2.3 Students’ Social Media 
C2.31 On 16 December 2014 and again on 15 January 2015, the 
Secretary met representatives of (a) Leeds University Union and 
(b) Leeds Beckett Students Union, to arrange the consultation 
process.  (a) LUU first posted a questionnaire on social media 
(Facebook, Twitter), on 9 February, inviting responses; then on 
23 February, they invited students to visit HNP website, and 
complete the Vision & Objectives Questionnaire.  (b) LBSU 
emailed their Course Representatives and their volunteers, week 
commencing 9 February, inviting students to visit HNP website, 
and complete the Vision & Objectives Questionnaire.  
 
C2.32 29 responses were received to the initial questionnaire 
posted by LUU.  Subsequent responses by students visiting the 
website were subsumed within responses generally (respondents 
were asked only to identify whether they lived or worked in the 
Neighbourhood, not whether they were students). 
 

 
Table C2.3 Students’ Issues related to Housing 

Key Housing Issues Details Planning or Not Response Evidence 

Location ⚫ Convenient for 
university 
⚫ distance from the uni 

Planning Policy on student 
accommodation 
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⚫ proximity to campus 

Cost of (student) housing ⚫ Expensive for the area 
i.e. it's rough 
⚫ More affordable 
accommodation 
⚫ Fewer empty 
properties- if rents were 
lower (per house, not per 
room) families could 
afford to rent ex-student 
houses 

Non-Planning   

Property Maintenance ⚫ Increase the amount of 
done on houses by 
landlords 
⚫ Messy gardens 
⚫ Appearance/upkeep of 
some of the housing by 
landlords 

Non-Planning LLAS and Unipol 
accreditation schemes 

 

Community ⚫ The sense of 
community 
⚫ Interesting, friendly and 
open minded residents 
⚫ friendly community 
⚫ Mix of students/non 
students 
⚫ Community events, eg 
farmers market 
⚫ Mixed community - 
families, young 
professionals, elderly, 
students etc. 
⚫ more families!? 

Planning and Non-
Planning 

Vision of the Plan  

Overcrowding There should be more 
regulation of student 
housing, in order to 
prevent problems related 
to overcrowding 

Planning HNP policy on density of 
development 

Census data 



10 
 
 
 

C2.4 Business Lunch, 11 February 2015 
C2.41 All 157 businesses in Headingley Town Centre were 
invited to a Business Lunch, on 11 February 2015, at HEART (a 
buffet lunch was provided).  16 people attended the Lunch, 
representing 12 businesses in the Centre (four A1, three A2, 
three A3, two A5 and HDT).  After a brief introduction to 
Neighbourhood Planning by Cllr Neil Walshaw and Dr Richard 
Tyler (Secretary), attendees were asked to compile a SWOT 
analysis of Headingley Town Centre, first individually, and then in 
small groups; then, in a plenary session, each group reported 
their agreed analysis.  In the second part of the meeting, 
attendees were asked what issues they would like to see 
addressed in the Plan, again first of all individually, then in 
groups, and then in a plenary session.  Finally, attendees were 
asked to complete the questionnaire on the Vision and the 
Objectives of the Plan. Three facilitators assisted. 16 people 
attended the Lunch, representing 12 businesses in Headingley 
Town Centre (four A1, three A2, three A3, two A5 and HDT). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table C2.4a SWOT Analysis Results relevant directly or 
indirectly to Housing 
Housing was not the main focus of the meeting, but the following table 
highlights those issues raised as a result of the SWOT analysis with 
regard to Housing 

Strengths 
• Local demand – 

students, care homes, 
customer loyalty 

• Vocal local community 

Weaknesses 
• Local demand – fewer 

students, seasonality 

Opportunities 
• Volume of students 

• New [housing] 
developments 

Threats 
• Changing housing 

market 

Issues to be addressed 
• Unis to take more responsibility  

 
There is a strong local demand and a loyal customer base – but 
there may be changes to this and so it represents a threat to 
Headingley Town Centre as well. 
Opportunities for Headingley Town Centre are making best use of 
the current number of students. The town centre should also plan 
to make the best of new [housing] developments. 
 

Table C2.4b Business Response relating to Housing 

Key Issues Raised Details Planning or Not Response Evidence 

Volatility of demand ⚫ Local demand (strength 
+ weakness) 
⚫ Volume of students 
(opportunity) 
⚫ Changing housing 
market (opportunity) 

Planning and non-
planning 

Policy to promote diversity 
amongst local residents 
without removing current 
demand. 
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⚫ Changing housing 
market (threat) 

 
C2.5 Organisations Survey 
C2.51 124 businesses were identified in the Headingley 
Neighbourhood Area, outside the Town Centre (who were not 
therefore invited to the Business Lunch, C2.4). A letter and a 
questionnaire were sent to each, with a Residential Leaflet, a 
Workshop Flyer and a return stamped envelope. The 
Organisation Surveys were addressed and signed individually, 
and posted between 24 February and 27 February 2015. 
 
C2.52 Only five Surveys were returned, from the Natural Food 
Store, the Farmers Market, PJG Financial Services, N Leeds 
Community Nursery and BPRA.  They identified imbalance in 
housing and population as weaknesses, rebalancing these as an 
opportunity. 
 

C2.6 Institutions Consultation 
C2.61 The ‘big five’ institutions present in Headingley comprise 
the University of Leeds, Leeds Beckett University, Yorkshire 
County Cricket Club stadium, Leeds Rugby stadium and the 
landlords’ Leeds Property Association.   
 
C2.62 On 22 January 2015, the Secretary wrote individually to 
each of the five institutions which have a major impact on the 
Neighbourhood, inviting them to write a short appraisal of the 
Area and their contribution to it, of the draft Vision and Objectives, 
and of options for the Plan.  The Secretary offered to meet them 
all, and met the Stadium representatives on 20 February. All five 
responded, most individually, but the two stadia submitted a joint 
response.  They and Leeds Beckett University used the 
Organisations Survey, the others responded independently. The 
four responses were all very different, reflecting the institutions’ 
priorities. 
 

C2.63 The University of Leeds emphasised its commitment to the 
Neighbourhood, through its general policies, and specific 
measures, like its housing policy, its Neighbourhood Helpline, and 
encouraging responsible students; it supported all the proposed 
Objectives, and identified five in particular. 
 
C2.64 Leeds Beckett University emphasised its role as an 
employer and provider of campus (though it is actually outside the 
Neighbourhood), and acknowledged the impacts of its traffic and 
its students’ behaviour; it made a SWOT analysis, supported the 
Vision and five Objectives, and called for good dialogue. 
 
C2.65 Headingley Carnegie Stadium emphasised the benefits it 
brought, supported the Vision and five Objectives, and proposed 
to ‘promote a vision for Headingley that puts the Stadium at the 
heart.’ 
 
C2.66 Leeds Property Association emphasised its contribution to 
Headingley, by promoting good practice, and preserving the built 
and green environment; it stressed the importance of the private 
rented sector, and questioned whether there was a ‘student 
problem’; it was particularly concerned about parking. 
 

Table C2.6 SWOT Analysis Results relevant directly or 
indirectly to Housing 
Strengths 

• Diverse community 

• Accreditation 

• Letting Board controls 

• PRS sector 

Weaknesses 

• Upkeep of HMOs 
 

Opportunities 

• Could be more diverse 

Threats 
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• Changing housing 
market 
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C3 PUBLIC ENGAGMENT PROGRAMME: PHASE THREE, OPTIONS 
C3.01 In consideration of the responses received in Phase Two of the Public Engagement Programme, the Steering Group drafted Policy 
options on Housing, Community, Design Greenspace, Travel and the Town Centre, to be considered in Phase Three. The third Phase sought 
to canvass views on these potential Options in a Drop-In Workshop. 
 
 

C3.1 Drop-In Workshop, 7 March 2015 
C3.11 Invitations to the Workshop were circulated through the 
distribution of leaflets to every household in the Plan area (C2.1); 
students were invited by social media and email (C2.3); 
businesses & organisations were invited via a Survey (C2.4-5). In 
addition, informative articles giving notice of the event were 
posted to the Plan mailing list and on the Plan website, to 
members of local community associations, on both of the local 
community email lists and in the HDT newsletter, and in the local 
free magazine, North Leeds Life, and in Yorkshire Evening Post.  
There were A3 posters in public places such as the Library. All 
this information referred to the Workshop Consultation Event held 
on Saturday 7 March 2015 in the HEART Community Centre, in 
the centre of Headingley. 
 
C3.12 The consultation took the form of a day-long event, 10am -
4pm. Refreshments were provided as was a Children’s area.  
Three stands each staffed throughout the day by two members of 
the Steering Group covered the project areas of Society, 
Environment and Economy.  There was a table (also staffed) with 
other information such as completed Plans from other parts of the 
country. There was a rolling PowerPoint presentation giving 
background information on the Plan, and large maps showed 
aspects of the Plan such as distribution of residents and of green 
space. A light hearted competition featured an A3 photo display 
of different views of the Plan area. 
 
C3.13 In the event, 122 people attended the Workshop. The 
remarkable and pleasing feature of their engagement was that 
the average length of stay was 30 minutes or more. Members of 
the Steering Group were kept fully occupied in responding to 

queries and supporting residents in giving often very detailed 
responses to comments and suggestions. The event over-ran the 
closing time. 
 

Table C3 Summary of Responses 
to Housing Policy Options 

Policy Yes No 
HEH1 22 0 

HEH2 22 1 

HEH3 14 1 

HEH4 17 0 

HEH5 19 0 

HEH6 22 1 

HEH6A 17 1 

HEH6B 25 1 

HEH6C 19 0 
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Table C3.1 Policy HEH1 New Housing Development on Non-Allocated Sites 
Redevelopment of existing sites will be supported if it conforms with Headingley Neighbourhood Plan policy, 
(i) on housing development, Policies HEH2-6, 
(ii) on design, Policies HED1-3, 
(iii) on greenspace, Policies HEG[1-6], and  
(iv) on tree cover, Policy [HEG2]. 

 

Key Issues Raised Details – Consultation Comments Response 

Provision of family housing • We need appropriate housing for 
elderly families, first time buyers and 
no more student housing  

• Agree with the above 

• Only if for family / elderly or first time 
buyers  

• Only for long term residents 

The plan can create planning policy to 
encourage diversity. 

Housing space standards • Family houses should not be the tiny 
boxes that go under the name of 
“family housing’ 

The plan can refer to national and local space 
standards. 

Need for Gardens • Need to have decent Gardens. The plan could encourage garden provision in 
any new developments. 

 
Table C3.2 Policy HEH2 Density of Residential Development 
In recognition of the existing density of housing development in Headingley, all new development will be expected to be low density [to be 
specified]. 

 

Key Issues Raised Details – Consultation Comments Response 

Present density of development. • Headingley pretty densely populated 
already  

• Too many town hoses would not help 
density 

• Housing for single or older people. 
(Objection).. 

The neighbourhood plan can adopt planning 
policy to discourage intensive development.  
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Table C3.3 Policy HEH3 Housing Mix 
Housing mix in Headingley, in recognition of the current imbalance of household types, will prioritise houses rather than flats, and 
accommodation for couples and families, rather than single persons. 
 

Key Issues Raised Details – Consultation Comments Response 

Need for diverse housing • Consider affordable leasing for young 
families to be encouraged in the area. 

• Support housing for families moving 
into the area. 

• There needs to be suitable housing for 
retired couples who do not wish to 
leave the area, it is leafy and there is 
convenient  transport and shops. 

The neighbourhood plan can adopt planning 
policy to encourage development which will 
rebalance provision. 

Changing demand • Recognise changes in “Families’ with 
more generations living together. 

The neighbourhood plan can take this into 

account. 

Existing demand will continue • Not necessarily – we need a diverse 
housing mix to encourage diverse 
population. 

• There needs to be suitable housing for 
retired couples who do not wish to 
leave the area, it is leafy and there is 
convenient  transport and shops. 

The neighbourhood plan cannot affect 
provision retrospectively. 

 
Table C3.4 Policy HEH4 Affordable Housing 
Affordable housing in Headingley will normally be provided by means of a commuted sum for the purchase of properties off-site in the 
Neighbourhood Plan Area, equivalent to that normally provided on-site. 
 

Key Issues Raised Details – Consultation Comments Response 

Need for affordable housing • Depends on suitability. 

• Re convert HMOs for families. 

• Maybe produce a leaflet for landlords 
considering this. 

The neighbourhood plan can adopt planning 
policy to encourage development affordable 
housing. 
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Table C3.5 HEH5 Housing for Independent Living 
In the interest of the demographic mix of Headingley, provision of independent living accommodation will be encouraged. 
 

Key Issues Raised Details – Consultation Comments Response 

Specifications for independent living • Are there detailed specs for this type 
of Housing for guidance of Property 
owners. 

 

The neighbourhood plan can encourage 
developments for independent living. 

 
Table C3.6 Policy HEH6 Houses in Multiple Occupation, Student Accommodation, and Flat Conversions 
In the interest of the sustainability of the community, accommodation for the transient population of Headingley, including Houses in Multiple 
Occupation, Purpose-Built Student Accommodation, and Small Flat Conversions, will be permitted unless: 
(i) where the transient population of a locality (a Lower Super Output Area) already exceeds 20% of the whole, no new transient 
accommodation will be permitted; or 
(ii) where the transient population of a locality is less than 20%, development of a new house in multiple occupation (HMO), new purpose-built 
student accommodation (PBSA), or the conversion of existing property into small one-bedroom flats, or the extension of any of these, will be 
permitted unless: 

(a) the transient population of the vicinity (the Output Area or OA) in which the  development is situated already exceeds 20%, or  
(b) the development would mean that the transient population of the vicinity (OA) would  exceed 20%. 

 

Key Issues Raised Details – Consultation Comments Response 

Need for balanced provision • Yes, beautiful houses falling into 
disrepair, gardens ruined,-its sad to 
see but students add a vibrancy (and   
money) to the area. This needs to be a 
more balanced community – not a 
student mono culture. Hopefully more 
landlords will be converting HMOs 
back to family homes. 

The neighbourhood plan can adopt planning 
policy to resist further transient 
accommodation. 

There is a need for HMOs • Its not all about students! Many 
families cannot afford to live in houses 
or flats and need to live in HMOs. Not 
everyone has 2.2 kids, this must be 
remembered.. 

The neighbourhood plan will not affect existing 

provision. 
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Threats to home-owners • But don't do anything that prevents 
residents from selling their properties. 
Let the market do its work when it is 
advantageous to home-owners.. 

The neighbourhood plan can protect owners’ 
interests. 

 
Table C3.6a Policy HEH6A Houses in Multiple Occupation  
Development of Houses in Multiple Occupation will be permitted, except 
(i) where development is contrary to Policy HEH6, except that change of use of C3 properties to C4 may be permitted in exceptional 
circumstances, such as a street comprising a proportion of transient population in excess of 80%; 
(ii) where development would be (a) on both sides of a C3 property, or (b) in a back-to-back property; 
(iii) where (a) any alterations affect the character of the building detrimentally, (b) the development is detrimental to the amenity of neighbours, 
(c) adequate bin storage and parking is not provided, (d) adequate sound insulation is not provided on all party walls with adjacent properties, 
and (e) the maximum occupancy of the HMO is not specified. 
 

Key Issues Raised Details – Consultation Comments Response 

Over-provision of HMOs • Far too many already.. 

• Ditto. 

• Enough already. 

• Ditto 

The neighbourhood plan can adopt planning 
policy to encourage development which will 
rebalance provision. 

Better use of HMOs • There should be checks on HMOs that 
landlords say are student housing and 
summer let them. 

Not a planning matter. 

Existing demand for HMOs • A lot of people need HMOs. It is not 
practicable to provide parking as many 
are mid terrace and do not have 
parking at the moment. 

The neighbourhood plan cannot affect 
provision retrospectively. 

Compulsory purchase • The council should look at compulsory 
purchasing HMOs in desirable areas 
and turning them into family /single 
occupancy. Regent Park Terrace & 
Regent Park Avenue would be ideal 
for this purpose. Regent Park Terrace 
would be suitable for affordable 
housing 

Compulsory purchase is not a planning matter 
(and is beyond Council resources). 
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Table C3.6b Policy HEH6B Purpose-Built Student Accommodation 
In the interest of sustainability, by encouraging the retention or return of existing housing stock for residents, Purpose-Built Student 
Accommodation will be permitted, unless 
(i) development is contrary to Policy HEH6; 
(ii) development is in a designated area, such as a business district; 
(iii) the development (a) is detrimental to the character of the area, (b) is detrimental to the amenity of neighbours, or (c) fails to provide 
adequate bin storage and parking. 
 

Key Issues Raised Details – Consultation Comments Response 

Over-provision of PBSA • We have enough. 

• Agree. 

• Nothing against students but family 
homes needed. 

The neighbourhood plan can adopt planning 
policy to discourage surplus PBSA. 

PBSA should respond to need • Support student purpose built 
accommodation in some areas. 

• There is a danger that student built 
accommodation could fall into 
disrepair after 10 years and then who 
would use them . There should be a 
demonstration of need. 

• Not exclusive to Headingley but Fri/Sat 
nights can be unpleasant due to noise. 
In Ash Road alone the home-comers 
can be “High” and they........?..2,3,4 
am , 6 am can be an advantage. One 
of the main reasons I am against any 
further student accommodation. 

The neighbourhood plan can adopt planning 

policy to discourage surplus PBSA. 

 
 

Table C3.6c Policy HEH6C Flat Conversions 
Conversion of existing property to flats will be permitted, unless the conversion concerns small one-bedroom flats, of 475 square feet or less, in 
which case permission will be granted where 
(i) development is not contrary to Policy HEH6; 
(ii) the development (a) makes a positive contribution to the character of the area, (b) the development is not detrimental to the amenity of 
neighbours, and (c) adequate bin storage and parking is provided. 
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Key Issues Raised Details – Consultation Comments Response 

Discourage small flats • Small flats encourage students rather 
than families or even single 
professionals. 

The neighbourhood plan encourages 
adequate space standards. 

Provision needed for single people • Agree on 475 sq.ft. minimum  Provide 
Accommodation for single people of all 
ages. 

The neighbourhood plan encourages 

adequate space standards. 

Bin storage • Bin storage is a big issue. Often left 
blocking pavements which is not ideal 
for pushchairs or people with 
disabilities using the street.. 

Not a planning matter. 
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C4 PUBLIC ENGAGMENT PROGRAMME: PHASE FOUR, POLICY INTENTIONS 
C4.01 In consideration of the responses received in Phase Three of the Public Engagement Programme (and of other factors), the Steering 
Group reviewed the Programme, and added a fourth Phase. The Group prepared a first draft of the Plan, and re-drafted Policy options on 
Housing, to be considered in Phase Four. The fourth Phase sought to canvass views on these policy intentions. 

 
C4.02 In Phase Four, the Steering Group returned to the constituencies identified in Phase Two, and convened focus groups based on local 
groupings (grounded in the local community associations, C0.04) and on vocational groupings (C2.02). All groups were provided with an 
Executive Summary of the draft Plan and a Comment Form. The full printed Plan was available to each group, and was also published on the 
Plan website. 
 
C4.04 Information giving notice of the consultation was posted to the Plan mailing list and on the Plan website, to members of local community 
associations, on both of the local community email lists and in the HDT newsletter, and in the local free magazine, North Leeds Life, and in 
Yorkshire Evening Post.   
 

C4.1 Focus Groups 
C4.11 Local Focus Groups: the Steering Group contacted all the 
local community associations, as well as Headingley Development 
Trust, inviting them to convene a focus group.  A member of the 
Steering Group attended every meeting, to introduce, explain and 
answer questions on the Plan.  All those attending meetings were 
invited to complete Comments forms. 
 
C4.12 Vocational Focus Groups: the Steering Group contacted both 
local universities, both of their student unions, the local landlords 
and local estate agents.  Meetings were held with Leeds Beckett 
University, Leeds University Union and the estate agents.  Email 
responses were received from the University of Leeds and from 
Leeds Residential Property Forum. 
 
C4.13 Online Comments: responses were also invited via the Plan 
website.  A few were received, including comments from a Principal 
Planner in LCC Planning Services and from Unipol. 
 
C4.14 Response: Reports were written on eleven meetings (Table 
C4.1) and some 40 Comment Forms were received.  Comments 
are compiled in Table C4.2. 
 

Table C4.1 Calendar 
14 Oct, at HEART: HDT Board 
22 Oct, in Turnways: Turnways RA 
16 Nov, in Cardigan Triangle: Sparrow Park Ltd 
17 Nov, at Leeds City Academy: NHPNA 
19-25 Nov, at their offices: Estate Agents 
23 Nov, at HEART: Ash Road Area RA 
24 Nov, at LUU: Leeds University Union 
24 Nov, in Foxcrofts: Foxcrofts residents 
24 Nov, at New Headingley Club: Headingley Network 
26 Nov, at Salumeria: Beckett’s Park RA 
30 Nov, by email: Leeds Residential Property Forum 
03 Dec, by email: Leeds University 
07 Dec, at LBU: Leeds Beckett University 
In December: residents of Cardigan Triangle 
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C5 PUBLIC ENGAGMENT PROGRAMME: PHASE FIVE, PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION 
C5.01 In consideration of the responses received in Phase Four of the Public Engagement Programme, the Steering Group drafted the Plan to 
be published for the Pre-Submission Consultation. The fifth and final Phase of the Public Engagement Programme consists of a Pre-
Submission Consultation, in accordance with Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012. 
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A Vision for Headingley Neighbourhood 
 
1  The Vision which guides the Headingley Neighbourhood Plan is to develop a sustainable, inclusive and mixed 
community in Headingley. 
 
2  In Questionnaires, respondents mentioned other aspirations, such as ‘a cleaner, greener Headingley’.  But 

overwhelmingly, the dominant vision was of a balanced community: “a green, sustainable and peaceful place to live” (LS6 2PL); 
“more families, a good community” (LS6 3PL); “a friendly, clean, family-friendly neighbourhood that has a mix of older, younger and 
student populations” (LS6 3PL); “a village in a city … safe and friendly, for everyone” (LS6 3PL); “build on the present community 
spirit, encourage young families to settle” (LS6 3PN); “a harmonious, balanced and considerate community” (LS6 1DQ); “a happy 
clean environment in which all types and ages of people can live in harmony” (LS6 3PJ); “a cleaner more family centred place” (LS6 
3PW); “families return to the area, a balance of young and old, residents and transients” (LS6 3HN); “friendly, inclusive and with a 
mixed population that respect each other’s needs” (LS6 3PS); “an all inclusive more widespread community feel in a balanced 
population” (LS6 2AE); “more mixed community, more families in the area” (LS6 3HN); “a pleasant area for residents of all types 
and backgrounds” (LS6 3HD). 
 
3  Data justify this aspiration.  Research by Sheffield University in 2008 identified Headingley as having the least social cohesion in 
the whole country.  Census 2011 confirmed that Headingley was currently unsustainable: only 4% of the population was children 
(compared with 19% nationally).  Nor is Headingley mixed: 69% of the population was young adults (aged 18-24 years) (9% 
nationally).  And Headingley is not inclusive: incomers are excluded by what is effectively a closed housing market (65% of the 
stock is in the hands of absentee landlords letting to temporary tenants). 
 
4  Our vision chimes with local and national planning policy.  Leeds Core Strategy at its very beginning “aims for Leeds to be … fair, 
sustainable and inclusive” (paragraph 1.2).  And the National Planning Policy Framework says, “local planning authorities should 
create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities” (paragraph 50). 
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Consultation Leaflet 
Draft 
 

Page 1 Vision 
 

Our Vision is to develop a sustainable, inclusive and mixed community in Headingley. 
 
Do you have any comments on this Vision? 

 
 
 
 

 

Objectives 
On the following pages there are several Objectives 
proposed for Headingley Neighbourhood Plan, 
collected around a number of themes.  Which of 
these themes matter most?  (Number them, 1-3) 

 

Social  

Environmental  



Economic  

Page 2  Social Objectives 
Below are a number of Social Objectives for 
Headingley Neighbourhood Plan.  Which do you 
think matter most?  Number them in order of 
importance. 
 

To develop a Balanced Community 
promoting a mixed population, demographic 
diversity, encouraging community spirit, 
discouraging exclusion 

 

To diversify Housing Provision 
promoting owner-occupation and social 
renting, as well as private renting; reclaiming 
HMOs for family homes. 

 

To manage Noise & AntiSocial Behaviour 
by promoting codes of behaviour, and 
enforcing against noise and antisocial 
behaviour 

 

To promote a Sustainable Community 
by making Headingley Family-Friendly, 
including child-friendly, with playspace, family 
provision, and age-friendly. 

 

 
Do you have any other suggestions? 

 
 
 
 

 



Page 3  Environmental Objectives 
Below are a number of Environmental Objectives for 
Headingley Neighbourhood Plan.  Which do you 
think matter most?  Number them in order of 
importance. 
 

To preserve & promote our Built Heritage 
by protecting our townscapes as a whole and 
individual buildings  

 

To preserve Greenspace & Trees 
protecting parks, open spaces, allotments, 
gardens, tree cover 

 

To improve Waste Management 
through improved bin collection & street 
cleaning 

 

To promote a Sustainable Environment 
looking after and cleaning up HMOs, letting 
boards, graffiti, flyposting, and so on 

 

 

To promote Transport Links 
providing bus & rail links to town & country 

 

To manage Traffic 
making roads safer for pedestrians, cyclists 
and drivers, providing parking in the right 
places, resisting it in the wrong places. 

 

 

Do you have any other suggestions? 

 
 
 
 

Page 4  Economic Objectives 
Below are a number of Economic Objectives for 
Headingley Neighbourhood Plan.  Which do you 
think matter most?  Number them in order of 
importance. 
 

To diversify Shops & Facilities 
supporting markets & fairs, independent 
shops, community facilities 

 

To encourage Business Enterprise 
through initiatives like Pulse at HEART 

 

To promote a Sustainable Economy 
which meets a broad range of needs, avoiding 
dominance by a narrowly-focused ‘resort 
economy’ 

 

 
 
 

Do you have any other suggestions? 
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Headingley Neighbourhood Forum 
24 February 2015 

MINUTES 
 
Present: G Bradley (LUU), M Charlton (Cardigan T), D Cockerham (Turnways), D Collett 

(Leeds Beckett), H Ferguson (YCCC), S Hunt (Granbys), N Lees (WRAG), W 
Langton (LS6 3PS), J Mingham (LS6 3DU), T Paley-Smith (NHPNA), M Pickard 
(LPA), Cllr Pryor (Headingley), A Simons (LS6 2AH), R Tyler (H Network), Cllr 
Walshaw (Headingley); 

Attending: J Salmon (LS6 1FA), W Sparling (R&D) 
Apologies: C Beels (LS6 3DD), A Cowling (R&D), J Dammone (Salvo’s), K Fabri (BPRA), 

R Harkess (HDT), L Hartley (Leeds Beckett), S Jones (Leeds Rugby), J Morgan 
(Morgan’s), J Riley (Community Planner), H Seymour (NFS), T Whatmough 
(Churches). 

 
26 Introductions and Declarations  All those present introduced themselves and 

declared the interest they represented; the Forum welcomed David Collett, 
replacing Stephen Willis for Leeds Beckett University. 

26.1 Withdrawals  Noted that there were no withdrawals. 
26.2 Applications  Resolved that in accordance with Constitution 8.1, J Salmon be 

appointed to the Forum. 
 
27 Minutes of Last Meeting  Received the Minutes of the last meeting on 3 December 

2014, which were agreed as a correct record. 
 
28 Minutes of Committees 
28.1 Steering Group  Received the Minutes of the meetings of 9 December, 15 January 

and 3 February. 
28.2 Working Group Notes  Received the Notes of the meetings of (a) the Society WG on 

17 February, (b) the Environment WG on 27 January and 18 February, and (c) the 
Economy WG on 28 January. 

 
29 Project Plan  Further to Minute 21, received a Project Plan for stage B, Preparation, of 

the Project overall. 
 
30 Public Engagement Programme  Further to Minute 21, received ‘PEP: 

Implementation’, which identifies four phases of the Programme. 
30.1 Phase One  Reported that this Phase comprised the Public Meeting and the first 

Questionnaire, and is now completed. 
30.2 Phase Two  Reported that this Phase is currently under way, addressed to the 

different constituencies of the Neighbourhood: 
(a) reported by S Hunt that 4,553 leaflets have been delivered to residents in 
practically every house in the Neighbourhood; 
(b) reported by R Tyler that to consult students, LUU has posted a questionnaire 
on social media (and received 29 replies) and LBSU has emailed course 
representatives and volunteers; 
(c) reported by Cllr Walshaw that a Business Lunch was held for town centre 
businesses on 11 February; 
(d) reported by S Hunt that surveys are being posted to all organisations outside 
the town centre; 



(e) reported by A Simons that she is consulting with primary schools; 
(f) reported by R Tyler that five major institutions (both universities, both stadia, 
LPA) have been invited to submit Statements; 
(g) reported by R Tyler that so far, two-dozen leaflets and three-dozen online 
questionnaires have been returned. 

30.3 Phase Three  Reported on behalf of C Beels, that a Drop-In Workshop is to be held 
on 7 March, comprising information and discussion on the Neighbourhood Plan, 
and that it has been publicised throughout Phase Two and will be publicised in 
YEP, North Leeds Life and mailing lists. 

30.4 Phase Four  Reported that this Phase comprises a Pre-Submission Consultation, in 
accordance with Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14. 

 
31 Headingley Neighbourhood Plan  Further to Minute 17, received ‘Plan Draft 1.3 

Interim Plan’, comprising the bones of the Plan. 
31.1 Plan  Further to Minute 19, reported that the Plan now includes draft policies on the 

town centre, housing, community facilities, design and greenspace (travel is to 
follow), and a Strategic Environmental Assessment will be included. 

31.2 Supplement 1  Reported that the Consultation Statement now reflects the four 
Phases (Minute 30). 

31.3 Supplement 2  Reported that this Supplement now comprises a list of Projects.  
Action: (1) the Stadia to consider a Project on Good Neighbour Policy; (2) M 
Charlton to consider a Project for Young People. 

31.3 Appendices  Reported that these will include an Archive documenting the 
preparation of the Plan, for presentation at the Examination. 

 
32 Resources 
32.1 Funding  Further to Minute 23.1, reported by Treasurer (a) that from Leeds City 

Council, (i) a MICE grant of £500 has been received from Headingley councillors, 
and (ii) a Well-Being grant of £1,000 is being applied for; and 
(b) that from Locality, (i) 90% of Grant Support has been received and spent, (ii) the 
10% balance has been received, and (iii) further grant will be applied for, when it 
becomes available. 

32.2 Staffing  Further to Minute 23.2, reported by W Sparling that two Urban Design 
postgraduate students at Leeds Beckett University have prepared an analysis of the 
town centre (as displayed). 

 
33 Planning Applications  Further to Minute 22, reported by the Secretary that planning 

applications in the Neighbourhood are now reported to the Forum. 
33.1 11 Cardigan Road: the appeal is still in progress. 
33.2 Grove Villa: an application has been submitted, and an objection made. 
33.3 Cockcroft House: an application has been made.  Action: Secretary to write in 

support. 
33.4 Elinor Lupton Centre: a consultation was held on 2 February. 
33.5 Mary Morris House: a consultation is to be held on 5 March (on a proposal to expand 

the student residence). 
33.6 34 North Lane: an application has been submitted (to expand A2 use into A1 

premises next door), and the Secretary objected on 20 February. 
33.7 Former LGHS site: an application has been submitted (for 54 apartments and 42 

townhouses, plus Rose Court). 
 
34 Next Meeting  30 March 2015, at HEART (to receive a draft Plan). 
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Public Engagement 
RESIDENTS CONSULTATION REPORT 

 
In Phase Two of the Public Engagement Programme, residents were canvassed on the Plan’s 
proposed Vision and Objectives by means of a questionnaire.  This was published as a printed 
Leaflet delivered to homes throughout the Neighbourhood, and also as an online Questionnaire on 
the Plan Website.  This Report covers (1) the Consultation, by means of (A) the Residents Leaflet 
and (B) the Online Questionnaire, and (2) the Responses, to (C) the Vision, and (D) the Objectives. 

Edited by Richard Tyler, 12 August 2015 
 

(1) CONSULTATION 
(A) Residents Leaflet 
How was the public engaged? 
Who engaged the public?  Which organisation or individual? 
The Steering Group and a number of volunteers, on behalf of the Headingley Neighbourhood 
Forum 
 

How were they engaged?  Where were invitations circulated?  Where and when did the 
engagement take place?  What form did it take? 
The R&D Team designed an A4 Residential Leaflet and submitted it to the Steering Group for their 
consideration. The design was revised and the finished artwork was completed courtesy of the 
offices of Jonathan Morgan. 7,000+ copies were printed by Harmers and collected on 5 February 
2015. 
To control the distribution of the Leaflets, Headingley Neighbourhood Area was spilt into 54 small 
‘walks’ – areas separated from the rest for the convenience of the volunteers completing the 
Leaflet delivery. Each walk included an A3 map and list of all the addresses within that area 
(Source: Royal Mail Postcode Database). Everyone was asked to record the date of delivery and a 
start / stop time. They were also asked to note any addresses that could not be accessed\did not 
exist and to add new addresses to the list where appropriate. The database was updated with 
these amendments 
Over 5,800 Residential Leaflets were delivered, between 5 February and 27 February 2015, to 
almost every household in Headingley Neighbourhood Area.  Some 605 addresses could not be 
accessed.  And the four main student residences were omitted (Devonshire Hall, James Baillie 
Residences, North Hill Court and Lupton Flats) as students were contacted by means of social 
media.  Otherwise, everyone in the Area was notified of the Plan. 
 

Who was engaged?  How many people were involved? 
5,855 HNA addresses were attempted 
   605 could not be delivered (no access, no letterbox) 
5,250 were delivered 
 

Who Delivered How Many 

Derek Cockerham 2,458 

Steve Hunt 2,113 

Richard Tyler   399 

Nigel Lees   399 

Anna Simons   118 

Others (Volunteers)   368 
 

61 leaflets were returned, representing 1% of all those delivered, but 3.4% of long-term residences. 

Summary by Steve Hunt, 16 March 2015 
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(B) Online Questionnaire 
How was the public engaged? 
Who engaged the public?  Which organisation or individual? 
The Steering Group, on behalf of the Headingley Neighbourhood Forum. 
 
How were they engaged?  Where were invitations circulated?  Where and when did the 
engagement take place?  What form did it take? 
The Leaflet questionnaire was adapted for the Plan website by IT Consultant, Leslie Holmes.  The 
questionnaire was posted online on 29 January 2015.  It was advertised in Headingley 
Development Trust’s newsletter and North Leeds Life (in February), and responses were invited 
through the Plan Mailing List, through local mailing lists ‘Activists’ and ‘Chat’, and through local 
community associations.  The questionnaire remained available until 13 March. 
 
Who was engaged?  How many people were involved? 
69 responses were submitted. 

Summary by Richard Tyler, 16 March 2015 
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(2) RESPONSE 
How did the public engage? 
What were their concerns for Headingley?  what issues did they raise? 

61 leaflets were returned, and 69 online questionnaires were submitted, 130 altogether, 
representing approximately 2.5% of long-term residents. 
 

The demographic details (age, occupation, family type) of respondents were not collected, but the 
responses show a diversity of experience, views and ideas which suggest the comments give a 
balanced view of the lived experience of people living, working and studying in the area. 
 

 
Figure 1: Analysis of responses   Figure 2: Analysis of responses by postcode 
by interest in Headingley Neighbourhood Area 
 
The majority of residents lived in the LS6 3 postcode area, reflecting the location of the 
Neighbourhood Area. 
 

 
Figure 3: Map of responses 
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(C) Vision 
The table below shows that most respondents completely or mostly agreed with the Vision 
proposed in the questionnaire, to develop a sustainable, inclusive and mixed community in 
Headingley, with only a very small number uncertain as to whether or not they agree. 
 

 
Figure 4: Analysis of comments on the Vision 
 
Comments on the Vision varied depending primarily on how optimistic respondents were about 
the possibility and likelihood of change in the plan area. They were also affected by how people 
felt about the area currently and their personal values. 
 
Some respondents, however, saw the Vision as the next stage in improvements which had already 
begun to happen 

• Recent developments in the area (limit on HMO and social spaces like Heart) have already 
improved the area for residents. I am fully supportive of further initiatives that take us 
closer to the vision. 
 

Others were supportive and optimistic: 

• I like the idea of passing down the decision making share to people who are living local, 
since these are the people that will mainly be affected. 

• More than just sustainable, let's regenerate the most damaged areas. 

• Yes - aiming for highest common denominator not the lowest 

• This is a very positive vision for Headingley.  Fully agree with the plans put forward I 
completely agree with this 

• It’s the proof and definition of a healthy cohesive community.  Thank you 
 

But some were negative about the area and doubted the possibility of change: 

• A longshot to be able to achieve [the plan] until more students are out of the area and the 
Universities and accommodation agencies stop selling Leeds, in particular Hyde Park and 
Headingley, as the party where you can have fun and go mad. 

• I would like to think these dreams would return Headingley to a civilised community.  I 
doubt it 

• It is an advertising slogan which means little without an explanation of what is intended 

• Headingley, I think is too far gone, the noise, the pubs, takeaways and students litter – 
AWFUL and my children went to Bennet Road school.  What does that tell you?  Closing as 
every one moved away because of students 
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Most comments were supportive of the Vision, although some had reservations: 

• All of the objectives listed above are very important and are worth pursuing in the longer 
term. Thank you to all who have worked so hard to improve Headingley!! 

• Concise and positive 

• Can’t disagree (with the Vision) because it is so bland 

• Yes but it’s so general it would be hard to disagree. 
 
And one respondent was more ambitious in their comments 

• I would like it based on a new paradigm of not allowing big business to dictate life - no G4S 
- no banks involved - fairness over profit. I would like it based on a basic tenet of 
compassion. Build a fair and just, friendly society. 

 
Some respondents made practical suggestions to clarify and improve the wording of the Vision 

• The degree of my agreement could depend on what definitions of sustainable, inclusive and 
mixed are used. 

• I would like it to contain the word 'compassionate'.  

• I am a little confused by the word "mixed" and feel this should be substituted for something 
which is clearer.  Personally I would prefer the word diverse 

•  (Vision) Maybe could be shorter / punchier but OK  

• “…(Add)…. in an environment that encourages and improves health and well being”. 
 

(D) Objectives 
Thirteen Objectives were proposed: respondents were asked to identify the five which they 
thought most important.  The table below shows the Objectives which the respondents to the 
questionnaire identified as their priorities. 
 

 
Figure 5: Analysis of prioritised Objectives 
 

Some people struggled with the form of the consultation 

• I don't really consider the eight objectives I haven't ticked to be of lesser importance than 
those ticked.  All the above are important! 

• I could easily have ticked everything.  They’re all important objectives 

• I approve of all of the above objectives.  I would simply prioritise those objectives I have 
chosen. 
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• I am unable to rank your objectives.  The use of the word sustainable ( and also ‘balanced’) 
is puzzling.  Headingley has had bus links to town and country for many years – are these 
not sustainable? 

 
Responses to the Objectives 
This section discusses the specific responses to the 13 Objectives in order of importance to the 
respondents. 
 
Preserve Greenspace & Trees 52 questionnaire responses (75% of those responding)  
 
Respondents were united in a desire to preserve existing greenspace and suggested options for 
developing new ones. 

• Further to Objective 6 I feel that we should not just preserve but actively create new 
Greenspace and Tree Planting. 
I work on North Lane and it would be transformed were there to be appropriate trees 
planted to form an avenue running from the Otley Road down to the Baptist church lights. 
This would then link into Cardigan Road, which has some of the most beautiful trees in 
Headingley. 

• More flowers/planting and development and better maintenance of green space in central 
Headingley.   

• Spaces and the whole open space envelope around Headingley and it's built form is 
precious and is overlooked. It is key to the way we experience the place, the heritage, and 
influences the way we live and work. 

• Trees and green spaces don't just need preserving, they need to be actively managed and 
created 

• I am particularly concerned about the lack of public greenspace in Headingley and hope 
that every effort will be made to restrain inappropriate development and retain what 
greenspace we have and create more if possible. 

• Be open minded.  If it would be best to build on park land then balance it with an equal 
preservation of green spaces.  Trees grow fast in Yorkshire 

• plant trees along the rows of Victorian terraced housing   
 

A good number of responses suggested the development of a new park: 

• The recent Site Allocations Plan issued by Leeds City Council noted that Headingley ward 
(this does not include Beckett Park) was deficient in all types of green space except 
children's  play areas.  
I believe that the fields behind St Columba's Church on Headingley Hill should be made into 
a public park with a children's playground. Planning permission should be refused for the 4 
blocks of flats that the owners (a property development company whose directors seem to 
live in Ilkley) want to erect.  

• Headingley is one of the few suburbs of Leeds without a public park and the fields are the 
last vestige of the historic Headingley Moor. It goes without saying that the trolleybus 
should not be allowed to desecrate this area. 

• A children’s park 

• Develop parks (Beckett Park for instance could be a much more interesting and attractive 
space.) 

• A park is needed 
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As respondents pointed out, greenspace is not an issue which can be considered in isolation 

• Traffic is also an issue but I feel that creating a sustainable community and environment 
and protecting the green spaces will include a measure of traffic limitation  

• Green space and social inclusion are key to improved mental and physical health for 
members of our community  

• A massive threat to Headingley is the proposed trolleybus project.  This would severely 
damage greenspace, trees and the built heritage at huge financial cost with no discernible 
benefit to the people living in the area.  Alternative transport ideas for the A660 have been 
proposed which WOULD provide benefits for Headingley at a fraction of the cost of the 
trolleybus.  

• I think it is important, also, to consider the adverse effects that the proposed trolleybus 
scheme would have on Otley Road and Headingley Lane running through the area - not only 
the destruction of trees, built heritage and green space but also the visual assault of 
branding (NGT will wish to promote itself with advertising at its bus stops)and the fact that 
there will be so many bus stops along the road as the ordinary bus stops will be separate 
from the trolleybus stops, which will also be very long as the buses will be articulated. 
 

Diversify Shops & Facilities        34 questionnaire responses (49%)  
 
Overwhelmingly respondents supported policies to promote the development of smaller 
independent shops in the town centre 

• Return Headingley to a family oriented shopping centre I used to know and use 40 years 
ago!! 

• More sustainable independent shops 

• Leeds has enough big name shops. Let's get some independent shops. 

• Please don't just build loads of shop space for the sake of it. 

• To create an ethical community - not encourage big business and global capitalism, not 
encourage shops like boots that do not pay tax in the UK, not support the use of G4S who 
have atrocious human rights record etc 

• Keeping shops in Hyde park 
 
In terms of ways to encourage this, many respondents wanted action taking to change what they 
saw as the current dominance of bars, betting shops, fast food outlets, charity shops and letting 
agents. 

• Really challenge the fake ‘family friendly’ bars and ‘responsible’ betting shops   

• No more bars and late night opening.  Encourage street cafes 

• Pubs – enough already 

• Please no more charity shops & take aways – there are plenty already.  If promoting a 
‘balanced’ community the choice of shops & facilities should reflect this as well; more 
continental bread & deli places e.g. 

• Perhaps more effective use of planning laws i.e. The Box got its licence on the basis of being 
a ‘family friendly’ bar.  Need I say more?  And when did Citrus ever have planning licence to 
be overall a bar – now ‘Havana’? 

• No estate agents in housing areas i.e. JM Properties on Cardigan Road using badly needed 
property for housing.  

• No more student letting agents & an active plan to move these to other areas.   
 
Respondents thought that positive changes could be made to improve the town centre area too  
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• Headingley desperately needs to attract shoppers by providing a large free car park 

• More well kept public lavatories 

• Stop any more large shopping centres from being built – we have enough already. 

• To maximise use of empty units through temporary leases for pop up retailers 

• Promote more independent supermarkets- this might increase both economic diversity but 
also ethnic/social diversity.  Too many Sainsbury’s Morrisons prevents this  

• A safe playground in the shopping area would be nice.   

• Much better street cleaning for the shopping areas and around the Headingley Stadium 
 

Some suggested general improvements to the town centre: 

• Could there be more public art (art which depicts local history / heroes) around the Arndale 
Centre area? 

• Preserve the Eleanor Lupton building in its entirety for use by the local community  

• Ban advertising boards which obstruct pavements outside businesses 
 

Outside the town centre people suggested other improvements: 

• Introduce play streets in terrace housing.  Block traffic from using 
 

Again, some respondents were deterred or confused by the consultation terminology 

• What is a ‘resort economy’ 
 

Manage Noise & Anti-Social Behaviour   32 questionnaire responses (46%)   
 
Comments on policies to address noise and antisocial behaviour acknowledged that these make 
life extremely difficult for some respondents, particularly residents 

• We have suffered in the past and present from Bad neighbours... 

• The Box on the main road is a terrible unpleasant noisy and drunken place to be around, 
walking passed or in the vicinity of, due to taxis and revellers sprawling beyond the 
premises  

• Otley pub run: people weeing in gardens / drives & knocking bins / signs over.  Generally 
being a nuisance  

• Litter & graffiti are an increasing problem. 
 

However, even though many residents attributed the problems to students either living in the 
community or visiting Headingley, noise problems go beyond this and could be more complex and 
difficult to address: 

• I don’t like too many students.  Have lived here 40 years & now surrounded by noisy 
students. Took a terrible toll on my health.  But don’t want lots of families with children.  
We have a few and some parents lave them to make a racket in gardens – we can’t sit out.   

 
Respondents suggested action on noise and anti social behaviour: 

• Landlords to be made accountable for behaviour of their residents i.e. noise and untidiness 
of property 

• Take action on noise  

• Vomit free streets. 

• Regular removal of tagging and graffiti   

• People need to be educated to have more respect for the area so we can all enjoy it. 
 



9 
 

Develop a Balanced Community   31% of questionnaire responses (45%)  
 
Respondents seemed to be fairly clear about the sort of community they wanted to see  

• Headingley is not just students, families are important too. The changes over the last few 
years have been really positive. I look forward to seeing what happens in the future. 

• I feel that there should be a positive drive to encourage families to come back to 
Headingley an area that I have grown up in  

• Positive action plan to support the return of more families to the neighbourhood Would 
love to see more families return to the area and the some of the potentially beautiful 
gardens and houses put to good use. 

• To create a family and child-friendly community 
 

Some thought that to achieve this would mean excluding or significantly reducing the number of 
students  

• Too many students and irresponsible landlords & at my time of life don’t want to be 
surrounded by lots of kids 

• As the only resident since 2009 I am an OUTCAST.  I have never had an enquiry of my ability 
to shop / health.  These young people have the vote.  Why are they not behaving as 
responsible citizens.  As transient population they have no respect for the city that 
welcomes them and educates them 
 

However, some responses were in favour of a less radical rebalancing 

• Students make this a vibrant area and help the local economy  
 
And some suggested practical ways to make this happen: 

• Regular communication with students to make sure they are aware that they are part of 
diverse community  

• More areas which are child-friendly - benches in green space/play park/kid friendly cafes.  

• I feel it is important to make families and especially children a priority without alienating 
the young population of Headingley which we benefit from so much.  

• To develop more child friendly areas such as playgrounds would be great.  

• Schools are struggling for places, is there a plan to look at the Beckett’s Park site again? 

• We have a large student population – engage with them creatively. They are community 
too! 

• Try and gain benefit to the community through having a university.  It’s not necessary for 
an us versus them culture. Work together 

• Positive action plan to support the return of more families to the neighbourhood 
 
One respondent seemed to think that Neighbourhood Forum members have preconceptions 
about what the area should look like 

• We already have a mixed population.  You just don’t like the mix. 
 
The wording of this Objective possibly caused some confusion, as well as the comment around the 
word ‘balanced’ already discussed in relation to the Vision, there were concerns about what was 
meant by some of the other terminology in relation to this Objective. 

• Inclusive and mixed are loaded words which fill me with dismay. I wouldn't want to include 
criminals or gypsies 
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• Stop using terms such as ‘child friendly’ and ‘family friendly’ which imply indifference to 
single adults. 

• What is HMO?   

• We already have an inclusive and mixed community without needing to develop it.  What is 
meant by ‘sustainable’ 

• Headingley is already mixed.  Do you mean balanced?  Can you define ‘mixed’? Or a different mix 
 
Diversify Housing Provision     31 questionnaire responses (45%)  
 
In terms of developing a more normal population mix, diversifying housing provision would clearly 
play a key part. Respondents had clear ideas about how this could be done 

• This (encouraging families back to the area) should be by encouraging first time buyers and 
young families back to the area, not relying on council housing as has become a recent 
trend in the Burley and Hyde park areas.  

• If housing is diversified a balanced community should ensue 
 
And what the primary obstacle to diversifying housing provision in the area is 

• Opportunistic landlords have turned beautiful houses into subdivided student lets and 
allowed them to fall into disrepair, which is sad to see and makes the area look ugly.  

• Look at empty housing - there are many empty houses which could be used to help the 
growing number of homeless. 

 
Poor management of rented houses was a constant theme 

• The quality and character of the neighbourhood has eroded due to those who don't care 
and are only interested in making money... loss of walls, boundaries, tidy gardens, tidy and 
pleasant houses are converted to unloved, exposed and stripped bare boxes 

• SOLD’ boards are also left up for longer than necessary 

• Broken window syndrome i.e. Headingley Mount Ginnel between St Anne’s / Ash Road 

• Push LCC to remove permanent To Let signs which now seem to be fixed to every rental 
house in Headingley. If these were Estate Agency signs fixed to posts I think it would be 
illegal to leave these permanently displayed. Not, it appears, signs fixed to houses. 

 
Respondents proposed 

• Firm policies in place to stop further development of HMO's. Pressure/policy in place to 
ensure landlords maintain their properties to an acceptable standard (including the 
garden/frontage) and are also held responsible for waste management issues. 

• More affordable long term private rentals for residents who are not students and who can't 
afford to buy their own home. Also, more homes provided for elderly residents, again long 
term and either council/association owned. 

• Regarding HMOs, planning applications for one bed apartments should be heavily 
scrutinized. Turning large Victorian buildings in to flats may often be the most economic 
solution, but this should not be at the expense of the character of the building and they 
should be turned into 2 and 3 bed flats more suitable for permanent residents i.e. 
complement the  plan for the area. This does not appear to be the trend and there is a 
concern in the community that this vision is not shared by council planners  

• Landlords to be made responsible for control/management/care of their properties 
including outside environment. 
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• Suggestions – the local authority to allow access for the general public, or immediate 
neighbours to the tel. numbers / addresses of HMO landlords and agents. 

• Providing more accessible housing for disabled people  

• Compulsory purchase of desirable streets in leafy areas i.e. Regent Park Terrace & Avenue.  
These could then be targeted at university / city centre workers who might like to raise their 
families in the area which is convenient for Uni and city centre especially on foot. 

• A system of fines for letting agents / landlords who actively promote our neighbourhood as 
‘student areas’.  Last year ‘Let-Leeds’ described Headingley as having ‘lots of parties’ Hyde 
Park as ‘studentville, ‘Partytown’.  No wonder students think the areas are their own and 
therefore it’s ok to make a lot of noise 

• 50% reduction of students in HMOs.  There is no balance when 30,000 plus live here 

• Sensitive planning alterations.  No more 7 bedroom houses/ inappropriate extensions  
e.g. St Anne’s Drive/ Batcliffe Mount corner 

• Make all student halls owned by universities pay 15-20% council tax (on high rise blocks i.e. 
student ghettoes) 

• If possible buy to lets should be kept within limits too  
 
There were also those who distinguished between the effect on the community of the big, 
commercial landlords and the smaller ones 

• Do not target small scale landlords who actively put back into local community 

• Instead of targeting small scale conversion / developments, spend more time on large scale 
high rise blocks in the planning process (i.e. 100% bed spaces); make sure no breeze blocks, 
yellow brick and other unsightly materials used 

 
One response pointed out that the situation is different in different parts of the area, and 
suggested that the NP response may need to accommodate these differences 

• Many streets in Hyde Park & Headingley are already over 90% let to students.  I can 
understand you not wanting this to spread to other streets and areas but I think students 
add to the economy & character of the area.  Most residents have moved out and sold for 
more than the property is actually worth due to student demand.  I think we should stop 
student area spreading but welcome them, to areas where they already rent majority of 
houses.  Instead of treating them as a nuisance, have meetings to try mix and invite them 
to suggest ways to improve areas for all.  In a bad economic climate we should be 
welcoming these mainly intelligent, caring young people who are trying to better 
themselves through education in our city and in doing so bringing in money.  Headingley 
would no doubt not be thriving without them and would be full of charity shops and 
boarded up premises. 

 
And another respondent pointed out that tenants find poor landlords in the area as much of a 
problem as residents 

• I’d like consistency and fairness in the residential lettings sector – you get such a variety of 
rents, quality of service, quality of housing, places that are well furnished versus bland 
horrible places with dampness and darkness.  You have to pay a lot of premiums on 
bureaucracy, small little costs that bear no relevance to quality(sic).  Some sort of 
regulation against this would be welcome. 
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Manage Traffic 30 questionnaire responses (43%)  
 
One respondent accurately summarised the views of the majority of respondents 

• Traffic is the number one problem in this area, it is heavy and constant. In addition to 
ruining the community feel of Headingley, the traffic is dangerous. I have seen two people 
knocked down by cars in the past year (a cyclist on Headingley Lane and a child outside 
Shire Oak School). We must find a way to reduce traffic flow through Headingley centre as 
well as residential areas, slow cars down, and stop dangerous and obstructive parking (stop 
people parking on pavements!). Reducing traffic has the potential to improve the 
environment, improve the social and community feel, and keep us all safer and healthier 
(fewer cars, safer walking and cycling).  

 
Others said 

• Headingley high street is car central, let's make it nice for people  

• The pedestrian environment in Headingley has suffered due to volumes of traffic and a 
general lack of care and investment. Ambitions are very low 

 
Proposals for improving the traffic problems included suggestions for particular areas, some of 
which have already been implemented 

• Traffic calming measures where possible, especially in Beckett’s Park Drive/Road.  

• To stop Beckett’s Park Drive between St Anne’s Drive, St Chad’s View and St Chad’s Drive 
from being used as a rat run. Also the small lane in front of St Anne’s Parade 

• I would like to see dropped kerbs on Foxcroft Road so I can get on mobility scooter to shops.  
No dropped kerb behind the shops on opposite side of road. 

• Reducing traffic on the A660.  Longer crossing times for the less nimble.  Cameras at lights 
to discourage people jumping them 

• Make Cardigan Road (all) no parking with double yellow lines 

• Restricted access at busy times from Shaw Lane to Hyde Park? Or North Lane. 
 

People also made more general suggestions to manage traffic in the area as a whole, although 
some of these are possibly contradictory: 

• Making Headingley safer for cyclists and promoting footpaths in safer and more traffic free 
parts of the town.   

• Make the Headingley facilities more car-user friendly again to encourage more people to 
visit. As a resident of the area since 1971, as a current business owner in the area and as a 
residential landlord in the area, I feel this is of utmost importance. If you arrive by car now, 
most places you want to park are hostile to you being there! 

• The cricket / rugby ground games bring thousands into Headingley. Yet no provision is 
made for parking so streets are jammed with cars. On match days Cardigan Road is 
jammed with cars on pavements and graffiti increases.  Why is the ground not making 
practical or financial contribution to solving this problem 

• Police should be asked to stamp out parking and cycling on footpaths 

• Congestion charging. Introduce play streets in terrace housing.  Block traffic from using 

• Speed cameras especially in the streets which are not 20mph zones – some drivers seem to 
be innumerate 

• Parking on verges 

• Cancellation of proposed trolley bus system. 

• Upgraded bus system would be ideal 
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• Enforce laws against pavement parking 

• Re traffic – please reduce the number of speed bumps and 20mph zones – these are 
potentially more dangerous as require very quick and abrupt reactions from drivers 

 
Promote a Sustainable Environment 28 questionnaire responses (41%) 
Although this was rated relatively high in people’s list of priorities, there were relatively few 
suggestions about how this could be achieved.  

• Improving the 'look' of the local environment, e.g. through the style of lampposts and bins, 
hanging baskets, restrictions on unsightly signage above shops or on the streets. 

• Encourage all initiatives to educate and inform in relation to climate change & help reduce 
an individual’s carbon foot print. 

• Encourage sustainable, in environmental terms, business activity which aims at zero carbon 
emissions. 
 

Promote a Sustainable Community  25 questionnaire responses (36%)  
One response to this Objective debated the premise behind this policy area. 

• Yes.  But is it not currently sustainable?  On what terms?  
 
Most of those who responded, however, suggested a range of creative, innovative ideas for ways 
in which Headingley could be made more sustainable  

• Further to Objective 13 would it be possible to close North Lane to motorised traffic on a 
Sunday once a month and co-ordinate a street market + music + entertainment? If not once 
a month possibly as an experiment in May or June or September? 

• Events which actively advertise to students & which might encourage town-gown relations.  
This needs open space away from the roads.  Could Headingley do its own Unity day? 

• A street Ceildh once a year! 

• Greater community facilities akin to HEART 

• Effective networking 
 
Some people also stressed the need to include the student population in our efforts to build a 
sustainable community 

• Inclusive social / work / tasks for students living here – e.g. community work as part of core 
studies 

• Being inclusive is the only way it will be sustainable  

• Try and gain benefit to the community through having a university.  It’s not necessary for 
an us versus them culture. Work together 

 
Improve Waste Management  24 questionnaire responses (35%)  
Litter was an issue which exercised many respondents 

• Litter is a huge problem for me and my family. Daily it saddens me to walk to school with 
my kids and constantly dodge bins on the pavement (you can't get a pushchair down some 
pavements), litter, broken glass - as well as sick and dog poo. The management of bins and 
litter needs to be made a priority - very large bins for student houses which are taken 
straight  back onto the property by bin men and students need to be well informed 
regarding which bins are used for recycling etc - and we need more regular street cleaning. 
Me and my husband spend quite a bit of time picking up rubbish on my street and cleaning 
the ginnal near our house....Much of Headingley (not far Headingley) looks dirty, shabby 
and run-down, it sometimes depresses me to live here amongst so much ugliness. 
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• Litter is a problem due to the takeaways and food outlets as well as a lack of care form 
some people who just litter without any care. 

• LCC to clamp down on people who habitually leave bins out – they’d make a fortune out of 
fines. 
 

Proposed solutions included: 

• More regular street cleaning and bins regularly emptied in harder to reach areas (e.g. 
ginnal that runs from St Anne's Road to Ash Avenue) 

• More anti Dog fouling/fly tipping/littering/bike safety and anti- speeding signs throughout 
the area. 

• Managing the removal of litter, especially glass and dog poo better. 

• Impose fines on landlords who allow their properties to look like waste tips. 

• Put more public waste bins so people don’t feel the need to throw rubbish into others 
gardens or onto the street. Heavily fine people who allow their dogs to foul the footpaths. 

• Manage litter, and develop a community pride again  

• Use bags for waste collection not bins which are left permanently on pavements 

• Regular litter pickers are required especially in St Anne Road and Beckett Park area. 

• A system for containing wheelie bins so they are not scattered on pavements and roads   

• Encourage local businesses (i.e. take-aways and fast food) to take responsibility for the 
litter their customers leave in the vicinity of the premises.- employees to be responsible for 
litter picking every evening 
 

As before students and landlords were frequently blamed for the problems 

• At 90 years of age I bend and pick up litter and that of neighbours – students say ‘it’s not 
mine – it’s blown in’  Not their problem – NO COMMUNITY SPIRIT 

• Landlords and estate agents pay no community charge on HMOs rented to students – yet 
they make more mess and use more council facilities than any other group.  Why can’t the 
council impose a levy or tax on absentee landlords who exploit the council. 

• Prosecute landlords who consistently dump rubbish and building detritus on the streets 
expecting the council to clear it up or leave it to local residents. 
 

And as students and landlords seem to be part of the problem, respondents think they need to be 
part of the solution too. 

• Improving waste management through closer collaboration with landlords and HMO 
residents 

• A community / student based campaign to remove litter & waste from a very large number 
of rental properties supported by the council. 

• HMOs should clean themselves up surely.  You infantilise the industry by not letting them 
take responsibility.  HMOs are not the problem – lack of responsibility is the problem and 
cleaning up other people’s filth doesn’t encourage it 

• Make landlords and agents responsible for litter in their properties.  One bin is not enough 
for a house  with 5 people living in it! 

•  Student contracts to support environmental issues / objectives default to impact on quality 
graduation 
 

Promote a Sustainable Economy  23 questionnaire responses (33%) 
No comments were received on this Objective. 
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Preserve & promote our Built Heritage 21 questionnaire responses ( 30%) 
 
There were 3 comments on this Objective, mainly focussing on how preservation of built heritage 
could promote other policy areas. 

• I think that protecting [and] restoring the damaged heritage of the area, and where 
preferable extending recorded heritage sites should be made a key objective - as this ties 
into other objectives, such as attracting more families/businesses to the area. Therefore my 
preference would be the objective to be to 'restore, preserve and promote our built heritage 

• Stone pavements for example are being lost, and all sorts of detail which make Headingley 
rich and fascinating and a good place to be. The quality of new or replacement elements 
should be high. 

• This includes securing a commitment to restore damaged heritage - i.e. ensuring that stolen 
flagstone paving is replaced and secured against further theft. Without this focus we will 
continue to lose the heritage of Headingley (arguably its best unique selling point), bit by 
bit.  

 
Promote Transport Links and Connectivity  16 questionnaire responses (23%)  
By far the greatest number of comments on this Objective advocated policies to promote cycling 
or walking in the area: 

• I would rather discuss the highway as a resource for all users rather than just manage 
traffic... bikes and pedestrians get a poor deal. 
I am concerned about emissions from the traffic and busses, and the general air quality for 
those who live and work around the centre in particular. Safer cycling - more signs and 
routes developed for safer, segregated cycling lanes, where possible.  

• Promote safe pedestrian and cycling provision and encourage more people to do this  

• A network of off-road cycling lanes  

• To promote sustainable transport links, bus, rail and CYCLE 

• Maybe a cycle lane on Kirkstall Lane / North Road? 

• Not just cycle lanes but cycle paths giving priority to cyclists and pedestrians.  Discourage 
cars  

• Improved safety for cyclists & greater enforcement against people parking / stopping on 
double yellows in cycle lanes. 

• Cars should be restricted from using more side roads by pedestrianisation 

• Safe cycle ways to encourage more cycling 
 

The other main issue raised in relation to this Objective was NGT 

• The trolleybus is a pretty poor idea. 

• Resist NGT 

• No 12 with specific reference to the Exclusion of Trolleybus and inclusion of electric buses 
etc 

• Oppose the introduction of trolley bus service 

• The proposed trolley bus scheme is not the answer to the problem of traffic through 
Headingley. 

 
Other suggests made in the consultation were  

• To consider cross town transport 

• Improve regional rail links.   

• Affordable bus travel for Headingley city centre 
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• It would be great if there was a bus route to the airport via Headingley 

• Add trams 
 

And one respondent suggested a 

• Monorail that’s suspended through Headingley to Lawnswood school 
 
Encourage Business Enterprise  10 questionnaire responses (15%) 
 
In respondents’ minds, this seems to have been closely linked to policies around improving shops 
and facilities so there is a degree of overlap in the responses to this Objective. 

• Not just encourage indie shops but generally encourage diversity, i.e. town centre 

• Cheaper business rates for shops so they don’t have to survive on only 6 months of 
customers when students are away  

• shops to open locally i.e. Lush, Accessorise, a deli, Paperchase  
 
Other though the policies should include 

• Less focus on economic gain alone 

• Key plans to promote high skill employment opportunities 
 
Other responses 
 
People also made some very specific responses which do not fit under any particular Objective, 
but which should be considered when constructing the plan 

• I feel it is really important to include health partners we have a number of local GP 
surgeries in the area who provide services and employ local people  

• Activities which promote sustainable living would be helpful and things that demonstrate 
and enable it would be useful. 

• Disability considerations should be more explicitly included in the Vision 

• The plan should cater for those over 70 
 

Analysis by Liz Riley, 22 July 2015 
from data collated by Leslie Holmes and Monica Tyler 

with Figures by Steve Hunt 
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Leeds Property Association’s Appraisal of the Headingley Neighbourhood Plan 
 and how it sees it’s Contribution 

 
The Leeds Property Association (LPA) has been established for over 40 years and is an organisation whose aim is to 
support responsible landlords and promote high standards within the local residential property market throughout the 
area.  Its membership consists of long term landlords/property investors, many of whom are now second/third 
generation landlords who were either born within the Headingley area or still live nearby and have owned property 
locally for many years. It clearly therefore has a membership which has a deep affinity with the local area by investing 
for the long term and obviously cares passionately about it’s ongoing wellbeing. We are not short term investors in 
Headingley looking for a quick profit before disappearing. 
 
Throughout the years the LPA has built up many close working relationships with many stakeholders including Leeds 
City Council (LCC) and local residents amongst others and sit on many local forums and action groups.  It’s responsible 
attitude and strong views towards Headingley are now well established and can be summarised as follows: 
 
1) The presentation of Headingley and its properties is extremely important to us and the Association works vigorously 

to promote this in many ways. This includes our strong support for Unipol’s annual Garden Competition and Leeds 
University Union’s annual Landlord Awards.  All of the LPA’s members are also strongly encouraged to join LCC or 
Unipol’s Accreditation Schemes, both of which include aspects which promote enforcing against noise and anti-
social behaviour and our some of our members also sit on their enforcement panels. 

 
We are also currently working with LCC to create a “mentoring scheme” where local landlords who could improve 
the external aspects of some of their properties can be referred to the Association by LCC to learn from other more 
experienced landlords how to improve on property maintenance.  This would supplement any legal powers which 
the Council already have and free up their Officer’s time to pursue more serious violations of environmental health 
which we all wish to see enforced. 

 
The LPA was involved with and fully supports the To Let Board Scheme and actively helps to maintain compliance 
with the voluntary code which exists beyond this. We are therefore disappointed with the Council’s decision not to 
expand the area of this Scheme further as this would have reduced the blight of “To Let” boards in the expanded 
area and is something which we would have therefore strongly supported. This also includes other issues such as fly 
posting, graffiti and so on, which the LPA has worked with the Council to eradicate on many occasions.  

 
The preservation of Headingley’s built heritage is also important here.  However we do feel that in order to preserve 
a building, its “usefulness” must also be maintained.  “Thinking outside the box” is sometimes therefore needed in 
certain cases and a constructive discussion with the owners of the Elinor Lupton Building on Headingley Lane would 
be a good example of this. 

 
The preservation of trees and green spaces is of equal importance to that of the built environment.  Again 
“imaginative thinking” rather than “negative thinking” is required here as it must be remembered that regeneration 
is also important and that we are in competition with other neighbourhoods when people decide where they wish 
to live.            
 
Imaginative solutions are also needed for other issues which appear to uniquely affect Headingley such as waste 
management. Twice weekly black wheelie bin collections for Headingley or a sweeping review of green wheelie bin 
collections may need to be examined here.  Emptying the black wheelie bins twice a week would mean that the 
number of black bins could be reduced by 50%.  Again we are in ongoing dialogue with the Council and private 
residents over this and will remain so.   

       
2) Leeds Property Association strongly believes that the preservation of a “flexible” Private Rented Sector (PRS) is vital 

to maintain the vibrancy of the Headingley Area. It therefore maintains that the ability for properties to “flip” 
between Family Houses and HMO’s (as recommended by the Planning Inspector in his report dated September 2014 
on LCC Core Strategy) is extremely important. The PRS has always provided vital accommodation to many types of 
tenant and it’s ability to adapt quickly to be able to accommodate changing needs has always been important to the 
local economy and the cultural mix which makes Headingley such a special place to live and work in.  

 
 



A flexible PRS helps to contribute towards a “balanced community” which the LPA supports as described in the 
objectives within the proposed HNP. However a policy of simply “reclaiming HMOs for Family Homes” is far too 
blunt an aim and fails to properly examine the actual importance of HMOs to many other different parts of the 
community and always appears to be skewed towards a perceived “student problem”. 

 
Firstly, students bring a massive positive contribution to Headingley both culturally and economically and we must 
be mindful of this as they are a valuable and much appreciated part of the community, a fact which is often unfairly 
over shadowed by negative comments. 

 
Secondly, whilst the LPA recognises that Headingley may have suffered from unregulated growth in student 
numbers over the last 10 years, it must also be acknowledged that this has changed again quite dramatically over 
the last 3-4 years. There are already areas in Headingley which have undergone a large reduction in student 
residents and this must be addressed with more constructive thinking rather than simply “reclaiming them for 
family homes from a resort economy” a viewpoint which now appears to be somewhat out of date. 

 
Thirdly, the LPA believes that the HNP needs to be careful that Headingley does not to become an “exclusive 
neighbourhood”.  In its discussions on family housing and student housing, many other types of housing needs 
appear to go unmentioned but are obviously vitally important when discussing the requirements for a “balanced 
community.” Individual key workers now rely very heavily upon HMO accommodation as affordable living for 
example, as do the many variations of “family units” such as single parents, divorcees and refugee/immigration 
groups. The proposed desire for “family homes” is therefore in danger of ignoring the requirements of many other 
subgroups of people within the community which exist in a modern society and also follows on to debates 
concerning the diversification of shops and facilities within the HNP . The LPA recognises this and would campaign 
for their inclusion.   

 
3) Leeds Property Association takes family friendliness very seriously as many private tenants have families and this is 

obviously desirable. However, the needs of older children often appear to be overlooked.  Issues such as holding 
concerts at Headingley Stadium should be viewed positively with this in mind.   
 

4) Finally, in order to maintain the desirability of Headingley in the 21st Century we feel that improving transport links 
and parking is essential. Whilst larger infrastructure issues are often outside the remit of the HNP we still believe 
that any pressure that can influence/improve Headingley’s connectivity is important.  

 
The LPA has, along with other neighbourhood groups such as Headway, held several meetings with LCC to discuss 
parking requirements.  Our view is that more “practical thinking” is required here such as allowing short term 
visitors to the area, such as shoppers, to park during the day in allocated but vacant residents parking spaces to 
allow better access to the Headingley facilities and shops.  Our efforts in this field are continuing. 

 
Leeds Property Association remains optimistic for the future and willing to work with all parts of the community and 
stakeholders towards improving Headingley.  It also looks forward to the creation of a positive Neighbourhood Plan 
which reflects the community’s vibrant, unique and diverse nature which will help to preserve a special area of Leeds 
which we can all be proud of and which will cater for the needs of everyone. 
 
 
Leeds Property Association 
Date: 2nd March 2015 
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Limitations 

AECOM Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited (“AECOM”) has prepared this Report for the sole use of Headingley 
Neighbourhood Forum (“Client”) in accordance with the Agreement under which our services were performed. No other 
warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the professional advice included in this Report or any other services 
provided by AECOM.  

Where the conclusions and recommendations contained in this Report are based upon information provided by others it is 
upon the assumption that all relevant information has been provided by those parties from whom it has been requested 
and that such information is accurate.  Information obtained by AECOM has not been independently verified by AECOM, 
unless otherwise stated in the Report.  
The methodology adopted and the sources of information used by AECOM in providing its services are outlined in this 
Report. The work described in this Report was undertaken in the period December 2015 to March 2016 and is based on 
the conditions encountered and the information available during the said period of time. The scope of this Report and the 
services are accordingly factually limited by these circumstances.  

Where assessments of works or costs identified in this Report are made, such assessments are based upon the 
information available at the time and where appropriate are subject to further investigations or information which may 
become available.   
AECOM disclaim any undertaking or obligation to advise any person of any change in any matter affecting the Report, 
which may come or be brought to AECOM’s attention after the date of the Report. 

Certain statements made in the Report that are not historical facts may constitute estimates, projections or other forward-
looking statements and even though they are based on reasonable assumptions as of the date of the Report, such 
forward-looking statements by their nature involve risks and uncertainties that could cause actual results to differ 
materially from the results predicted.  AECOM specifically does not guarantee or warrant any estimate or projections 
contained in this Report. 

Where field investigations are carried out, these have been restricted to a level of detail required to meet the stated 
objectives of the services.  The results of any measurements taken may vary spatially or with time and further confirmatory 
measurements should be made after any significant delay in issuing this Report. 

 

Copyright 

© This Report is the copyright of AECOM Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited.  Any unauthorised reproduction or 
usage by any person other than the addressee is strictly prohibited. 
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Headingley was established as a Neighbourhood Planning area by the Headingley Neighbourhood 
Forum (referred to as the Forum throughout this report) with the aim of delivering the long-term goal of 
a balanced and vibrant neighbourhood through a Neighbourhood Development Plan. The Forum is 
currently finalising its draft Plan (Spring 2016) after four phases of stakeholder consultations with the 
public that informed the development of area wide housing policies. 

The Forum seeks to develop a sustainable, inclusive and mixed community in Headingley by setting 
key objectives for the neighbourhood plan that promote a mixed population, make Headingley family-
friendly, and diversify housing provision. The Forum is also concerned about the proliferation of Houses 
in Multiple Occupation (HMOs) being used for student accommodation and a related increase in small 
single flats in the plan area. The Forum is also in the process of developing environmental policies for 
the protection of local green spaces and green infrastructure. 

The Forum have commissioned AECOM through the Department of Communities and Local 
Government (DCLG) / Locality ‘Supporting Communities in Neighbourhood Planning’ programme to 
undertake a full evidence base and policy review (EBPR). AECOM have undertaken a review of the 
draft plan’s policies using an established methodology for EBPR, signposting relevant evidence and 
making key recommendations based on the need for clear policies that are supported by an appropriate 
and proportionate evidence base. This report includes a series of conclusions and recommendations 
about further developing the plan; for example, recommendations around making targeted use of the 
evidence base studies supporting the Leeds City Council’s Local Plan and evidencing the Headingley 
Housing Market Assessment (HHMA) where relevant. The review recommends that further consultation 
be undertaken in partnership with Leeds City Council (LCC) and UniPol to justify some of the policies. 

The evidence base review presented in Appendix 2 provides a detailed analysis of the Forum’s current 
draft policies using AECOM’s methodology. This will help the Forum proceed with their next stage of 
plan-making, which will entail collating further data from LCC’s evidence base and the HHMA to ensure 
policies are fully justified by including headline evidence and sources of information in the supporting 
text for each policy. This will help the Headingley Neighbourhood Plan meet the basic conditions that a 
neighbourhood plan must meet to be adopted.  

Our conclusions and recommendations for each draft Neighbourhood Plan policy are set out below. 

  

Executive Summary 
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Draft Neighbourhood Plan policy AECOM conclusion/recommendation 

HEH1 New Housing Development 
on Non-Allocated Sites 

Delete policy and replace with supporting text to the same effect. In other 
words, this is useful text on how to apply the plan, but it need not be a 
policy. 

HEH2 Density of Residential 
Development 

HEH2 should be drafted to direct potentially higher residential densities to 
more sustainable locations, while exceptional circumstances to the rule 
need to be outlined more explicitly in the policy or supporting text.  

HEH3 Housing Mix To realise the key objective of diversifying housing provision the policy 
should focus on including a mix of housing for families, couples and single 
persons in line with the evidenced housing need and overall appropriate 
mix for the area. 

HEH4 Affordable Housing As this policy largely reiterates CS policy, with an emphasis on 
purchasing properties such as HMOs to convert to affordable housing, it 
should be moved to 'Chapter 5. Headingley Neighbourhood Projects' 
listing projects whereby the Headingley Neighbourhood Forum may be 
able to work with the council to realise their aspirations. This Project 
Policy should make reference to working with Leeds City Council on a 
case by case basis to provide affordable housing in line with Core 
Strategy Policy H5 through sub-clauses (i) and (ii). While it is recognised 
that the substance of policy HEH4 lies in sub-clause (iii), it should not be 
an equally weighted option with sub-clause (ii). Most importantly, note that 
none of the sub-clauses are within the powers of the neighbourhood 
forum in any case, as Leeds CC will continue to carry out all three after 
the neighbourhood plan is adopted. Likewise, any section 106/planning 
agreement would be a bilateral negotiation between LCC and the 
developer, with no legal role for the Neighbourhood Forum. The most the 
Neighbourhood Forum can realistically do is seek to influence how Leeds 
implements their own affordable housing policy within the NP area in the 
best interests of Headingley. 

HEH5 Housing for Independent 
Living 

Policy is proactive in encouraging development to provide for 
independent living, however the policy could be written more objectively 
and with stronger cross-referencing of Leeds policy. There are 
opportunities to make the policy more specific by focussing in particular 
on independent living accommodation in smaller developments. 

HEH6 Houses in Multiple 
Occupation, Student 
Accommodation and Small Flats  

Policy needs to be rewritten to conform with CS Policy H6A(i) and(ii) 
and H6B(i) and (iv), to ensure sustainable development meeting the 
needs of a wider range of stakeholders (families, single households, 
student accommodation, HMOs) can be realised in line with different 
thresholds for different areas assessed, with a case by case analysis for 
development proposals needed based on proximity to services and needs 
for an area. This is also likely to have the welcome effect of making the 
policy less politically contentious, e.g. helping to addressing the concerns 
of local landlords. As it stands the policy HEH6 is restrictive and difficult to 
implement at local level. 
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Draft Neighbourhood Plan policy AECOM conclusion/recommendation 

HEH6A Houses in Multiple 
Occupation 

We would recommend working with LCC to amend the policy to aid 
implementation at local level, taking into account different circumstances 
in different areas of the plan area in a case by case basis with respect to 
the Article 4 Notice of change of use from C3 to C4 in place.  
Encouraging further purpose built student accommodation has the 
potential to reduce HMO concentrations, which in turn has the potential to 
return housing to families in need in areas of high current concentrations 
of students living in HMOs.  
As Headingley has a significant population of young, mobile, house-
sharing adults, a restriction on HMOs concentrating near universities 
should in turn be met by a policy that cross references the need for 
purpose-built student accommodation which has the potential to assist in 
rebalancing housing stock so that it can better meet the needs of families 
and single people. 

HEH6B Purpose-Built Student 
Accommodation 

Suggest deletion of policy as it reiterates Core Strategy policy and does 
not add value to policy HEH6. As there is a significant rate of students 
living in HMOs in the plan area, the policy should look to disregard a 
blanket threshold value for short-term student accommodation, or PBSA, 
and rather identify suitable areas (or allocate sites) within a sustainable 
proximity of the university for potential PBSA development in line with 
sustainable development principles set out in the NPPF. 

HEH6C Small Flats Amalgamate policy with Policy HEH6, by including part (ii) as part of 
Policy HEH6 

HEG1 Protection of all green spaces 
in Headingley 

Policy should be deleted as it reiterates CS policy 

HEG2 Connecting Green 
Infrastructure 

Policy should be deleted as it reiterates CS policy 

HEG3 Local Green Space Complete section 4. Assessment criteria of the 'Proposal for Local Green 
Space Designations: Justification and Evidence' (Draft Novemeber 2015) 
to justify and support designation of Local Green Space. 

HEG3 Protection of gardens and 
networks of gardens in Headingley 

There currently is no extant Unitary Development Plan or Core Strategy 
policy that protects gardens in Leeds. In this respect, if 'garden-grabbing' 
is an issue in Headingley, this policy could be further supported by looking 
at the evidence base- for example, where has development taken place 
that has harmed or resulted in the loss of local gardens? Importantly, 
policy should be re-worded to 'Development needing planning permission 
which results in the loss....', otherwise it could apply to any kind of minor 
garden works, e.g. patio-laying on a former lawn, and presumably this is 
not the intention. 

HEG4 Tree Cover Reword policy to remove reiteration of planning policy guidance and to 
ensure conformity with national policy. 

  



AECOM Evidence Base and Policy Review –  
Headingley Neighbourhood Forum 

 1-4 

 

 March 2016 
 

1. The 2011 Localism Act introduced Neighbourhood Planning, allowing parishes or neighbourhood 
forums across England to develop and adopt legally binding development plans for their 
neighbourhood area. 

2. The Forum is in the process of preparing a Neighbourhood Plan for Headingley. The 
Neighbourhood Area (see Appendix 1) and Neighbourhood Forum were designated by LCC in 
October 2014. The forum has undertaken various rounds of consultation in preparing the 
neighbourhood plan, drafting a Consultation Statement setting out the findings and responses to 
their public engagement programme. They are currently consulting on a draft version of the plan. 

3. Following compilation of the survey responses, the Forum used the findings in order to establish 
the vision and objectives for the Neighbourhood Plan. This led to the Forum preparing nine 
housing policies with assistance from consultants and in consultation with LCC Planning 
Department.  

4. This report reviews the evidence base and draft policies in the plan issued to AECOM in 
December 2015 and provides recommendations to the Forum where required in terms of any 
further evidence required to support the development of planning policies in the Neighbourhood 
Plan.  

Status of the Development Plan applicable to Headingley 

5. The Leeds City Local Plan guides development within Leeds and incorporates the following 
documents: 

• Core Strategy Development Plan Document, adopted 12th November 2014 – sets out the 
overall vision and policies for managing development in Leeds; and 

• The extant (remaining) Unitary Development Plan policies – many of these policies were 
replaced by the Core Strategy. 

6. The draft Site Allocations Plan, published on September 2015, sets out the general scale and 
location of new development for housing and employment in Leeds City reflecting the vision of 
the Core Strategy. 

7. The draft Neighbourhood Plan will be examined independently and assuming a positive ‘Yes’ 
vote, will be ‘made’, and form an integral part of the above suite of Local Plan documents. Any 
subsequent application for planning permission will then be determined in accordance with the 
policies within the Neighbourhood Plan and the above mentioned documents. This is the main 
reason the Neighbourhood Plan needs to conform with the Local Plan’s ‘strategic’ (e.g. 
overarching) policies – to avoid confusion, mixed messages and difficulty of implementation by 
Planning Officers and committees. 

  

1 Introduction and Approach 
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8. As the Forum is at an advanced stage of plan preparation and has drafted nine planning 

policies to be included within the plan, AECOM’s approach has been to focus on the 
importance of establishing if a robust evidence base informs the planning policies. The review 
of the evidence base has been focussed on the following themes and questions: 

I. Evidence Assembly 
 

o For each policy set out in the draft plan, has the evidence been assembled from 
veritable and reputable sources? This includes the Local Planning Authorities’ (LPA) 
evidence base used in developing their Local Plan as well as other Council 
strategies (i.e. Housing, Regeneration, Transport, Education, Open Space). 

o Where the Forum has undertaken their public engagement programme, has this 
been done in an inclusive way asking the right questions and contacting as many 
people as possible within the Neighbourhood Area, and if so have relevant 
representations made by stakeholders informed the policy? 

o To date, has the Forum received and considered third party comments, e.g. from site 
owners or key stakeholders? It is critical that key third party comments or concerns 
are reflected in developing planning policies.  

II. Evidence Analysis  
 

o Once the evidence has been assembled, the Forum will need to analyse what the 
evidence is saying and draw reasonable conclusions linking them with the objectives 
and policies of the neighbourhood plan. The Forum has drafted key housing policy 
approaches for the draft plan. The Forum must question if the approach seem 
reasonable based on the themes, objectives and evidence assembled. 

o If the Forum is going to rely on their own stakeholder evidence as well as LCC’s 
evidence, is there an appropriate balance struck between stakeholder derived versus 
technical evidence? 

o Is the evidence identified in support of policy development proportionate?  

9. This review has considered the evidence needed to support the emerging Neighbourhood Plan 
Policies and has identified documents and sources that may help the Forum to strengthen its 
Neighbourhood Plan evidence base. As a general rule, the more a policy departs from or goes 
beyond the local plan (e.g. in terms of standards), the more evidence is required. 

10. The evidence base for neighbourhood planning needs to be ‘proportionate’ i.e. in relation to the 
scope of the objective being proposed. The National Planning Practice Guidance expects most 
evidence to be ‘secondary’ (i.e. already collected by someone else). Having said that ‘primary’ 
evidence (e.g. a Housing Needs Assessment) is taken seriously by examiners. Any evidence 
used should be clearly referenced and presented in an accessible way to justify policies, both 

2 Evidence & Policy Review Methodology 
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for the purpose of examination and for the benefit of residents reading a plan as well as 
interested parties such as landowners and developers – all of whom may be impacted. 

11. Evidence can come from several sources, including:  

• The adopted or emerging Local Plan (from a policy conformity perspective); 

• Local Plan evidence base studies that inform policy documents (e.g. the Strategic Housing 
Land Availability Assessment, Employment Land Review); 

• Technical primary evidence generated by the Neighbourhood Forum itself (e.g. flood risk 
assessment); 

• Stakeholder-derived primary evidence generated by the neighbourhood itself (e.g. a survey 
of local households and businesses); and 

• Relevant national reports, studies and data such as the 2011 Census. 

 
III. Policy Review 

 
12. After examining the evidence that underpins each policy, this review raises the following 

questions in terms of meeting the basic conditions of a neighbourhood plan:  

• Is the policy spatial in nature and therefore within the scope of a development plan or is it a 
community planning project? Can the policy be implemented by planning officers (within 
planning legislation) when deliberating on planning applications?  

• Does the policy have due regard to national policy and national guidance?  

• Is draft policy in general conformity with local plan policy? Does it add value to local plan 
policy, rather than reiterate policy principles? 

• Is policy clearly written, easy to understand and able to be implemented? 
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13. We have undertaken a ‘light touch’ review of the evidence available to support the draft policies 

approach taken forward by the Forum in the draft plan. From this we have identified any gaps 
present within the evidence base that has been gathered to date by the Forum and also 
provided comment on the possible planning policy approach.  

14. The draft plan’s ‘Policy Intentions’ for the Headingley Neighbourhood Plan Area look to promote 
a mixed population, to make Headingley family-friendly, and to diversify housing provision. The 
plan aspires to achieve these objectives through the drafting of evidenced Housing Policies that 
are broadly within the parameters of National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and LCC’s 
Local Plan. Under this national and local planning framework, providing for ‘a sustainable, 
inclusive and mixed community in Headingley’ largely depends on the housing needs of all 
quantifiable demographic groups. 

15. Appendix 2 is our detailed review based on AECOM’s EBPR Methodology, which considers 
the draft policies alongside the policies of the adopted Local Plans, relevant evidence base 
documents and the NPPF. It presents a review that aims to provide an answer to the questions 
raised above in section 2. Recommendations are provided in terms of actions the Forum should 
take in terms of further evidence gathering and policy development. 

16. A key evidence base document that the Forum has used to inform the objectives and planning 
policy approaches is the Public Engagement Programme as summarised in the Consultation 
Statement. This public engagement programme was extensive and widely inclusive in its 
approach to engaging with all stakeholders in the plan area. The consultation response from 
Unipol Student Homes, however, signals that further communication with Unipol over the issue 
of student accommodation in Headingley may be necessary to demonstrate to the Inspector 
that the neighbourhood plan takes fully into account the views of the full range of 
neighbourhood plan area stakeholders. 

17. The Forum has also relied on data gathered by LCC, which appears to provide a good basis for 
the objectives and planning policy approaches set out. In particular, work carried out by the 
Council’s Working Group on Student Accommodation from 2013 provides information on the 
challenges that the plan area is facing in terms of housing demand. The HHMA is also a 
significant evidence source used by the Forum, and needs to be referenced where relevant in 
the draft plan.  

18. The Forum strives to create a mix of housing policies to provide for a range of household types, 
and should also look to include policies that address the quality of the environment and 
amenities that will make the area a sustainable and pleasant place to live. As discussed by 
AECOM with the Forum, the Neighbourhood Design Statement is a significant evidence base 
document that can justify the drafting of one or more design policies to be included in the plan. 

19. The Forum should discuss the policy approaches that they are seeking to pursue with third 
parties, including the planning departments at LCC and key housing stakeholders within the 
Neighbourhood Area. 

3 Policy Review 
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20. Table 1 below provides a series of recommendations in relation to each of the policies in terms 
of further evidence required, suggested discussions with third parties and comments on the 
possible policy approach. The recommendations set out in Table 1 should be considered by 
the Forum during the next stages of plan preparation when writing planning policy. 

Table 1: Recommendations for the Forum on each draft planning policy approach 

Draft Neighbourhood Plan 
policy 

AECOM conclusion/recommendation 

HEH1 New Housing 
Development on Non-
Allocated Sites 

Delete policy and replace with supporting text to the same 
effect. In other words, this is useful text on how to apply the 
plan, but it need not be a policy. 

HEH2 Density of Residential 
Development 

HEH2 should be drafted to direct potentially higher residential 
densities to more sustainable locations, while exceptional 
circumstances to the rule need to be outlined more explicitly 
in the policy or supporting text.  

HEH3 Housing Mix To realise the key objective of diversifying housing provision 
the policy should focus on including a mix of housing for 
families, couples and single persons in line with the 
evidenced housing need and overall appropriate mix for the 
area. 

HEH4 Affordable Housing As this policy largely reiterates CS policy, with an emphasis 
on purchasing properties such as HMOs to convert to 
affordable housing, it should be moved to 'Chapter 5. 
Headingley Neighbourhood Projects' listing projects whereby 
the Headingley Neighbourhood Forum may be able to work 
with the council to realise their aspirations. This Project 
Policy should make reference to working with Leeds City 
Council on a case by case basis to provide affordable 
housing in line with Core Strategy Policy H5 through sub-
clauses (i) and (ii). While it is recognised that the substance 
of policy HEH4 lies in sub-clause (iii), it should not be an 
equally weighted option with sub-clause (ii). Most importantly, 
note that none of the sub-clauses are within the powers of 
the neighbourhood forum in any case, as Leeds CC will 
continue to carry out all three after the neighbourhood plan is 
adopted. Likewise, any section 106/planning agreement 
would be a bilateral negotiation between LCC and the 
developer, with no legal role for the Neighbourhood Forum. 
The most the Neighbourhood Forum can realistically do is 
seek to influence how Leeds implements their own affordable 
housing policy within the NP area in the best interests of 
Headingley. 
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Draft Neighbourhood Plan 
policy 

AECOM conclusion/recommendation 

HEH5 Housing for 
Independent Living 

Policy is proactive in encouraging development to provide 
for independent living, however the policy could be written 
more objectively and with stronger cross-referencing of 
Leeds policy. There are opportunities to make the policy 
more specific by focussing in particular on independent living 
accommodation in smaller developments. 

HEH6 Houses in Multiple 
Occupation, Student 
Accommodation and Small 
Flats  

Policy needs to be rewritten to conform with CS Policy 
H6A(i) and(ii) and H6B(i) and (iv), to ensure sustainable 
development meeting the needs of a wider range of 
stakeholders (families, single households, student 
accommodation, HMOs) can be realised in line with different 
thresholds for different areas assessed, with a case by case 
analysis for development proposals needed based on 
proximity to services and needs for an area. This is also likely 
to have the welcome effect of making the policy less 
politically contentious, e.g. helping to addressing the 
concerns of local landlords. As it stands the policy HEH6 is 
restrictive and difficult to implement at local level. 

HEH6A Houses in Multiple 
Occupation 

We would recommend working with LCC to amend the 
policy to aid implementation at local level, taking into account 
different circumstances in different areas of the plan area in a 
case by case basis with respect to the Article 4 Notice of 
change of use from C3 to C4 in place.  
Encouraging further purpose built student accommodation 
has the potential to reduce HMO concentrations, which in 
turn has the potential to return housing to families in need in 
areas of high current concentrations of students living in 
HMOs.  
As Headingley has a significant population of young, mobile, 
house-sharing adults, a restriction on HMOs concentrating 
near universities should in turn be met by a policy that cross 
references the need for purpose-built student 
accommodation which has the potential to assist in 
rebalancing housing stock so that it can better meet the 
needs of families and single people. 

HEH6B Purpose-Built Student 
Accommodation 

Suggest deletion of policy as it reiterates Core Strategy policy 
and does not add value to policy HEH6. As there is a 
significant rate of students living in HMOs in the plan area, 
the policy should look to disregard a blanket threshold value 
for short-term student accommodation, or PBSA, and rather 
identify suitable areas (or allocate sites) within a sustainable 
proximity of the university for potential PBSA development in 
line with sustainable development principles set out in the 
NPPF. 
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Draft Neighbourhood Plan 
policy 

AECOM conclusion/recommendation 

HEH6C Small Flats Amalgamate policy with Policy HEH6, by including part (ii) as 
part of Policy HEH6 

HEG1 Protection of all green 
spaces in Headingley 

Policy should be deleted as it reiterates CS policy 

HEG2 Connecting Green 
Infrastructure 

Policy should be deleted as it reiterates CS policy 

HEG3 Local Green Space Complete section 4. Assessment criteria of the 'Proposal for 
Local Green Space Designations: Justification and Evidence' 
(Draft Novemeber 2015) to justify and support designation of 
Local Green Space. 

HEG3 Protection of gardens 
and networks of gardens in 
Headingley 

There currently is no extant Unitary Development Plan or 
Core Strategy policy that protects gardens in Leeds. In this 
respect, if 'garden-grabbing' is an issue in Headingley, this 
policy could be further supported by looking at the evidence 
base- for example, where has development taken place that 
has harmed or resulted in the loss of local gardens? 
Importantly, policy should be re-worded to 'Development 
needing planning permission which results in the loss....', 
otherwise it could apply to any kind of minor garden works, 
e.g. patio-laying on a former lawn, and presumably this is not 
the intention. 

HEG4 Tree Cover Reword policy to remove reiteration of planning policy 
guidance and to ensure conformity with national policy. 
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4 Next steps 
 

21. The draft policies of the plan are generally appropriate and will be made more robust following 
the recommendations, set out in Table 1 and Appendix 2, made to ensure they comply with 
national policy and guidance and meet basic conditions a neighbourhood plan must meet if it is 
to proceed to referendum.   

Next steps in developing planning policy  

22. In developing the planning policies to include within the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, the 
Forum should ensure that they do not merely repeat existing national and local planning 
policies. In a robust neighbourhood plan, neighbourhood policies would either increase the 
‘bite’ of local plan policies (i.e. by adding local criteria and/or taking local context into account) 
or propose a policy where there was previously a policy void. However, when the Forum 
supports the LPA’s approach this should be just mentioned in supporting text rather than as a 
policy. Alternatively measurable values (targets or indicators) to monitor success often help 
policies go beyond the local and national policies.  

23. All evidence that the Forum rely on in developing their planning policies should be properly 
documented within the Neighbourhood Plan.  The supporting text to each policy must refer to 
the evidence base used to inform that policy approach, summarising the key points which will 
help demonstrate how robust the policy is. The supporting text should explain why the policy is 
required and signpost the reader to the plan’s evidence base where they can find additional 
information. Policy justifications should also refer to the LCC’s evidence bases and policies, as 
these help support the policies and provide further justification. 

24. To support the point in paragraph 18 above, we recommend making use of the extensive list of 
LCC’s evidence base studies1 supporting their Local Plans to help to justify the Neighbourhood 
Plan policies. Specific documents are also referred to in Appendix 2. 

25. Additional evidence work in some cases may be required to enhance the robustness of 
policies. As a general rule, the more a policy departs from or goes above the local plan (e.g. in 
terms of standards), the more evidence is required. It is recommended that the Forum conduct 
a final check of their policies to ensure they are adding value to the Local Plan and are locally 
specific to Headingley. 

Further guidance on Neighbourhood Planning  

26. Further advice can also be found in the following places: 

• Advice on writing planning policies is available on the Locality website; 
http://mycommunity.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/Writing-planning-policies-v51.pdf   

• Advice on drafting Neighbourhood Development Orders is available from the Neighbourhood 
Planning Roadmap Guide on the Locality website; http://locality.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/Roadmap-worksheets-map-May-13.pdf 

• Further advice on drafting Neighbourhood Development Orders, and advice on drafting 
Community Right to Build Orders on the Locality 

                                                           
1 Available online at: http://www.leeds.gov.uk/council/Pages/Core-Strategy---Submission-Documents.aspx 

http://locality.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Roadmap-worksheets-map-May-13.pdf
http://locality.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Roadmap-worksheets-map-May-13.pdf
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website; http://mycommunity.org.uk/resources/neighbourhood-development-community-right-to-build-orders-
guide/ 

• Further advice on developing the evidence base may be useful, and is provided by the 
‘Developing a Data-Driven Evidence Base’ document available on the Locality website2. 

27. A number of additional toolkits above and beyond those listed here can also be found within the 
neighbourhood planning section of the MyCommunity website 

28. These best practice toolkits, together with a final health check available free of charge, will aid the 
Forum in ensuring the Plan meets the Basic Conditions that enable a draft plan to proceed to 
referendum.  

Towards neighbourhood plan submission 

29. This neighbourhood plan EBPR has aimed to provide the Forum with recommendations on draft 
policy approaches undertaken in the Headingley Draft Neighbourhood Plan (Policy Intentions 
Draft 1c). We recommend that the Forum should, as a next step, discuss the contents and 
conclusions with LCC with a view to agreeing and formulating draft housing policies, taking the 
following into account during the process: 

• the contents of this report, including but not limited to Tables 1 and Appendix 1; 

• Neighbourhood Planning Basic Condition E, which is the need for the neighbourhood plan to 
be in general conformity with the strategic development plan; 

• the views of LCC; 

• the views of local residents on draft policies and other potential policy themes; 

• the views of other relevant local stakeholders, including (but not limited to) landlords and 
student housing providers. 

  

                                                           
2 Available online at: 
http://planning.communityknowledgehub.org.uk/sites/planning.communityknowledgehub.org.uk/files/neighbourhood_planning_evidence_base.
pdf 

http://mycommunity.org.uk/resources/neighbourhood-development-community-right-to-build-orders-guide/
http://mycommunity.org.uk/resources/neighbourhood-development-community-right-to-build-orders-guide/
http://planning.communityknowledgehub.org.uk/sites/planning.communityknowledgehub.org.uk/files/neighbourhood_planning_evidence_base.pdf
http://planning.communityknowledgehub.org.uk/sites/planning.communityknowledgehub.org.uk/files/neighbourhood_planning_evidence_base.pdf
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Source: Headingley Neighbourhood Plan Policy Intentions Draft 1c  

  

Appendix 1 – Headingley Neighbourhood Area 
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Policy Name:

Policy Summary

1 - Evidence Assembly

Assembled evidence from verifiable and 
reputable sources?

Stakeholder based evidence assembled in 
an inclusive way?

Considered third party comments (e.g., 
site owners)?

As stated in the supporting text 'Policy HEH1 
provides criteria for the development of such 
non-allocated sites', the criteria being the 
remainder of the housing policies in the plan. 
As such this policy is effectively redundant.

Not applicable Not applicable

2 - Evidence Analyses

Evidence appropriately analysed/reasonable 
conclusions drawn?

Not applicable

3 - Evidence Documentation

Evidence in support of policy suitably 
documented and proportional to policy intent?

Is there useful evidence that is available but 
not referenced?

Any evidence gaps i.e. any additional 
evidence required to support the policy? 

If so how could these be addressed?

Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable

4 - Policy conformity and recommendations
Policy clearly written and distinct from and in general conformity with strategic policies of local plan?

Recommendations for policies

Policy HEH1 New Housing Development on Non-Allocated 
Sites

Not applicable

Delete policy and replace with supporting text to the same effect. In other words, this is useful text on how to apply the plan, but it 
need not be a policy.

Redevelopment of existing sites will normally be supported if it conforms with the housing policies which follow.

Appropriate balance between stakeholder derived versus technical evidence? (likely 
to apply to plans at a more advanced stage where policies are relatively ambitious 

requiring new evidence)

Not applicable

Appendix 2 – Evidence Base and Policy Review 
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Policy Name:

Policy Summary

1 - Evidence Assembly

Assembled evidence from verifiable and 
reputable sources?

Stakeholder based evidence assembled in an inclusive 
way?

Considered third party comments (e.g., 
site owners)?

Supporting text for the policy evidences the 
need for the designated Core Strategy 
minimum net density to be met or exceeded 
in Headingley (40 dwellings per hectare). 
The supporting text states that the 
population density for Headingley is 80 
persons per hectare, citing many examples of 
areas in Headingley where high population 
density is found; however, there is a not 
always a direct correlation between 
dwellings per hectare and persons per 
hectare and as such this could be challenged. 
We have sourced evidence from 
Neighbourhood Statistics (Office for National 
Statistics )- see 'Any Evidence Gaps' below - 
that enables a more robust evidence base for 
density policy within the plan area.

Yes. A comprehensive public engagement programme was 
undertaken, outlined in the Consultation Statement.

Consultation comments from the Phase 3 
public engagement policy options 
consultation addresses  issues raised on 
present day development densities in 
the plan area.

Council comments need to be taken on 
board, i.e. that in certain contexts, higher 
densities can be more compatible with 
existing urban form (e.g. infill 
development).

2 - Evidence Analyses

Evidence appropriately analysed/reasonable 
conclusions drawn?

No. Current dwellings per hectare values 
need to be estimated and evidenced for the 
plan area, and policy written with respect to 
the evidence found.

POLICY HEH2 DENSITY OF RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

All new development will normally be expected to meet the minimum of 40 dwellings per hectare, the designated minimum for Headingley 
Neighbourhood, except:
(i) development will not normally be expected significantly to exceed the minimum dph, and
(ii) lower density development may be accepted in exceptional circumstances.

Appropriate balance between stakeholder derived versus technical evidence? (likely to apply to 
plans at a more advanced stage where policies are relatively ambitious requiring new evidence)

Policy is largely based on technical evidence where population per hectare is incorrectly used to 
justify restricting housing density.

Again Leeds City Council (LCC) informal comments 
on the 'Draft Policy Intentions' argue that because development land is in such short supply, high 
density development should be encouraged to make more efficient use of available land.   

Consultation comments from 'Public Engagement Programme, Phase Four
Comments Catalogue' should be taken on board, to ensure the full range of evidenced housing needs 
is addressed.



AECOM Evidence Base and Policy Review –  
Headingley Neighbourhood Forum 

                                          

 

 March 2016 
 

 
 
 
 
 

3 - Evidence Documentation

Evidence in support of policy suitably 
documented and proportional to policy 

intent?

Is there useful evidence that is available but not 
referenced?

Any evidence gaps i.e. any additional 
evidence required to support the policy? 

If so how could these be addressed?

No, policy needs to be further justified in line 
with evidence collated.

Yes, Core Strategy Policy H3: Density of Residential 
Development looks to encourage higher densities across 
the plan area in line with national policy to 'boost 
significantly the supply of housing', while Headingley NP 
looks to keep density close to the set minimum (40dph as 
indicated in CS Policy H3 ) or below in exceptional 
circumstances.
With respect to density levels set by LCC, the 
Neighbourhood Plan could justify setting their own 
approach to reflect local circumstances by developing a 
more nuanced policy allowing for a gradient across the plan 
area, whereby higher densities are required in town 
centres and close to transport routes and interchanges. 

With regard to the previously mentioned point on housing 
density versus population density,  population density and 
housing density are clarified in the executive summary of 
the 'Headingley Housing Market Assessment'
Housing density is typical of inner city wards, like, 
Burmantofts, Chapel Allerton, Gipton, Hyde Park; but the 
intensity of occupancy of these houses is much higher in 
the Neighbourhood - so the population density overall is 
higher than any of the wards, except Headingley itself.
The HMA also evidences variance in housing density 
between vicinities (paragraph E1.07).

Comparative analysis of housing 
densities in the plan area using 
Neighbourhood statistics 
(www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk), 
shows that at Lower Super Output Area 
(LSOA) levels the plan area has a housing 
density per hectare (dph) average of 30 
dph, while Leeds as a whole has an 
average housing density of 15 dph (2011). 
While the Headingley Housing Market 
Assessment (2016) sets residential 
density at 26dph, and acknowledges high 
occupancy rates, LSOA densities within 
the plan area in 2011 (Census statistics) 
ranged from 17 dph to 41dph, indicating 
that certain parts of the plan area have 
higher densities than others. 

4 - Policy conformity and recommendations
Policy clearly written and distinct from and in general conformity with strategic policies of local plan?

Recommendations for policies

The policy is more restrictive than Local Plan policy, which could have an adverse effect on viability of development in the area.

The policy does not wholly conform with Core Strategy Policy H3 in that it looks to restrict housing density for the plan area contrary to core strategy 
policy encouraging higher densities. Point (i) of the policy may be difficult in this sense to enforce, while point (ii) does not clarify what exceptional 
circumstances that are warranted for lower densities to be enforced. 
Exceptional circumstances can include 'to preserve distinctive townscapes' - the 'Headingley and Hyde Park Neighbourhood Design Statement' gives 
detailed design guidance whereby 'development should reflect the density, house type and rhythm of the adjoining streetscape.' 
Again to achieve enforcement of part (ii), specific and measureable circumstances could be listed within the policy, such as reference to the 
published Design Statement. 

HEH2 should be drafted to direct potentially higher residential densities to more sustainable locations, while exceptional circumstances to the rule 
need to be outlined more explicitly in the policy or supporting text. 
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Policy Name:
Policy Summary

1 - Evidence Assembly

Assembled evidence from verifiable and 
reputable sources?

Stakeholder based evidence assembled in an 
inclusive way?

Considered third party comments (e.g., site owners)?

Evidence is assembled from Census 2011, 
national and local policy. Tables in the draft 
plan outline the disparity in housing mix, 
largely due to a significantly higher 
percentage of 'flats in households' when 
compared to Leeds and England averages.

Yes, comprehensive public engagement 
programme undertaken, outlined in Consultation 
Statement, where issues were raised including 
HMOs, demographic imbalance, and the 
prevalence of single homes in the plan area.

Considered in the Consultation Statement, where a 
diverse housing mix is sought to encourage a diverse 
population, including suitable housing for retired 
couples, to address housing imbalance in the 
community 

Concern from LCC with regard to how this policy is to be 
enforced /applied. Specifically, their concern was that 
some localities next to busy roads or in/edge of town 
centres may be more suited to flats than houses.

The comments from the Leeds Residential Property 
Forum should be addressed in the supporting text with 
regard to paragraph 50 of the NPPF and the evidence 
that there is ongoing demand for flats in Headingley.

2 - Evidence Analyses

Evidence appropriately analysed/reasonable 
conclusions drawn?

The evidence presented is appropriately 
analysed, with reasonable conclusions drawn; 
however valid comments  in the 'Public 
Engagement Programme, Phase Four 
Comments Catalogue'  and Unipol  
Headingley Consultation Response with 
regard to suitability of flats accommodating 
families and the need to consider flats for 
single people need to be taken on board.

3 - Evidence Documentation

Evidence in support of policy suitably 
documented and proportional to policy 

intent?

Is there useful evidence that is available but not 
referenced?

Any evidence gaps i.e. any additional evidence required 
to support the policy? If so how could these be 

addressed?

Yes, policy is looking to increase housing 
provision for families and couples to address 
a  perceived and documented imbalance.

Headingley Housing Market Assessment Evidence could be added from the Housing Needs 
Assessment.

Core Strategy Policy H8 should be referred to in respect 
of increasing housing mix for retired couples.

POLICY HEH3 HOUSING MIX

Housing mix in Headingley, in recognition of the current imbalance of household types, will prioritise houses rather than flats, and accommodation for 
couples and families, rather than single persons.

Appropriate balance between stakeholder derived versus technical evidence? (likely to apply to plans at a 
more advanced stage where policies are relatively ambitious requiring new evidence)

Yes, stakeholder engagement raises housing mix as an issue, and this is reinforced by most recent Housing 
Stock Census Data.



AECOM Evidence Base and Policy Review –  
Headingley Neighbourhood Forum 

                                          

 

 March 2016 
 

 

4 - Policy conformity and recommendations
Policy clearly written and distinct from and in general conformity with strategic policies of local plan?

Recommendations for policies

Policy needs to be objectively written, whereby issue of 'recognition of current imbalance of household types' and any perception of discrimination 
against single householders is avoided and instead explained objectively in the supporting text.

The policy needs to conform more closely with CS Policy  H4: 'Housing Mix' whereby developments should include an appropriate mix of dwelling types 
and sizes to address 
needs measured over the long term, taking into account the nature of the development and character of the location. As outlined by the council, the 
character of the location will more readily indicate whether houses or flats are most suitable for development. Comments from LCC should be taken on 
board - 'this policy would be better off referring to accommodation suitable for occupation by families rather than houses. This could include 2-plus 
bedrooms, access to usual outdoor private or communal amenity space and well related to services and local amenities.' 
As the Council will have difficulty prioritising houses rather than flats in an inner urban area with high demand for housing, policy should be worded as 
such:
'Proposals for development will need to consider local housing need and should provide a tenure mix for an appropriate mix of homes for couples and 
families unless viability of other local factors show a robust justification for a different mix.'

Policy could also specify breakdown of percentage of range of dwelling sizes (no. bedrooms) in developments of for example over 15 dwellings in line 
with housing need, e.g.
-      1-bed dwellings:           10-15% of all dwellings
-      2-bed dwellings:           25-35% of all dwellings
-      3-bed dwellings:           45-55% of all dwellings
-     4+-bed dwellings:         5-10% of all dwellings

To realise the key objective of diversifying housing provision the policy should focus on including a mix of housing for families, couples and single 
persons in line with the evidenced housing need and overall appropriate mix for the area.
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Policy Name:
Policy Summary

1 - Evidence Assembly

Assembled evidence from verifiable 
and reputable sources?

Stakeholder based evidence assembled 
in an inclusive way?

Considered third party comments 
(e.g., site owners)?

This policy is evidenced by referring 
directly to NPPF paragraph 50 (iii), 
seeking to make more effective use of 
the existing housing stock (in the case 
of Headingley, HMOs) by encouraging 
developers to pay a commuted sum to 
meet this objective. Reference is made 
to meeting the housing needs of the 
city by bringing HMOs 'back to single 
household occupation', but this needs 
to be objectively evidenced- for 
example by showing that HMOs are less 
in demand than are dwellings for single 
household occupation. Table 4 in the 
draft plan evidences how 'Social 
Rented' tenures are significantly lower 
than Leeds and England averages, in 
direct comparison to exceptionally 
higher 'private rented' tenures in the 
plan area.

Yes, comprehensive public engagement 
programme undertaken, outlined in 
Consultation Statement, where issues 
such as affordable family homes and 
single homes were key issues raised. 
The imbalance of housing is an 
overriding theme arising in public 
consultation. The conversion of HMOs 
for families was outlined as a key 
consultation comment in the 
Consultation Statement. 

Leeds City Council comments 
correctly reference a lack of 
evidence in the supporting text to 
justify this policy, whereby the 
onus is placed on LCC to purchase 
properties to be modernised to an 
appropriate standard. The Council's 
view on how s106 financial 
contributions are to be spent on 
purchasing properties off-site is 
that this is a planning project rather 
than a spatial policy. 

2 - Evidence Analyses

Evidence appropriately 
analysed/reasonable conclusions 

drawn?

Evidence is in the initial stage of being 
collated, however policy intention is 
clear from the supporting text.

3 - Evidence Documentation

Evidence in support of policy suitably 
documented and proportional to policy 

intent?

Is there useful evidence that is available 
but not referenced?

Any evidence gaps i.e. any 
additional evidence required to 

support the policy? If so how could 
these be addressed?

Evidence collected is supportive of 
policy intent. However, note that actual 
implementation/policy intent remains 
in the hands of Leeds City Council, even 
after the neighbourhood plan is 
adopted.

Headingley Housing Market Assessment Comparative statistics for HMO 
tenures would be helpful. Evidence 
from Housing Market Assessment 
and/or information from Leeds City 
Council on past provision/future 
strategy (especially in light of 
forthcoming Housing and Planning 
Bill) could also be helpful.

POLICY HEH4 AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Affordable housing in Headingley will be provided as follows:
(i) normally, by means of provision on-site, or exceptionally
(ii) by means of provision off-site, or
(iii) by means of a commuted sum for the purchase of properties off-site in the Neighbourhood Plan Area, equivalent 
to that normally provided on-site.

Appropriate balance between stakeholder derived versus technical 
evidence? (likely to apply to plans at a more advanced stage where policies 

are relatively ambitious requiring new evidence)

More technical evidence is needed to support stakeholder based 
commentary. In terms of affordable housing, the views of Leeds City Council 
(having regard to their existing affordable housing policy and evidence base), 
combined with information from the  Headingley housing market assessment, 
would further support the proposed approach to affordable housing.
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4 - Policy conformity and recommendations
Policy clearly written and distinct from and in general conformity with strategic policies of local plan?

Recommendations for policies

This is a process policy, and is largely in conformity with CS Policy H5. However, it diverges from CS policy by giving 
developers an equally weighted option to provide affordable housing provision off-site or by means of a commuted 
sum. While provision of a financial contribution is a viable option in CS policy, it is generally looked upon as the final 
option at local level after on-site and off-site housing provision options have been exhausted. This policy needs to be 
rewritten to avoid reiterating CS Policy H5  (part (i) and (ii) of HEH4) and ultimately becoming a project policy 
(specifically, part (iii)) that cannot be implemented in the determination of a planning application. While the provision 
of development contributions can be implemented as part of s106 planning obligations, the purchase of properties 
cannot be directly implemented through a planning permission for a proposed development.

As this policy largely reiterates CS policy, with an emphasis on purchasing properties such as HMOs to convert to 
affordable housing, it should be moved to 'Chapter 5. Headingley Neighbourhood Projects' listing projects whereby 
the Headingley Neighbourhood Forum may be able to work with the council to realise their aspirations.

This Project Policy should make reference to working with Leeds City Council on a case by case basis to provide 
affordable housing in line with Core Strategy Policy H5 through sub-clauses (i) and (ii). While it is recognised that the 
substance of policy HEH4 lies in sub-clause (iii), it should not be an equally weighted option with sub-clause (ii). Most 
importantly, note that none of the sub-clauses are within the powers of the neighbourhood forum in any case, as 
Leeds CC will continue to carry out all three after the neighbourhood plan is adopted. Likewise, any section 
106/planning agreement would be a bilateral negotiation between LCC and the developer, with no legal role for the 
Neighbourhood Forum. The most the Neighbourhood Forum can realistically do is seek to influence how Leeds 
implements their own affordable housing policy within the NP area in the best interests of Headingley
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Policy Name:
Policy Summary

1 - Evidence Assembly

Assembled evidence from verifiable 
and reputable sources?

Stakeholder based evidence assembled 
in an inclusive way?

Considered third party comments 
(e.g., site owners)?

Evidence is assembled from Census 
2011, national and local policy. The 
number of developments in the 
neighbourhood area providing 
accommodation for older people is 
listed,  noting that demand  currently 
exceeds supply.

Yes, comprehensive public engagement 
programme undertaken, outlined in 
Consultation Statement, where issues 
such as provision of homes for the 
elderly were raised . The imbalance of 
housing is an overriding theme arising in 
public consultation. 

Yes, comments refer to flats as 
suitable accommodation within the 
plan area. Comment from LCC on 
how HEH5 delivers housing for 
independent living without any 
specific and measureable aspects 
included in the policy is of concern. 
LCC suggest allocating a site for 
independent living to achieve 
delivery of housing.

2 - Evidence Analyses

Evidence appropriately 
analysed/reasonable conclusions 

drawn?

Yes

3 - Evidence Documentation

Evidence in support of policy suitably 
documented and proportional to policy 

intent?

Is there useful evidence that is available 
but not referenced?

Any evidence gaps i.e. any 
additional evidence required to 

support the policy? If so how could 
these be addressed?

Yes The Leeds Joint Strategic Needs 
Assessment (JSNA); and
Headingley Housing Market Assessment

Further evidence is warranted to 
make this policy more amenable to 
the delivery of independent living 
in smaller developments, given that 
CS Policy H8 is only concerned with 
the provision of independent living 
in developments of 50 or more 
dwellings.

4 - Policy conformity and recommendations
Policy clearly written and distinct from and in general conformity with strategic policies of local plan?

Recommendations for policies

HEH5 HOUSING FOR INDEPENDENT LIVING

Policy is clearly written and in general conformity with CS Policy H8. The policy could increase perceptions of 
objectivity by replacing  'In the interest of the demographic mix of Headingley' with a cross reference to policy HEH3 
Housing Mix instead.

Policy is proactive in encouraging development to provide for independent living, however the policy could be written 
more objectively and with stronger cross-referencing of Leeds policy. There are opportunities to make the policy more 
specific by focussing in particular on independent living accommodation in smaller developments.

In the interest of the demographic mix of Headingley, provision of independent living accommodation will be 
encouraged.

Appropriate balance between stakeholder derived versus technical 
evidence? (likely to apply to plans at a more advanced stage where policies 

are relatively ambitious requiring new evidence)

Reference to the Housing Market Assessment is required.
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Policy Name:

Policy Summary

1 - Evidence Assembly

Assembled evidence from verifiable and reputable sources?
Stakeholder based evidence assembled in an 

inclusive way?
Considered third party comments (e.g., site 

owners)?

Evidence for short-term populations (resident in Headingley for less than a year) in a 
vicinity (Output Areas in Office of National Statistics 2011) and localities (Lower Super 
Output Areas in Office of National Statistics 2011) is estimated against a 'high 
concentration' (20%) to enable thresholds to balance proposed development of short-
term accommodation in the plan area, in general conformity with CS Policy H6A part (iii), 
H6B and H6C and national policy (NPPF paragraph 7, 50, 69).

The threshold for short-term populations in localities and vicinities is set at 20% for a 
number of reasons, namely:  
(i) It is more than double the national average for migration;
(ii) It is equivalent to a whole population ‘generation’ (the age-bands used by ONS for 
demographic analysis of the Census);
(iii) It is a widely recognised threshold nationally in other LPA’s HMO policies;
(iv) It received widespread support in consultation on the Plan; and 
(v) It was suggested in the re’new Report to Unipol in 2012.

Draft policy is based on a staged approach like that  used by Hillingdon and York 
(Controlling the Concentration of Houses in Multiple Occupation Supplementary Planning 
Document Approved 2012, Amended July 2014).  The example of policy in York was 
forwarded to AECOM by the Forum with the comment that it could be an appopriate policy 
approach for Headingley, and we have therefore taking it into this accounnt in this review.

A radius of 100 metres is a measure commonly used by other LPAs with HMO policies 
(Bath, Canterbury, Hastings, Manchester, Milton Keynes, Warwick).  Others use 100 metres 
linear [a street] (Bournemouth, Oxford, Plymouth) or 50 metres radius (Brighton, 
Portsmouth, Welwyn Hatfield).

Yes, comprehensive public engagement 
programme undertaken, outlined in Consultation 
Statement, where issues such as the need for a 
more balanced community were raised. The 
imbalance of housing is an over-riding theme 
arising in public consultation. 

Comments from LCC question the 
complexity of the supporting text and policy 
and question the effectiveness of using 
vicinities and localities to estimate 
concentration thresholds of transient 
accommodation. LCC recommended an 
easier approach for planning officers to 
easily gauge concentrations of short-term 
accommodation against development 
proposals. Using different thresholds for 
different areas was also recommended, with 
a case by case analysis needed for proposals 
due to proximity to services and needs for 
an area. 
Objections to policy also received from local 
landlords group. Part of the aim of this  EBPR 
is to help address these.

2 - Evidence Analyses

Evidence appropriately analysed/reasonable conclusions drawn?

Looking at short-term accommodation use classes, 'high concentration' thresholds were 
set across the plan area. However, is it suitable to use the same assumptions across the 
whole plan area when looking at determining planning applications for HMOs, student 
accommodation, and small flats?

3 - Evidence Documentation

Evidence in support of policy suitably documented and proportional to policy intent?
Is there useful evidence that is available but not 

referenced?

Any evidence gaps i.e. any additional 
evidence required to support the policy? If 

so how could these be addressed?

Reference to Housing Market Assessment needed. Otherwise evidence in support of the 
policy is documented, but simple clarification of policy intent and evidence is needed in 
supporting text. As the policy stands it may be too convoluted to be used to effectively 
determine planning applications, as suggested by Leeds CC.

The Leeds Joint Strategic Needs Assessment 
(JSNA); and
'Thresholds' chapter in Headingley Housing 
Market Assessment (Housing Needs 
Assessment).

Consideration of representations received from 
local landlords group.

The 'Thresholds' chapter in the Headingley 
Housing Market Assessment (Housing Needs 
Assessment) will prove useful in evidencing 
this policy, where a threshold of 20% is seen 
as more realistic in adopted HMO policies 
where the threshold is set at no more than 
10% of development, for example in Barking 
and Dagenham, Bournemouth, Brighton, 
Hastings, Manchester, Portsmouth, and 
Warwick.

POLICY HEH6 HOUSES IN MULTIPLE OCCUPATION, STUDENT 
ACCOMMODATION, AND SMALL FLATS

Development providing accommodation for the short-term population of Headingley, including new Houses in Multiple Occupation, Purpose-Built Student Accommodation and Small 
Flats, or the extension of any of these, will be permitted, unless:
(i) the short-term population exceeds 20% of the whole (or would do so as a result of the development), in the Locality in which the development is situated; or
(ii) the short-term population already exceeds 20% (or would do so as a result of the development), in the Vicinity in which the development is situated; or
(iii) the short-term population already exceeds 20% (or would do so as a result of the development), within 100 metres of the proposed development.

Appropriate balance between stakeholder derived versus technical evidence? (likely to apply 
to plans at a more advanced stage where policies are relatively ambitious requiring new 

evidence)

This is a very technical policy that appears not to be supported by all stakeholders in the plan 
area. Policy stems from almost unanimous support among local long-term residents to reduce 
the high level of short-term accommodation in the plan area that undermines sustainable 
communities (couples and families).
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4 - Policy conformity and recommendations
Policy clearly written and distinct from and in general conformity with strategic policies of local plan?

Recommendations for policies

This policy does not wholly conform with CS policy H6.
While policy HEH6 is methodical in trying to reduce short-term accommodation in those vicinities and localities that have higher concentrations of such rental tenures, it does not take into 
account qualitative reasons as to why higher concentrations in certain localities and vicinities could be more sustainable, e.g. student accommodation in close proximity to universities, 
HMOs close to public transport access, and single bedroom flats in close proximity to town centres.
The revised wording from 'transient population' to 'short-term population' is an appropriate response to concerns raised during consultation. 

Policy needs to be rewritten to conform with CS Policy H6A(i) and(ii) and H6B(i) and (iv), to ensure sustainable development meeting the needs of a wider range of stakeholders (families, 
single households, student accommodation, HMOs) can be realised in line with different thresholds for different areas assessed, with a case by case analysis for development proposals 
needed based on proximity to services and needs for an area. This is also likely to have the welcome effect of making the policy less politically contentious, e.g. helping to addressing the 
concerns of local landlords. As it stands the policy HEH6 is restrictive and difficult to implement at local level.

Policy Name:
Policy Summary

1 - Evidence Assembly

Assembled evidence from verifiable and 
reputable sources?

Stakeholder based evidence assembled in an inclusive way? Considered third party comments (e.g., site owners)?

Policy HEH6A aims to add value to paragraphs 
5.2.24 and 5.2.25 of CS Policy H6A and also to 
provide more direction on HMO proposals 
determination in light of the high 
concentrations of HMOs having the effect of 
attracting more HMO development in the 
plan area. Policy HEH6A sets an 'extreme 
concentration' of HMOs at a threshold of 80% 
of the street, which represents a 'point of no 
return' which triggers permission for a change 
of use from C3 to C4 in line with CS Policy H6A 
and the Article 4 Direction for HMOs. 
However, the reasons for 80% being the 
threshold could be more clearly set out.

Yes, a comprehensive public engagement programme undertaken, outlined in 
Consultation Statement, where issues such as the need for a more balanced 
community was raised. The imbalance of housing with regard to enlarged HMOs is a 
recurring issue during consultation, with policies to stop further development of 
HMOs listed as an approach to diversify housing provision. 

It is acknowledged that there  is a need for HMOs; LCC 
again comment on the difficulty in simply implementing 
such a 'tortuous to follow' policy that is 'effectively a 
moratorium against HMOs'. LCC suggest a simpler way of 
calculating whether thresholds have been exceeded, as 
this would serve planning officers better when 
processing planning applications.

2 - Evidence Analyses

Evidence appropriately analysed/reasonable 
conclusions drawn?

Further evidence is warranted/justified to 
support this highly restrictive policy.

POLICY HEH6A HOUSES IN MULTIPLE OCCUPATION 

Development of Houses in Multiple Occupation will be permitted, except
(i) where development is contrary to Policy HEH6, subject to (iv) below; or
(ii) where development would place HMOs on both sides of a C3 property; or
(iii) where (a) the development would be detrimental to the character of the neighbourhood, (b) the development would be detrimental to the amenity of neighbours, (c) adequate bin 
storage and parking is not provided, (d) adequate sound insulation is not provided on all party walls with adjacent properties, and (e) the maximum occupancy of the HMO is not specified;
(iv) exception may be made to (i) above [but not to (ii) or (iii)] where the development is sited within an extreme concentration of HMOs, exceeding 80% of the street, when change of use 
from C3 to C4 may be permitted.

Appropriate balance between stakeholder derived versus technical evidence? (likely to apply to plans at a more advanced stage where policies 
are relatively ambitious requiring new evidence)

Reference to the Housing Market Assessment is required, with valid points from the Leeds Residential Property Forum, Leeds City Council, and 
Unipol Student Homes also worked into the policy.
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3 - Evidence Documentation

Evidence in support of policy suitably 
documented and proportional to policy 

intent?
Is there useful evidence that is available but not referenced?

Any evidence gaps i.e. any additional evidence required 
to support the policy? If so how could these be 

addressed?

No, policy needs to further justify how any 
need for HMOs will be met elsewhere if not 
in Headingley.

Reference to the 'Houses in multiple occupation - Article 4 Direction' in place by Leeds 
City Council would further evidence that the council is already managing HMO 
applications in existing areas of high concentration and in those areas which are 
predicted to either experience growth of HMOs in the near future, or which are likely 
to suffer from a displacement of HMO demand from the areas currently experiencing 
significant problems.

The Headingley Housing Market Assessment indicates that in Far Headingley 
(including Weetwood, Far Headingley, Becketts Park, Shaw Lane and Moor Road) there 
is an increase of HMO provision as student numbers have apparently abated  over the 
last 5 years as there has been a gradual reduction in demand from students as purpose 
built accommodation has been provided close to the universities. 

The Headingley Housing Market Assessment states: 
'There are 1400 shared student houses (houses in multiple occupation, or HMOs), 
housing some 6,500 students'; 
'Transience is high: 62.5% of the Neighbourhood lived at their present address for less 
than a year'; and,
'The main concentrations of HMOs are in two of the main student areas, in the west, 
especially Headingley Avenue and Mount, Ash Road East and West, the Grimthorpes 
and Trelawns, and also the Richmonds (all with fifty or more HMOs).'

The Housing Market Assessment refers to the setting of high concentration 
thresholds, whereby a 2012 Unipol report suggests 70% could be set in areas with high 
existing concentrations, the HMA however reccomends an 80% threshold.

The Headingley Housing Market Assessment states that 
the local housing market is in transition,
'The shifting landscape of housing market conditions 
and tenure continues to be set against a backdrop of 
political contention about ‘appropriate balance’ in the 
community and about the possible use of planning 
instruments to regulate this balance. Provision for local 
authorities to adopt powers to prevent the future 
conversion of properties into houses in multiple 
occupation (HMOs) in designated areas (Article 4 
Directions) has been established to equip statutory local 
agencies to deal effectively with questions of balance in 
property types and tenure within communities, 
specifically ones which play host to resident students. 
However, this provision has been made at a time when 
the long-term expansion of student numbers has not 
only stalled but is, or is likely soon to be, in reverse.'
The Article 4 approach by LCC was made to ensure that: 
a) the supply of required HMOs is maintained but does 
not dominate in particular areas, b) that Article 4 powers 
could be used to protect the apparent return to 
residential occupation, and c) that a threshold could be 
set to maintain HMO provision at a level sufficient to 
meet demand from young workers.

4 - Policy conformity and recommendations
Policy clearly written and distinct from and in general conformity with strategic policies of local plan?

Recommendations for policies

Leeds City Council's informal comments state that,
'this policy does not accord with CS policy H6. As a note, when applying policy H6 to application for Change of use to C4 we have started from the point that a site visit and review of council tax 
records which shows a few C3 properties within say 50-75m radius means a street is not lost (in part or totally) and therefore we have refused these applications. We have a couple of appeals 
in the pipe line. Waiting for Inspector review of our interpretation of H6 would be sensible'

We would recommend working with LCC to amend the policy to aid implementation at local level, taking into account different circumstances in different areas of the plan area in a case by 
case basis with respect to the Article 4 Notice of change of use from C3 to C4 in place. 
Encouraging further purpose built student accommodation has the potential to reduce HMO concentrations, which in turn has the potential to return housing to families in need in areas of 
high current concentrations of students living in HMOs. 
As Headingley has a significant population of young, mobile, house-sharing adults, a restriction on HMOs concentrating near universities should in turn be met by a policy that cross references 
the need for purpose-built student accommodation which has the potential to assist in rebalancing housing stock so that it can better meet the needs of families and single people.
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Policy Name:

Policy Summary

1 - Evidence Assembly

Assembled evidence from verifiable and 
reputable sources?

Stakeholder based evidence assembled in an inclusive 
way?

Considered third party comments (e.g., site owners)?

Evidence not assembled in the supporting text. 
However, the preamble to the housing policies 
references reasons for high levels of short term 
rented tenures for student accommodation in a 
report published by Leeds City Council in 2014, 
Accommodation for Students and impacts on 
residential neighbourhoods', which surveyed  
recent changes in the local housing market, 
identifying a lack of purpose built student 
accommodation during a period of rapid increase 
in students in the Headingley area. This 
fundamentally led to a rapid expansion in the 
private rented housing market to meet demand 
for student accommodation, which ultimately 
lead to an increase in the levels of students living 
in HMOs.

Yes, comprehensive public engagement programme 
undertaken, outlined in Consultation Statement, 
where issues such as the need for a more balanced 
community was raised with respect to proximity of 
student accommodation to the university, further 
regulation of student accommodation to prevent 
overcrowding, over-provision of purpose built student 
accommodation (PBSA), the siting of PBSA in areas of 
need, and benefits of students to the locality  were 
raised.

Leeds City Council reiterates its view on the difficulty of 
implementing Policies HEH6A-C stating that 'the suite of 
policies is tortuous to follow, and ultimately is 
effectively a moratorium against flats, HMOs and 
purpose built student housing'. 
Representations made during Public Engagement 
Programme, Phase Four point to the need for an 
evidence based approach to this policy rather than 
restricting PBSA in areas where a transient population of 
a locality or vicinity is over 20%.
Unipol make the point that thresholds could frustrate 
provision in sustainable areas for PBSA.

2 - Evidence Analyses

Evidence appropriately analysed/reasonable 
conclusions drawn?

Policy is not justified by evidence in supporting 
text.

3 - Evidence Documentation

Evidence in support of policy suitably 
documented and proportional to policy intent?

Is there useful evidence that is available but not 
referenced?

Any evidence gaps i.e. any additional evidence required 
to support the policy? If so how could these be 

addressed?

Not evident. Table: HNA Migration by LSOA and OA Code, Student in 
HMO statistics (Source: Census Data 2011);
Headingley Housing Market Assessment 2015.

LCC suggest that 'it is reasonable to expect the NP to 
have different thresholds for different areas, according 
to local characteristics (or to at least demonstrate that 
this option has been looked at).'  Is there evidence to 
suggest that student numbers in the area are declining?

Unipol has stated that the plan 'has ignored research 
commissioned by Unipol from Re’new and updated by 
Leeds City Council which gives an accurate picture of 
student movement throughout the area and examines, 
in an academic framework, the changes to the housing 
stock that is taking place.'
The Unipol Report Assessment of Housing Market 
Conditions and Demand Trends in Inner North West 
Leeds 2012 is relevant with regard to this policy.

4 - Policy conformity and recommendations
Policy clearly written and distinct from and in general conformity with strategic policies of local plan?

Recommendations for policies

POLICY HEH6B PURPOSE-BUILT STUDENT ACCOMMODATION

Policy HEH6B does not add any value to Policy HEH6 (but rather cross references HEH6) or Core Strategy Policy H6B. 

Suggest deletion of policy as it reiterates Core Strategy policy and does not add value to policy HEH6. As there is a significant rate of students living in HMOs in the 
plan area, the policy should look to disregard a blanket threshold value for short-term student accommodation, or PBSA, and rather identify suitable areas (or 
allocate sites) within a sustainable proximity of the university for potential PBSA development in line with sustainable development principles set out in the 
NPPF.

In the interest of sustainability, by encouraging the retention or return of existing housing stock for residents, Purpose-Built Student Accommodation will be 
permitted, unless
(i) development is contrary to Policy HEH6;
(ii) the development (a) is detrimental to the character of the neighbourhood, (b) is detrimental to the amenity of neighbours, or (c) fails to provide adequate bin 
storage and parking.

Appropriate balance between stakeholder derived versus technical evidence? (likely to apply to plans at a more 
advanced stage where policies are relatively ambitious requiring new evidence)

Not evident.
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Policy Name:

Policy Summary

1 - Evidence Assembly

Assembled evidence from verifiable and 
reputable sources?

Stakeholder based evidence assembled in an 
inclusive way?

Considered third party comments (e.g., site 
owners)?

This draft policy is concerned with the 
proliferation (conversion or development) of 
'small-flats' (44 sq. or less) which may not be 
suitable for long term residents but intended for 
short-term occupation. This adds value to CS 
policy H6C, which is concerned with the 
conversion of existing houses into flats. The 
policy is largely in line with flat size standards, 
whereby the Leeds standard is 47 sq. m and the 
national standard set at 50 sq. m. The policy 
encourages adequate space standards for single 
people.

A key issue raised during consultation was the 
discouragement of small flats, which are thought 
to encourage student accommodation rather than 
accommodation for families and single people.

Leeds Residential Property Forum is concerned 
that this will prevent single people (and couples) 
from accessing affordable living options, 
especially small flats which are more affordable. 
Unipol Student Homes likewise comment that 
new small flats could meet the medium to long-
term needs of older people or people with 
disabilities. 

2 - Evidence Analyses

Evidence appropriately analysed/reasonable 
conclusions drawn?

Policy is formulated to largely discourage student 
accommodation being created in small flats from 
house conversions or new build development, 
again to avoid short-term tenures rather than 
long-term tenures.

3 - Evidence Documentation

Evidence in support of policy suitably 
documented and proportional to policy intent?

Is there useful evidence that is available but not 
referenced?

Any evidence gaps i.e. any additional evidence 
required to support the policy? If so how could 

these be addressed?

Evidence is minimal and does not fully support 
the policy.

Any significant existing concentrations of small 
flats could be noted in the supporting text, along 
with reference to housing need for single people 
and elderly for one bedroom flats.

None evident

4 - Policy conformity and recommendations
Policy clearly written and distinct from and in general conformity with strategic policies of local plan?

Recommendations for policies

POLICY HEH6C SMALL FLATS

Policy is clearly written but is largely a subsidiary of Policy HEH6 as it cross references a large part of HEH6

Amalgamate policy with Policy HEH6, by including part (ii) as part of Policy HEH6

New development of, and conversion of existing property to, flats will be permitted, unless the provision is of small one-bedroom flats, in which case 
permission will be granted only where
(i) development is not contrary to Policy HEH6;
(ii) the development (a) would not be detrimental to the character of the neighbourhood, (b) would not be detrimental to the amenity of neighbours, 
and (c) provides adequate bin storage and parking.

Appropriate balance between stakeholder derived versus technical evidence? (likely to apply to 
plans at a more advanced stage where policies are relatively ambitious requiring new evidence)

Valid points are made by third party consultees on the needs of single people and the elderly, who 
are generally looking for affordable living spaces and downsizing options respectively.
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Policy Name:

Policy Summary

1 - Evidence Assembly

Assembled evidence from verifiable and 
reputable sources?

Stakeholder based evidence assembled in an 
inclusive way?

Considered third party comments (e.g., site 
owners)?

None evident None evident None evident

2 - Evidence Analyses

Evidence appropriately 
analysed/reasonable conclusions drawn?

None evident

3 - Evidence Documentation

Evidence in support of policy suitably 
documented and proportional to policy 

intent?

Is there useful evidence that is available but 
not referenced?

Any evidence gaps i.e. any additional 
evidence required to support the policy? If 

so how could these be addressed?

Supporting text needs technical evidence 
such as reference to NPPF (paragraph 74), 
Core Strategy, and Open Space Studies.

Leeds Open Space Sport and Recreation 
Assessment; Core Strategy;
NPPG para 74

Reference to relevant planning policies in 
chapter 5.5 MANAGING ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESOURCES AND GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE of 
the Core Strategy is needed.

4 - Policy conformity and recommendations
Policy clearly written and distinct from and in general conformity with strategic policies of local plan?

Recommendations for policies

Policy HEG1 Protection of all green spaces in Headingley

Policy reiterates POLICY G4: NEW GREEN SPACE PROVISION  and POLICY G6: PROTECTION AND REDEVELOPMENT OF EXISTING GREEN 
SPACE of the Core Strategy.

Policy should be deleted as it reiterates CS policy

Development resulting in the loss of green spaces as identified on the map, or as listed in Leeds Site Allocations Plan or that results in 
any harm to their character, setting, accessibility, appearance, general quality or amenity value would only be permitted if the 
community would gain equivalent benefit from the provision of suitable replacement green space, or gain significant social, 
economic or environmental benefits from an alternative.

New housing development of 10 homes or more should provide new open public green space for the benefit of residents, or make a 
reasonable financial contribution to improve and enhance existing green spaces in Headingley in order of priority set out on the map.  
[Priorities needed – if at all]

Appropriate balance between stakeholder derived versus technical evidence? (likely to 
apply to plans at a more advanced stage where policies are relatively ambitious requiring 

new evidence)

None evident
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Policy Name:

Policy Summary

1 - Evidence Assembly

Assembled evidence from verifiable and 
reputable sources?

Stakeholder based evidence assembled in an 
inclusive way?

Considered third party comments (e.g., site 
owners)?

None evident None evident None evident
2 - Evidence Analyses

Evidence appropriately 
analysed/reasonable conclusions drawn?

None evident
3 - Evidence Documentation

Evidence in support of policy suitably 
documented and proportional to policy 

intent?

Is there useful evidence that is available but 
not referenced?

Any evidence gaps i.e. any additional 
evidence required to support the policy? If 

so how could these be addressed?

Supporting text needs  evidence 
proportional to policy intent such as 
reference to NPPF, Core Strategy, and 
Open Space Studies.

Leeds Open Space Sport and Recreation 
Assessment;
NPPG

Reference to relevant planning policies in 
chapter 5.5 MANAGING ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESOURCES AND GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE of 
the Core Strategy is needed.

4 - Policy conformity and recommendations
Policy clearly written and distinct from and in general conformity with strategic policies of local plan?

Recommendations for policies

Policy HEG2 Connecting Green Infrastructure

Policy reiterates POLICY G1: ENHANCING AND EXTENDING GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE   of the Core Strategy.

Policy should be deleted as it reiterates CS policy

New development should protect, enhance and extend existing green infrastructure by linking greenspace, filling in gaps in existing 
green corridors, and requiring on-site landscape schemes to support wildlife and connectivity, and where not possible on-site, by the 
use of street trees and grass verges in adoptable highways and private drives.

Appropriate balance between stakeholder derived versus technical evidence? (likely to 
apply to plans at a more advanced stage where policies are relatively ambitious requiring 

new evidence)

None evident
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Policy Name:

Policy Summary

1 - Evidence Assembly

Assembled evidence from verifiable and 
reputable sources?

Stakeholder based evidence assembled in an 
inclusive way?

Considered third party comments (e.g., site 
owners)?

Evidence is currently being undertaken to 
support this policy in 'Proposal for Local 
Green Space Designations: Justification 
and Evidence', whereby section 4. 
Assessment criteria would need to be 
complete to justify protection of Local 
Green Space in accordance

None evident None evident

2 - Evidence Analyses

Evidence appropriately 
analysed/reasonable conclusions drawn?

None evident
3 - Evidence Documentation

Evidence in support of policy suitably 
documented and proportional to policy 

intent?

Is there useful evidence that is available but 
not referenced?

Any evidence gaps i.e. any additional 
evidence required to support the policy? If 

so how could these be addressed?

Evidence being collated correctly so far. Please see national planning policy guidance 
on designation of a local green space:
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.u
k/blog/guidance/open-space-sports-and-
recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-
and-local-green-space/local-green-space-
designation/ 

Drafting of policy currently in progress.

Please note that Headingley is largely within 
environmental designated area of Policy N3 
'Priority area for improving green space 
provision', see map:
http://www.leeds.gov.uk/council/Pages/Pol
icies-map.aspx

4 - Policy conformity and recommendations
Policy clearly written and distinct from and in general conformity with strategic policies of local plan?

Recommendations for policies

Policy HEG3 Local Green Space

Yes

Complete section 4. Assessment criteria of the 'Proposal for Local Green Space Designations: Justification and Evidence' (Draft 
Novemeber 2015) to justify and support designation of Local green Space.

The following areas are designated as Local Green Space (see map):
• Village Green, St Michael’s Road.
• Sparrow Park, Cardigan Road.
• Rose Garden, North Lane.
• Bear Pit, Cardigan Road
Development within these areas, or that which results in any harm to their character, setting, accessibility, appearance, general 
quality or amenity value will not be permitted.

Appropriate balance between stakeholder derived versus technical evidence? (likely to 
apply to plans at a more advanced stage where policies are relatively ambitious requiring 

new evidence)

None evident
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Policy Name:

Policy Summary

1 - Evidence Assembly

Assembled evidence from verifiable and 
reputable sources?

Stakeholder based evidence assembled in an 
inclusive way?

Considered third party comments (e.g., site 
owners)?

None evident The need for gardens was a key issue raised 
in the PUBLIC ENGAGMENT PROGRAMME: 
PHASE THREE, OPTIONS.

None evident

2 - Evidence Analyses

Evidence appropriately 
analysed/reasonable conclusions drawn?

None evident
3 - Evidence Documentation

Evidence in support of policy suitably 
documented and proportional to policy 

intent?

Is there useful evidence that is available but 
not referenced?

Any evidence gaps i.e. any additional 
evidence required to support the policy? If 

so how could these be addressed?

None evident None evident None evident

4 - Policy conformity and recommendations
Policy clearly written and distinct from and in general conformity with strategic policies of local plan?

Recommendations for policies

Policy HEG3 Protection of gardens and networks of gardens in 

Policy in conformity with POLICY P10: DESIGN of the Core Strategy, and supported by para. 53 of the NPPF.

There currently is no extant Unitary Development Plan or Core Strategy policy that protects gardens in Leeds. In this respect, if 'garden-
grabbing' is an issue in Headingley, this policy could be further supported by looking at the evidence base- for example, where has 
development taken place that has harmed or resulted in the loss of local gardens? Importantly, policy should be re-worded to 
'Development needing planning permission which results in the loss....', otherwise it could apply to any kind of minor garden works, 
e.g. patio-laying on a former lawn, and presumably this is not the intention.

Development which results in the loss or significant harm to the ecological, landscape or amenity value of private residential gardens 
will not normally be permitted.

Appropriate balance between stakeholder derived versus technical evidence? (likely to 
apply to plans at a more advanced stage where policies are relatively ambitious requiring 

new evidence)

None evident
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Policy Name:

Policy Summary

1 - Evidence Assembly

Assembled evidence from verifiable and 
reputable sources?

Stakeholder based evidence assembled in an 
inclusive way?

Considered third party comments (e.g., site 
owners)?

None evident None evident None evident

2 - Evidence Analyses

Evidence appropriately 
analysed/reasonable conclusions drawn?

None evident
3 - Evidence Documentation

Evidence in support of policy suitably 
documented and proportional to policy 

intent?

Is there useful evidence that is available but 
not referenced?

Any evidence gaps i.e. any additional 
evidence required to support the policy? If 

so how could these be addressed?

None evident None evident None evident

4 - Policy conformity and recommendations
Policy clearly written and distinct from and in general conformity with strategic policies of local plan?

Recommendations for policies

Policy HEG4 Tree Cover

Policy is largely in conformity with POLICY G1: ENHANCING AND EXTENDING GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE and POLICY G2: CREATION OF 
NEW TREE COVER of the Core Strategy.
However, it would be contrary to national planning policy to give blanket protections for all trees in the way suggested by current 
policy wording (hence why Tree Preservation Orders exist for some trees, but not all trees). The policy should therefore be reworded 
as follows, 'New development should seek to minimise impact on existing trees and where appropriate introduce new tree planting 
via...'

Reword policy to remove reiteration of planning policy guidance and to ensure conformity with national policy.

New development will be offset from existing trees in accordance with British Standard guidance as a minimum and where 
appropriate introduce new tree planting via a landscape scheme to be submitted with a planning application. Removal of protected 
trees, including those within the Conservation area and or those with Tree Preservation Orders will be resisted and where allowed on 
poor tree health grounds must be accompanied by replanting proposals with the same spatial allowance for future tree canopy and 
root system growth.

Appropriate balance between stakeholder derived versus technical evidence? (likely to 
apply to plans at a more advanced stage where policies are relatively ambitious requiring 

new evidence)

None evident



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
AECOM (NYSE: ACM) is a global provider of 
professional technical and management support 
services to a broad range of markets, including 
transportation, facilities, environmental, energy, water 
and government. With approximately 100,000 
employees around the world, AECOM is a leader in all 
of the key markets that it serves. AECOM provides a 
blend of global reach, local knowledge, innovation, and 
collaborative technical excellence in delivering solutions 
that enhance and sustain the world’s built, natural, and 
social environments. A Fortune 500 company, AECOM 
serves clients in more than 100 countries and has 
annual revenue in excess of $18 billion. 
 
More information on AECOM and its services can be 
found at www.aecom.com. 

Address: AECOM 6-8 Greencoat Place London  
SW1P 1PL 
Phone number +44 (0) 20 7798 5000 
 

 



 
Headingley Neighbourhood Forum 
Steering Group 
8 November 2016, at HEART 
 
Minutes 
Present: Derek Cockerham (Turnways), Steve Hunt (Granbys), Richard Tyler 

(Secretary), Tony Whatmough (Churches); 
Apologies: Christine Beels (Cardigan T), Cllr Neil Walshaw (Acting Chair). 
 
146 Minutes of Last Meeting on 5 April were agreed as a correct record. 
 
147 Membership  Reported that Liz Riley (ARARA) has resigned from the Group. 
 
148 Neighbourhood Planning Policy  Received from Secretary, paper on recent 

policy developments; Cllr Walshaw said, “I have asked Planning for a 
response,” but none has been received. 

148.1 Technical Consultation on Neighbourhood Planning: Further to Minute 144.2b, 
reported that the government responded on 5 September to the consultation 
in February, with proposals for regulations on designation and implementation. 

148.2 Neighbourhood Planning Bill: Reported that Part 1 of the Bill will speed up the 
neighbourhood planning process. 

148.3 Exeter St James Neighbourhood Plan: Reported that an application has been 
approved, contrary to Plan policy. 

 
149 Housing Policy Review  Further to Minute 139, received from Secretary, a 

proposed Second Draft of Housing Policies.  Resolved that the Draft be 
approved. 

149.1 Leeds City Council: Reported that Steve and Richard met Ian Mackay on 21 
June, and presented him with the Draft; received Ian’s comments of 16 
August, and Richard’s response of 17 August.  Resolved that the response be 
approved. 

149.2 Leeds Residential Property Forum: Received LRPF’s comments of 5 October 
on the Draft, and Secretary’s draft response.  Resolved that the response be 
approved.  Action: to respond to LRPF’s request for a meeting: Cllr Walshaw. 

149.3 Unipol: Reported that comments on the Draft were invited on 5 and on 27 
August, and again verbally on 11 October, but none has been received. 

149.4 Supplementary Planning Document: Further to Minute 139.1, reported that no 
further information has been received from Cllr Walshaw regarding a SPD on 
HMOs in Headingley. 

 
150 Headingley Grid  Further to Minute 140, noted that there were no 

developments to report. 
 
 
151 Next Steps  Received from Steve (by email, 24 May 2016) proposals for Next 

Steps. 



151.1 Project Plan: Resolved (a) that in the light of collapsing capacity, expansion of 
the Plan was unrealistic, and (b) that cancellation would represent loss of work 
already invested, and therefore (c) to pursue the Plan as currently developed 
(comprising Housing policy, perhaps with the addition of Greenspace policy) 
towards a Pre-Submission draft.  Action: (a) to refer this proposal to Ian 
Mackay for advice; (b) in the event of a positive response, to appoint a new 
consultant to pursue the required work, and (c) to apply to Locality for further 
Grant Support to fund the consultant: Secretary. 

151.2 Headingley Neighbourhood Forum  Action: to inform the Forum, (1) of the 
proposed Project Plan, and (2) of the intention to re-convene the Forum to 
consider the Pre-Submission Draft in due course: Secretary. 

 
152 Resources 
152.1 Finances: (a) Forum Accounts  Received from Treasurer, current bank 

statement at 25 October, when the balance stood at £640.31. 
(b) Locality Grant Support: Action: further to Minutes 134.1b and 151.1 
above, to apply to Locality for balance of Grant returned at the end of the last 
financial year: Secretary. 

152.2 Staffing: Further to Minute 143.2b, reported that Secretary corresponded with 
Mike Dando, 29 March onwards, as a possible Consultant.  Action: further to 
Minute 151.1 above to pursue possibilities for appointing a new Consultant: 
Secretary. 

152.3 Mapping  Reported that the Secretary submitted a Licence Agreement with 
Ordnance Survey to LCC on 10 October. 

 
153 Planning Matters 
153.1 Planning Policy (a) Site Allocation Plan: Reported that the Plan for Inner NW 

Leeds was considered at Development Plans Panel on 14 June; currently, 
consultation is under way on Outer NE Leeds; Pre-Submission Changes for 
the whole Plan will be advertised, February-March 2017. 
(b) Leeds Housing Standard DPD: Reported that the DPD was under 
consultation, 23 June-28 July. 
(c) CLG HMOs & Residential Property Licensing Reforms: Reported that a 
consultation paper was published on 18 October. 

153 2 Planning Applications  Received from Secretary a Report on planning 
applications in the Neighbourhood, and actions taken, since the last meeting. 

153.3 Neighbourhood Planning (a) Reported that Neighbourhood Planning 
Workshops on Writing Neighbourhood Planning Policy and on How can 
neighbourhood planning make a real difference? were held at Leeds Beckett 
University on 16 April and 11 June 2016;  
(b) Reported that Locality proposed on 5 August that Neighbourhood Forums 
on completion might be converted to Community Enterprises; but Headingley 
already supports a Community Enterprise in HDT. 

 
154 Other Business: Reported that the Council has forwarded a BT Phone Box 

consultation.  Action: to decline the consultation (as not a planning matter), 
but to refer it to local community associations: Secretary. 

 
155 Next Meeting to be confirmed. 
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Headingley Neighbourhood Forum 
Seventh Meeting, 24 April 2017, HEART 
 
The Forum was preceded by an open informal meeting, which discussed the future of 
Headingley Neighbourhood Plan. 

 
MINUTES 
Present: C Beels (LS6 3DD), D Cockerham (Turnways), K Fabri (BPRA), S 
Hunt (Granbys), R Norton (FROG), M Pickard (LPA), E Riley (ARARA), R 
Tyler (H Network), Cllr Walshaw (Headingley), C Webb (NHPNA), T 
Whatmough (Chair) (Churches); 
Apologies: M Charlton (Cardigan T), David Collett (LBU), Rachel Harkess 
(HDT), Jonathan Morgan (Morgan’s), Helen Seymour (NFS). 
 
Attending all or part of the two meetings: M Emly (LS6 3DU), H Gee (ARARA), 
P Goodman (Grove Lane), H Kirk (BPRA), I Mackay (LCC), A Miladinovic 
(LCC), Bob Overy (Ash Road), J Percy-Smith (Community Orchard), Morgan 
Reid, J Walker (Ash Road). 
 
61 Membership of the Forum 
61.1 Withdrawals: Reported that the membership of J Foster (LUU) and J 

Malpass-Clark (LBSU) had lapsed. 
61.2 Applications: Resolved in order to effect resolution 66.1c below, and 

notwithstanding clause 8.1 of the Constitution, that H Gee be appointed 
to the Forum. 

 
62  Minutes of Previous Meeting  Received the Minutes of the sixth meeting 

on 6 October 2015, which were agreed as a correct record. 
62.1 Minute 53, Headingley Neighbourhood Plan: Draft 1, Policy Intentions, 

was the subject of consultation in the Autumn of 2015; in the light of 
comments made, and of feedback from AECOM, a revised draft was 
prepared, and submitted for comment to LCC Development 
Management. 

62.2 Minute 54, Consultation Statement: The Statement requires completion 
of Phase Four of the Public Engagement Programme. 

62.3 Minute 55, Evidence Base: A Headingley Housing Market Assessment 
has been drafted, and AECOM has commented. 

 
63 Minutes of Steering Group  Received the Minutes of the last meeting of 

the Steering Group, held on 6 February 2017. 
 
64 Project Plan  Received from the Secretary a draft Project Plan D.  

Resolved by 80% to 20% to continue with the development of 
Headingley Neighbourhood Plan, in accordance with the Project Plan 
or a revised version thereof. 

 



65 Resources  Received from Unity Trust Bank a Statement of Account for 1 
April 2017; reported by the Treasurer that following subsequent 
expenditure, the balance in the account now stood at £407.51. 

 
66 Headingley Neighbourhood Forum 
66.1 Officers: Resolved nem con that the following officers be confirmed or 

appointed. 
(a) Chair: Rev Tony Whatmough; 
(b) Deputy Chair: Steve Hunt and Cllr Walshaw (job share); 
(c) Secretary: Helen Gee (Interim); 
(d) Treasurer: Derek Cockerham. 

66.2 Next Meeting: Action: Deputy Chair to convene a meeting of Headingley 
Neighbourhood Forum after the forthcoming General Election: Steve 
Hunt. 

 
67 The Forum thanked the Secretary for his contribution to the development 

of Headingley Neighbourhood Plan. 
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Headingley Neighbourhood Forum is holding a re-launch event 

to seek your views 

Come and tell us what you’d like to be involved in, and what 

you’d like to see in Headingley over the next 15 years 

FREE, FAMILY FRIENDLY,  

ALL WELCOME 

WHEN: SUNDAY 10TH SEPTEMBER  

2—5PM 

WHERE: NEW HEADINGLEY CLUB,              

ST MICHAEL’S ROAD, LS6 3BG 

Why: to re-launch the Headingley Neighbourhood Forum, and 

seek your views on what our direction should be 

Come for a chat, some cake  

Entertainment provided for all ages, including a free raffle! 

www.headingleyneighbourhoodplan.org.uk 

 

  @HEADINGLEYPLAN 
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Summary of feedback from event on September 10th 2017. 
 
Comments:  
 
There is considerable overlap between many of the categories with environment and quality of life issues being strong cross cutting themes 
 
Full feedback available on request. 

Housing  Heritage Movement Greenspaces Environment and 
climate change 

New housing should be 
planned on green 
principles= See Lilac in 
Bramley  +++ 

Loss of boundary wall, trees, 
soft landscape 

pedestrian safety (timing of 
green men) 

More public family spaces Trees and green spaces need 
protecting from developers 

Existing housing adapted to 
be energy and water 
efficient 

Several comments on our 
local history eg  
Original oak, pack horse 
trails and Tolkein 

Dedicated cycle routes to  Need to protect gardens as 
green spaces 

Bin collection complaints ++ 

Pleased to see the 
community coming back 
into balance 

Why not a heritage trail or a 
sculpture trail that 
[connects?] with the city 
centre and university ++ 

Better traffic management 
for cricket and rugby events 
++ 

 Trees planting and soft 
landscaping to reduce 
flooding risk 

Needs housing for people 
with disabilities. 

Needs greater planning 
control to limit the use of 
steel shutters 

Build a metro  Prevent concreting of front 
gardens. 

New Housing: flexible 
houses, small-large. Scale 
for all ages… aging 
population, youth needs, 

Civic societies in the area 
need a more proactive and 
positive stance by giving 
awards to good 
developments in the area. 
Either heritage conversation 
or new developments 
 

New developments should 
be designed to reduce car 
use. – pollution/safety and 
traffic impacts 

 All new developments to be 
environmentally friendly. 



Summary of feedback from event on September 10th 2017. 
 
Comments:  
 
There is considerable overlap between many of the categories with environment and quality of life issues being strong cross cutting themes 
 
Full feedback available on request. 

Large Victorian HMOs 
should be allowed to change 
to apartment 

Celebrate Heritage- oak 
trees… 
More public art, blue 
plaques etc.  
 

  We could do with a 
business/community 
sustainability plan including 
recycling, local sourcing, 
reducing traffic numbers, 
reducing diesel traffic. 
 

No more boring Barrett type 
houses. 
 

Egs of Specific good 
buildings.  
Ivy Lodge – 74 Headingley 
Lane. 
Art Deco Houses on Alma 
Rd/Grove Rd/Grove Lane 
78 St Michael’s Rd (corner 
of North Lane). 
St Michael and Dragon 
frieze in Bennet Road 
 
 

   

Sound performance 
between properties 
 

    

 

 

“Environment  & Climate Change” – submissions from Neighbourhood Plan afternoon Sunday 10th September 2017 



Summary of feedback from event on September 10th 2017. 
 
Comments:  
 
There is considerable overlap between many of the categories with environment and quality of life issues being strong cross cutting themes 
 
Full feedback available on request. 
 

Management of Litter and bins – too much litter and rat infestation in the area 

Headingley Students and Bins – a perennial problem ! Students aren’t a good demographic for being mature and using bins properly. BUT they are now a 

generation who have grown up recycling all of their lives so it should be more automatic to them. 

Practical policies on modernising old homes which balance conservation with habitability 

Wide analysis of transport issues – to reduce air pollution, to look at supplementing safe & respectful cycling –to protect pedestrians from the above – 

especially keeping apart from cyclists 

Have buses on Otley Road not running on diesel , reduce pollution on this area then we might live longer and healthier 

The rent on Otley Road shops is too high and new shops can’t survive. Maybe we should do a charm offensive on Park Lane properties(who rule the road) to 

see if we can encourage them to see it as their job to help support the community and the High St. 

Use solar material for roofs on all new buildings and encourage solar panels on any possible building 

Help educate the temporary population (students) on recycling, litter sorting and being responsible for bins 

Do we know what proportion of people cycle through Headingley ?  Agree cycling is important (and difficult through Otley Rd) but it is not suitable /feasible 

for many individuals/ groups. 

Making the streets more pedestrian friendly and bike friendly (2 very different things) would help cut vehicle pollution 

Surely recycling needs to be addressed re our environment.  And tht means the Council ri=ubbish collection being elevated as a service in need of a massive 

overhaul. 

Prioritisation if high-spec energy efficient buildings (zero carbon homes) – better than current building regs. 



Summary of feedback from event on September 10th 2017. 
 
Comments:  
 
There is considerable overlap between many of the categories with environment and quality of life issues being strong cross cutting themes 
 
Full feedback available on request. 
Rubbish bins on pavements and fly-tipping is a real problem in Headingley. Not only does it look horrible and encourages seaguills and urban foxes, but it 

loses recyxcling revenue for the council!  Bins regularly overflowing and recycling bein contaminated with other rubbish. Graffiti on buidings and walls (esp 

in ginnells) is a further scary and off-putting pattern for families. 

When is the next review of the local plan ?  Name of our local planner .  Brockbank.  Appoint planning professional. 

Encourage students to take pride in Headingley whilst living as part of the community. 

Bus- need to introduce hybrid battery/engine buses on Headingely routes, routes such as 7 already use these.  An electric trolley bus would have been a 

great advantage, or resurrected tram scheme. 

Do we need to consider flash flood drainage in Victorian sewers ? 

I advocate a Headingley by-pass for commuter trafficon the Otley Road as th only way to cut pollution from the road. And also to increase the use of public 

transport. 

Firstbus – Electric Buses.  Trees – L/A Management. 

Tube line and cycle scheme. 

Simplifying the permit system for taking domestic rubbish to tips urgently needed. The present system encourages fly tipping, especially with a mobile, 

short term population.  Fining landlords or tenants for contaminating green bins might help. 

 

“Environment  & Climate Change” – submissions from Neighbourhood Plan afternoon Sunday 10th September 2017 

 

Management of Litter and bins – too much litter and rat infestation in the area 



Summary of feedback from event on September 10th 2017. 
 
Comments:  
 
There is considerable overlap between many of the categories with environment and quality of life issues being strong cross cutting themes 
 
Full feedback available on request. 
Headingley Students and Bins – a perennial problem ! Students aren’t a good demographic for being mature and using bins properly. BUT they are now a 

generation who have grown up recycling all of their lives so it should be more automatic to them. 

Practical policies on modernising old homes which balance conservation with habitability 

Wide analysis of transport issues – to reduce air pollution, to look at supplementing safe & respectful cycling –to protect pedestrians from the above – 

especially keeping apart from cyclists 

Have buses on Otley Road not running on diesel , reduce pollution on this area then we might live longer and healthier 

The rent on Otley Road shops is too high and new shops can’t survive. Maybe we should do a charm offensive on Park Lane properties(who rule the road) to 

see if we can encourage them to see it as their job to help support the community and the High St. 

Use solar material for roofs on all new buildings and encourage solar panels on any possible building 

Help educate the temporary population (students) on recycling, litter sorting and being responsible for bins 

Do we know what proportion of people cycle through Headingley ?  Agree cycling is important (and difficult through Otley Rd) but it is not suitable /feasible 

for many individuals/ groups. 

Making the streets more pedestrian friendly and bike friendly (2 very different things) would help cut vehicle pollution 

Surely recycling needs to be addressed re our environment.  And tht means the Council ri=ubbish collection being elevated as a service in need of a massive 

overhaul. 

Prioritisation if high-spec energy efficient buildings (zero carbon homes) – better than current building regs. 

Rubbish bins on pavements and fly-tipping is a real problem in Headingley. Not only does it look horrible and encourages seaguills and urban foxes, but it 

loses recyxcling revenue for the council!  Bins regularly overflowing and recycling bein contaminated with other rubbish. Graffiti on buidings and walls (esp 

in ginnells) is a further scary and off-putting pattern for families. 

When is the next review of the local plan ?  Name of our local planner .  Brockbank.  Appoint planning professional. 



Summary of feedback from event on September 10th 2017. 
 
Comments:  
 
There is considerable overlap between many of the categories with environment and quality of life issues being strong cross cutting themes 
 
Full feedback available on request. 
Encourage students to take pride in Headingley whilst living as part of the community. 

Bus- need to introduce hybrid battery/engine buses on Headingely routes, routes such as 7 already use these.  An electric trolley bus would have been a 

great advantage, or resurrected tram scheme. 

Do we need to consider flash flood drainage in Victorian sewers ? 

I advocate a Headingley by-pass for commuter trafficon the Otley Road as th only way to cut pollution from the road. And also to increase the use of public 

transport. 

Firstbus – Electric Buses.  Trees – L/A Management. 

Tube line and cycle scheme. 

Simplifying the permit system for taking domestic rubbish to tips urgently needed. The present system encourages fly tipping, especially with a mobile, 

short term population.  Fining landlords or tenants for contaminating green bins might help. 

Housing 

Options- new houses 

New housing should be planned on green principles= See Lilac in Bramley.- external car parking, central safe areas, open to other members of the public. 

These principles considered before developments OKed 

Flat developments should more be crammed with tenants. Open space planned where available, Parking issues. 

 

Live- Cardigan Triangle. Terrace, semis, flats. 

 

Pleased to see the community coming back into balance. We need to make more public family spaces to continue this. 

 

New Housing: flexible houses, small-large. Scale for all ages… aging population, youth needs, small houses. 



Summary of feedback from event on September 10th 2017. 
 
Comments:  
 
There is considerable overlap between many of the categories with environment and quality of life issues being strong cross cutting themes 
 
Full feedback available on request. 
 

New housing locations…small scale . 

Zero carbon as far as possible. 

 

Areas of improvement.  

Gardens turned over to car parking 

Adults cycling on the pavements 

 

Large Victorian HMOs should be allowed to change to apartment – Less parking and more permanent residents 

 

What about a complex which mixes families and elderly? 

Including a central siocuak areas with a combined playgroup or nursery and elderly day centre. 

 

 

EXISTING 

Loss of boundary wall, trees, soft landscape. 

 

Affordable houses for families 

 

Well designed, eco friendly housing. 

Grey water tanks insulation, renewableenergy use. 

Variety of types of housing- mixed to encourage mixed community 

No more boring Barrett type houses. 

 



Summary of feedback from event on September 10th 2017. 
 
Comments:  
 
There is considerable overlap between many of the categories with environment and quality of life issues being strong cross cutting themes 
 
Full feedback available on request. 
Mr Miles, Otley Road (153 Otley Road) 

- Vibrant area 

- Small scale landlord, none students, short term self catering lets (holiday lets) 

- Lots of comments from his tenants that the area is very nice. 

Areas for improvement 

-traffic/bottlenecks 

- pedestrian safety (timing of green men) 

• Empty homes need actions 

• More purpose build accommodation 

• Sound performance between properties 

• Accessing housing and converting existing stock to be accessible 

• Managing traffic caused by new purpose built student accommodation 

• More residential parking areas – Bloomfield Crescent 

• Better traffic management for cricket and rugby events. 

Heritage 

 

Why not a heritage trail or a sculpture trail that [connects?] with the city centre and university? 

Streetscape 

Concerned about the number of empty shops and especially closed banks. This damages the High Street amenity and sustainability 

 

Civic societies in the area need a more proactive and positive stance by giving awards to good developments in the area. Either heritage conversation or 

new developments 



Summary of feedback from event on September 10th 2017. 
 
Comments:  
 
There is considerable overlap between many of the categories with environment and quality of life issues being strong cross cutting themes 
 
Full feedback available on request. 
 

Could highlight pack horse trails- Meanwood Park, Woodhouse Ridge NB link to Dagmar woods. 

Pack Horse Pub 

Statue in Trinity Leeds. 

 

Steel shutters 

Needs greater planning control to limit the use of steel shutters. There are many cases of totally inappropriate ugly security. This adds an aggressive feel to 

the High Street. 

 

Site of ‘Original Oak’. History as Wapentake. Skyrack and Oak pubs could promote further. 

 

Tolkein live in Holly Bank and frequented Ridge and Meanwood Park. He has a blue plaque in Far Headingley but not here. University of Leeds has 

documents growth of Tolkein folklore in the area, 

 

Empty banks are starting to proliferate. Is there a creative solution? 

 

St Michael and Dragon frieze in Bennet Road 

 

Too much buy-to –eat property is allowed to fall into disrepair and gardens not looked after. This gives a poor impression to residents and visitors and 

detracts from enjoyment of the neighbourhood. 

 

Protect the integrity of the streets, walls etc. 

Celebrate Heritage- oak trees… 

More public art, blue plaques etc.  



Summary of feedback from event on September 10th 2017. 
 
Comments:  
 
There is considerable overlap between many of the categories with environment and quality of life issues being strong cross cutting themes 
 
Full feedback available on request. 
 

It’s a shame you couldn’t include Left Bank Leeds! It’s just out of the area! ☺ 

 

There’s the obvious ones (Heart, New Headingley Club etc.) but there’s some lovely houses around, still unspoiled by landlords. Some with blue plaques and 

possibly some of interest without plaques. 

 

Do something – anything- with the old library building which is a North Lane Landmark. 

 

I’d really like the Original Oak sign to be replaced with a blue plaque. 

 

Ivy Lodge – 74 Headingley Lane. 

Gd II listed- a home of Sir James Ford who ran Leeds Waterworks and gave name to St James Hospital (and leading physician also named James) 

 

Contact Everleigh Bradford – local historian and very knowledgeable 

 

The old zoological gardens could be publicised more 

- He bear pit 

- The old wall 

- The gatehouse (?) 

A prize please to the (new?) owners of 78 St Michael’s Rd (corner of North Lane). What a rehabilitation of a lovely old building.  Hear Hear! 

 

Have a greater awareness of value of Art Deco Houses on Alma Rd/Grove Rd/Grove Lane. Need to conserve these fine 30s houses. 

 



Summary of feedback from event on September 10th 2017. 
 
Comments:  
 
There is considerable overlap between many of the categories with environment and quality of life issues being strong cross cutting themes 
 
Full feedback available on request. 
Where development is done sensitively and in line with surrounding that’s fine. Where this isn’t the case then it detracts from the neighbourhood- the new 

housing on Cardigan Road is out of keeping with the area and far too large.  

 

 

Pavements 

-Yorkshire stone replaced with tarmac – not happy. 

 

 

 

 

 

Movement 

I think there is a huge need to increase parking provision.  Stadium events make our roads impassable. Workers use Headingley streets as a park-

and-ride site.  There is no place for shoppers to park. 

Should be much more pedestrian friendly at both the main crossroads. And the time allowed at the pedestrian lights at the Arndale is far too short 

and too slow to activate. 

Only electric buses to be used on A660 for cleaner air 

Is there any possibility of a new train station to serve the stadium? (Having lost a committed £million to redeveloping the grounds  - they have not 

made any provision for their audience!) 

I agree 



Summary of feedback from event on September 10th 2017. 
 
Comments:  
 
There is considerable overlap between many of the categories with environment and quality of life issues being strong cross cutting themes 
 
Full feedback available on request. 

A new station.  Current Headingley station too far from the centre. Create a new station possibly next to the stadium which will be both more 

convenient and serve the stadium also. 

I live in Headingley and am also a pedestrian. Pedestrians are not protected at (non traffic light) intersections. And we wait an age for lights to allow 

us to cross at crossings. 

Limit heavy traffic on A660 to access only. Use ring road for non-access HGVs. 

Make it mandatory for cyclists to wear hi-Viz (too many near accidents in trendy black) 

New rapid transport system: either finally build the trolley bus scheme or a new supertram which will greatly improve public transport.  Must use 

the reserved land behind the Arndale Centre to bypass centre. 

Parking permits. Too many people working in Leeds and parking in Headingley 

The legal status of a good number of the footpaths and ginnels in the plan area is less secure than desirable. A detailed appendix to the Leeds Rights 

of Way Improvement Plan is desirable and was submitted for the original plan. An example: the path through Batcliffe Woods is non-definitive 

which may have an effect on whether it would be improved for disabled access 

I use public transport to work which is good – frequent buses. Buses in other directions other than town routes would be useful (I work in Seacroft) 

Not enough parking for shoppers. I travel into Headingley but often leave as no parking spaces.  

Cyclists use pavements because it is so dangerous to cycle on the roads. Cycle paths often blocked by cars and suddenly disappear at pinch points. 

We need off road cycle paths. Priority should be . 1 pedestrians 2 cyclists 3 cars. 



Summary of feedback from event on September 10th 2017. 
 
Comments:  
 
There is considerable overlap between many of the categories with environment and quality of life issues being strong cross cutting themes 
 
Full feedback available on request. 

Pedestrians and cyclists should be kept apart. Cyclists penalised for cycling on pavements 

Movement  2 

No parking on main road and no cycle lanes. 

Cycling on footpaths very dangerous for elderly, infirm and children 

‘rights of way’ of pedestrians needs to be enforced 

Cyclists need cycle routes plus roads which they can’t access! 

There need to be enforcement stopping cyclists on pavements and on the canal towpaths. I walk a lot and increasingly think that cyclists and 
pedestrians shouldn’t be in the same space just as cars and cyclists should be separated 

Stadium traffic very difficult for local people. Cars very large these days – something needs to be done! 

Live in Headingley. Walk. Use public transport. Bus to town – Otley etc. Issues with rugby ground parking in Cardigan Triangle. Ground should take 
more responsibility – institute Park and Ride from Woodhouse Moor. 

Headingley needs to be more people friendly; slower traffic on shopping streets and residential: wider uncluttered LESS patchy parking:  LESS air 
pollution. 

 

 

 



Summary of feedback from event on September 10th 2017. 
 
Comments:  
 
There is considerable overlap between many of the categories with environment and quality of life issues being strong cross cutting themes 
 
Full feedback available on request. 
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Headingley Neighbourhood Plan – Engagement Strategy – Draft 1 
 

1. Purpose 
 
A key criterion for the Neighbourhood Plan Examiner to accept the Neighbourhood Plan is to judge 
the level of support it has from the community it covers.  Amongst other things, it is therefore 
essential to address the following : 
 

• Has there been meaningful public involvement in generating policy ideas ? 

• Has that engagement been adequately wide-ranging, so as to be representative ? 

• Are those ideas sufficiently attractive, trusted and relevant to the community that it voted 
for the Plan that included them ? 

• Have the above been properly documented, both as a process, and in the final Consultation 
Statement ? 

 

2. Process for development of an Engagement Plan 
 
Initial activity in 2014-15 focussed on working through the many residents’ associations in the area, 
plus public questionnaires for targeted large businesses, shopkeepers and shoppers. 
 
Re-examination in 2017 of the feedback from the 2015 consultation suggested that a wider 
definition of community would be advantageous, and that consideration was needed as to the 
stakeholders who might have been missed.  Reference was made to the CSP CIC notes tips and tools 
for the development of a Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

2.1. Stakeholders List  
 
A stakeholder list was compiled and used as the basis of a Gap Analysis of the parties with whom 
there had been little initial consultation, and an action plan with target dates to plug those gaps.  
See table 1. 
 

2.2. Sampling basis 
 
Where gaps were identified, the indicative population was estimated and a sample size equal to the 
square root of the number of population was sought.  For example, of the 20 pubs/bars in the area, 
5 would be targeted for interview, but only 3 of the area’s 8 food shops, or 15 parents of a school 
with single form entry – around 210 children.  As a cross-reference the square root of the voters in 
the area is about 100, and there are many overlaps which were monitored. 
 

2.3. Data Protection 
 
Raw consultation data which contains personal details which might identify the individual providing 
the response is held securely in accordance with the Data Protection statement) and anonymised 
results are publicly available via the HNP website. 
 

2.4. Strategic needs 
 
It was particularly important to re-open contact with certain key parties: 

• Headingley Stadium – one of the area’s larger employers, but a location facing competitions 
as a Test Cricket venue from newer stadia, and whose needs may have changed. 
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• Housing landlords – the student population in the Plan area has declined somewhat, and 
some properties are returning to family use, others are re-orienting towards the 
intermediate “young professional “ market.  In addition, the tax position for Buy-to-let is less 
favourable, so some properties recently being let are now for sale. It is important to 
understand how landlords may approach the changes they face and how these might  be 
mitigated, if not resolved entirely by constructive partnership with the wider community. 

• Places of Worship – the Plan area contains several churches of historical interest, not all of 
which have a guaranteed future as Christian places of worship – these are often landmark 
buildings and any change of use needs to be evaluated carefully, and it is important not to 
assume that modern patterns of worship are that everyone worships in the same immediate 
locality as the one in which they live. 

• Sheltered and other specialist housing for ,people with disabilities and older people  in 
particular, the elderly – the UK population as a whole is ageing, and understanding the need 
for smaller homes for this segment is seen as critical to freeing up family properties for 
future generations. 

• Schools and Nurseries – these are a key provision which needs to be local to residents, to 
avoid disproportionate impact on traffic, and are pivotal to determining housing types 
needed for 21st century family groups.  Head Teachers and School Governors were used as a 
contact route into this segment. 

 

2.5. Equality and Diversity 
 

The 2015 initial data gathering was publicised in advance via advertisements in shops, 
community buildings, residents’ associations and the internet; it was executed in public 
spaces or door-to-door.  Records were taken opportunistically of Equality and Diversity 
Data, such as 

• Age 

• Gender 

• Disability 

• Ethnicity/race 

• Sexual orientation 

• Religion or belief  

• Employment status 

• Geographical location 

• Socio-economic characteristics 

• Interest/knowledge/expertise 

• Other - eg access to a car, or do you rely on public transport or other means of 
travel etc. 

 
The 2018 consultation reflected on the gaps and targeted specific demographic groups 
where they could be identified and correlated with Council population and census 
statistics.  At the time of preparing this strategy, the census data was seven years old, 
and there had been significant anecdotal evidence of subsequent population changes 
(for example requirements for Junior school places), so such efforts seek to broadly 
correlate with the data available, rather than mimic it minutely. 

 
2.6. Challenges 
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Apart from the “moving target” of demographic change, two stakeholder groups prove consistently 
difficult to engage with constructively:  

• visiting sports crowds  and  
• revellers using the Plan area’s many clubs and restaurants.    

This was resolved by direct approaches to the stadium management teams to allow leafletting of the 
grounds on match days, and by seeking feedback from bar users by having beermats to advertise the 
website and social media contact points. (? Or maybe a line in the match programme or a link on the 
stadium/ bar websites ? ?) 
 

2.7. Reflections and Review 
 

At key milestone dates, and before finalisation of the input to the Plan, consultation 
feedback was reviewed to ensure that as wide a sample of Headingley stakeholders was 
aware of the plan and had fed in opinions. 
 
3. Results and Conclusions 
 
About the process, as well as the output? 
 
For the Consultation Statement you’ll need a timeline of any consultation / event undertaken so far.  
 
Key questions will be: 
 
Who was consulted? 
When?  
What on? 
How were they consulted? 
What did they say? 
How did this affect the nature of the Plan? 



Headingley Neighbourhood Plan: Summary for landlords of local properties  September 2018 

Why we would like your opinion 

Housing landlords, small and big, are an important part of the Headingley environment – You have 

been represented on the Neighbourhood Plan forum from the beginning but we would like to give 

you a chance to comment on this latest version of the plan. 

This is a partial summary of the last version of the plan. It was approved by our forum in April.    You 

will be able to find a full version of this on the website 

https://headingleyneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/draft-text-for-plan-with-comments-from-forum-

members-april-2018/ 

Once we have your opinions and those of others, and these have been agreed by the next  NP 

forum, we will produce a final version, with all the background documents.   This will go to an 

examiner.  If approved, everyone on the electoral roll in the area covered by the plan will have a 

chance to approve it in a referendum. 

 Summary of the draft plan. 

The plan has six sections which sit under an overall section of Vision and Objectives: Housing, 

Heritage and Design; Environmental sustainability; Town centre; Traffic and air pollution; 

Community/Social cohesion. As this summary is for landlords it focuses on the vision and the 

housing section. We encourage you to look at the rest of the plan on the website as, of course, all 

the area influence each other. 

Vision and Objectives   

Headingley is its people. [ ]. Our plan aims to make sure that all sections of our society have a space 

in our area, that as we develop over the next 15 years we can continue to make a home for people 

from all or every  section of society.  We want people, should they choose, to find a good home here 

[ ]. 

Our vision is of Headingley as a vibrant, inclusive, sustainable community which supports everyone’s 

physical and mental health and wellbeing. A place with good quality housing; good access to 

walking, exercise and play; strong communities providing mutual support and a thriving town centre 

and local economy serving our local residents and welcoming visitors and workers.   

• Optimise the use of our housing stock to meet the needs of more people and widen the 

demographic profile of the area; 

• Ensure that as housing is developed, repurposed or designed it meets the needs of the old, 

the young and those with disabilities. 

• Preserve, sustain and improve our heritage and built environment.  

• Maintain our existing green spaces and where possible identify and provide more.  

• Endorse and extend any new or existing processes which make the area more 

environmentally friendly. 

We specify that all sections of the community should be equally welcome and that their needs 

should be catered for.  

https://headingleyneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/draft-text-for-plan-with-comments-from-forum-members-april-2018/
https://headingleyneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/draft-text-for-plan-with-comments-from-forum-members-april-2018/


Housing 

Here we describe the housing in Headingley and point out that we are unlikely to find space for new 

development but, where there is scope for modification and development of properties we should  

bring the quality of the housing stock up to current occupational and environmental standards and 

make it more attractive to purchasers/renters.  

The council and local community have worked hard to moderate the impact of the rapid shift from 

long term occupation to Houses in multiple occupancy and now, as a result of HMO legislation, 

market developments (new student housing in the centre) and community work we have reached a 

stage where housing occupancy  is gradually shifting from  a shorter  term to a longer term pattern. 

The NP forum recognises the contribution that short term residents bring to the area and seek to 

maintain the traditional Headingley welcome to shorter term residents. The focus of this plan is on 

supporting the ongoing rebalancing of the population whilst at the same time continuing to 

welcome the youthful short term people who have given so much to Headingley over the years. It is 

not the intention of this Plan to push existing short term residents out of the Neighbourhood Area. 

Indeed, it is hoped that some of these short term residents will choose to become long term 

residents rather than moving out of the area. 

The NP supports the Leeds City Council’s Core Strategy Policy H6 which seeks to avoid new HMO 

growth in areas of high concentration, as well as the Article 4 Direction introduced by the Council in 

2012 to suspend Permitted Development Rights for changing a (C3 use) dwelling house to a (C4 use) 

small houses in multiple occupation and considers this to be an essential underpinning for future 

developments. 

Housing Uses 

This neighbourhood plan will include a policy that supports:   

• Retrofitting for accessibility across the life course 

• Retrofitting for environmental sustainability 

 

We recognise the national and local shortage of housing so support well designed changes which will 

provide more units of housing for people who want to live in our area long term.  This will include 

supporting turning big houses into high quality, reasonably sized flats where people can settle and 

make their homes, or into co-housing projects.  

 

If any land becomes available for housing development this housing should be good quality, well 

designed, and appropriate for a wide range of tenures to meet the needs of people with a wide 

range of needs. 

The (post plan) neighbourhood forum will, using the guidance in this plan: 

 Work alongside landlords, developers and community groups to 

• Encourage longer term letting arrangements 

• Encourage the modification of surplus and  under occupied HMOs to become  longer term  

housing 

• Support co- housing and alternative housing models 

• Improve the standard of the existing housing stock. 



Comments from the forum members:  there was a general agreement that the current progress 

towards a more balanced population structure must be encouraged by plan policies. There were also 

a number of more detailed suggestions and expansions on the content. 

 

 

 



HNP Forum 

27th November 2018



Agenda:  Tenth forum meeting  27th November 
2018.

1 Welcome and introductions:  Tony Whatmough (Chair) 5-

10 minutes

2 Minutes and matters arising

Including boundary change and variation to constitution.

10 minutes

3 Presentation of policy intentions document for feedback 

from the forum.

45 minutes

4 Identification of Green spaces and non-designated 

heritage assets

10 minutes

5 Feedback on recent consultation 10 minutes

6. Next steps: 5 minutes

7.  Any other business. 5 minutes





Constitutional amendment

Now:
• 8.1 Applications by individuals for membership 

shall be made in writing to the Secretary, and 
they shall be decided by the Forum

Proposed:
• 8.1 Applications by individuals for membership 

shall be made either in writing to the Secretary or 
in person at a quorate meeting of the Forum. 
Applicants for Forum Membership may be co-
opted to the Forum by the Steering Group until 
being ratified at a quorate Forum Meeting





Recent consultation

People between 20 and 30
• “What do you enjoy about living in Headingley?” all happy 

to live here quoting the “Town Centre” with its 
independent shops, bars, cafe, etc. ,good transport links 
and the varied make up of the community the greenery, 
trees and allotments

• What would make life better here?” Followed similar lines 
Less traffic queues, better rubbish clearance, limits on car 
permits per household.  Step free access to Headingley
train station, one comment that they were leaving the area 
because of the number of students. More cycle friendly, 
recycling improvement, later shop openings.



Places of worship

Places of worship within our boundaries are all churches (various 
denominations)  – Mosques ,Hindu and Sikh temples within Hyde Park

Congregations are small groups of long term local residents and people 
who travel in to Headingley with, in some cases, students

Many provide social activities,support

Many buildings are significant from the point of view of local landscape 
and heritage.

No concern was expressed about the impact of the HNP proposals



.

Business:

• We have had 4 responses from a widely 
distributed questionnaire

Landlords:

• We are still awaiting a response



Thank You





 

 

 

 

Pre-Submission Consultation Engagement Strategy 

Final Version June 2020  



Headingley NP – Regulation 14 (Pre-Submission) Consultation 

Engagement Strategy 

1. Introduction / Purpose 

We have reached the pre-submission consultation stage and this document sets out the 

strategy for carrying out the statutory consultation in line with the regulatory requirements set 

out in Regulation 14 and in keeping with best practice. This engagement strategy will be used 

as a reference point and guide before, during and after the pre-submission period to help plan, 

monitor and evaluate the success of the consultation. It will also be used as part of the 

evidence base supporting the consultation statement when the plan is submitted for 

independent examination in late 2020 / early 2021.  

In light of the circumstances surrounding the outbreak of Covid-19 and resultant ‘lockdown’ 

and social distancing measures introduced by government, we have been required to 

reconsider the overall approach to the pre-submission consultation and make changes as 

necessary. It is important for this engagement strategy to set out clearly the measures that we 

will take to ensure that residents, businesses and stakeholders have a good opportunity to 

respond to the consultation and contribute to the preparation of the Headingley 

Neighbourhood Plan. This will be critical to ensuring that the plan is successful at independent 

examination and the subsequent referendum.  

This engagement strategy will be shared with Leeds City Council for their comment and 

agreement in advance of the pre-submission consultation. It is anticipated that the consultation 

period can commence in early June 2020. 

2. Consultation History 

We have a good track record in engaging with local residents and stakeholders. The plan was 

initiated by a meeting of local residents groups in 2014 along with businesses and anchor 

organisations such as the universities and representatives from the stadium. A questionnaire 

and public meetings were used to gather initial ideas for inclusion in the plan. In early 2015, 

over 5000 homes were leafleted, online consultation took place, and public drop in meetings 

were held.  

In 2017, following a period of reflection, it was decided that the overall focus of the plan would 

need to change to account for changing circumstances in the neighbourhood area, particularly 

demographic changes and the local impact of Leeds City Council’s Article 4 direction. The 

Forum then decided to refresh the consultation to take account of the change in direction, and 

to re-engage with stakeholders in the area on that basis. Targeted consultation took place with 

the Stadium, landlords, places of worship, sheltered and specialist housing providers, schools 

and nurseries. A re-launch event was held and attended by over 50 local residents. This was 

to ensure that their views and forward plans could be taken into account in the new draft plan.  

As a result of the consultation that’s been conducted to prepare the pre-submission draft plan, 

we are in a good position to make the most of the pre-submission consultation and ensure 

that all sections of the community are given the opportunity to comment.  The consultation will 

rely on the positive working relationships that the Forum has built with key stakeholders and 

groups, which will help to make the neighbourhood plan representative when it is submitted 

for independent examination.  

 

 



3. Planning Guidance  

Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 set out the process 

by which pre-submission consultation must be carried out. The requirements of the regulations 

must be met for the neighbourhood plan to be successful at examination and proceed to 

referendum.  

The requirements are as follows: 

14.  Before submitting a plan proposal to the local planning authority, a qualifying body 

must— 

(a)publicise, in a manner that is likely to bring it to the attention of people who live, 

work or carry on business in the neighbourhood area— 

(i)details of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan; 

(ii)details of where and when the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan 

may be inspected; 

(iii)details of how to make representations; and 

(iv)the date by which those representations must be received, being not less than 6 

weeks from the date on which the draft proposal is first publicised; 

(b)consult any consultation body referred to in paragraph 1 of Schedule 1 whose 

interests the qualifying body considers may be affected by the proposals for a 

neighbourhood development plan; and 

(c)send a copy of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan to the local 

planning authority. 

Initial government guidance on how neighbourhood planning groups should respond to the 

Covid-19 crisis was unclear, particularly in regard to whether statutory consultations could 

proceed and if so, how they could be conducted safely and in line with legal requirements. 

However, on 13 May 2020, Planning Practice Guidance was updated to clarify the position. 

Paragraph 107 (Ref ID: 41-107-20200513) now states: 

Public consultation: The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 require 

neighbourhood planning groups and local planning authorities to undertake publicity in a 

manner that is likely to bring it to the attention of people who live, work or carry on 

business in the neighbourhood area at particular stages of the process. It is not 

mandatory that engagement is undertaken using face-to-face methods. However, to 

demonstrate that all groups in the community have been sufficiently engaged, such as 

with those without internet access, more targeted methods may be needed including by 

telephone or in writing. Local planning authorities may be able to advise neighbourhood 

planning groups on suitable methods and how to reach certain groups in the community. 

 

There are also requirements in the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 

that require at some stages of the process for neighbourhood planning groups and local 

planning authorities to publicise the neighbourhood planning proposal and publish details 

of where and when documents can be inspected. It is not mandatory for copies of 

documents to be made available at a physical location. They may be held available 

online. Local planning authorities may be able to advise neighbourhood planning groups 

on suitable methods that will provide communities with access to physical copies of 

documents. 



The changes to Planning Practice Guidance make it clear that conducting the pre-submission 

consultation is possible, indeed encouraged, and that regulatory requirements can be met 

without having physical copies of the plan available in public locations.  

This engagement strategy will set out how we intend to conduct the pre-submission 

consultation in line with PPG, which should give confidence to Leeds City Council and the 

independent examiner once the neighbourhood plan has been submitted for independent 

examination. The measures set out below are proportionate to the neighbourhood area and 

reflect the different groups in Headingley and the overall aims and objectives of the 

consultation.  

4. Analysis 

Reflecting on the PPG update, the following sections will set out how the Forum intends to 

approach the pre-submission consultation. 

a. Opportunities 

There are a number of opportunities for us to utilise the relationships built up during previous 

consultations and with informal and formal networks in Headingley.  

i. Targeting 

Targeting of key groups can take place in Headingley as part of the consultation and this will 

build on the targeting that took place during the informal consultation conducted after it was 

decided to refresh the approach of the plan in 2017. Key groups and contacts to target as part 

of the consultation are set out below. 

ii. Online consultation 

It is expected that the pre-submission consultation will be based mainly online, whilst not 

excluding those without internet access, those with limited internet accessibility or those that 

aren’t used to working and commenting online. There are a number of social media pages, 

websites, and mailing lists in Headingley that can be used to promote the plan and encourage 

responses to the consultation. 

iii. Networks 

Headingley is known for having active and engaged residents, as well as for having a large 

student population. Informal networks of residents, landlords, and businesses in the area can 

be used to promote the plan and raise awareness about the consultation. The student 

population can also be targeted using social media and contacts at the universities and 

students unions. 

b. Constraints 

Whilst there are a number of opportunities for the upcoming consultation, we also 

acknowledge that there are constraints which need to be addressed to ensure that the 

consultation is effective and robust. 

i. Social distancing 

Social distancing measures and the closure of public buildings mean that is not possible to 

host a public meeting or a drop in session (as would normally be the case as part of any of 

our consultations). It is also not possible during this period to host copies of the plan at the 

library or another community building as they are currently closed. However, we recognise 

that person-to-person discussion is a valuable part of a consultation process, and will seek to 



provide an alternative solution, for example the opportunity to discuss the plan with a member 

of the steering group by phone or video call.  

ii. Internet accessibility 

People who are not able to access the internet or who are not confident in making comments 

online will still have an opportunity to read the plan and make a contribution to the consultation. 

We will ensure that no groups are excluded from the consultation process by leafleting every 

household and placing posters up in the neighbourhood area. We will also contact 

representatives from key groups in the community which represent the views of people who 

are more likely not to have access to the internet, for example the local Neighbourhood 

Network. 

5. Stakeholder Groups 

The following key stakeholder groups have been identified based on local knowledge and 

previous consultation experience: 

 Residents associations and groups: Ash Road Area RA (ARARA), Beckett Park RA, 

Cardigan Triangle CA, North Hyde Park NA, Turnways RA. Each have their own 

mailing lists and  we have contacts in each group. 

 Residents (generally): All households will be leafleted about the consultation.  

 Headingley Network and Headingley Development Trust: we have contacts in these 

groups and will ask that consultation material is circulated.  

 Landlords: We have contacts in several landlords groups in the area who will be 

contacted directly about the consultation and asked to circulate the consultation 

material among their networks. 

 Local businesses:  we have a list of businesses and they will be leafletted and 

contacted directly by email (where possible). 

 Universities: We have contacts at the universities and they will be contacted directly 

about the consultation. 

 Students Unions: We have contacts at students unions and they will be asked to 

circulate consultation material. 

 Headingley Stadium: We have a contact at the stadium and they will be contacted 

directly about the consultation.  

 Places of worship: We have contacts at local places of worship and they will be 

contacted directly about the consultation and asked to circulate material amongst their 

networks.  

 Schools and nurseries: We have contacts at schools and nurseries and they will be 

contacted directly about the consultation and asked to circulate material to parents.  

 Ward Councillors: Ward councillors have good networks in Headingley and will be 

asked to circulate consultation material. The neighbourhood area crosses the 

boundary of 4 Leeds City Council wards (Headingley and Hyde Park, Kirkstall 

Weetwood and Chapel Allerton) and the ward members will be contacted as part of 

the consultation. 

 Neighbouring neighbourhood planning areas: Hyde Park, Little Woodhouse, Kirkstall 

are designated neighbourhood planning areas and will be contacted directly about the 

neighbourhood plan and asked to circulate the consultation material amongst their 

networks given the proximity of the neighbourhood areas. Chapel Allerton, Chapeltown 

and Meanwood Neighbourhood Areas have not yet been designated but they will be 

contacted directly about the consultation.  

 OWLS – Local Neighbourhood Network for older people 



 Statutory Consultees: The Forum is required to contact a number of statutory 

consultees, the full list of these is set out at Appendix 1 

 

6. Strategy 

The consultation period must be a minimum of 6 weeks, however given the circumstances, it 

has been agreed that the pre-submission consultation will last for a period of twelve weeks, 

between 16 June and 8 September. The following section sets out the different consultation 

methods that will be used during the consultation.  

a. Consultation method 1 – making the plan available online 

The neighbourhood plan and supporting material will be made available on the Headingley 

Neighbourhood Forum website: https://headingleyneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/. The 

consultation material will also be made available on Leeds City Council’s website: 

https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/neighbourhood-planning/headingley-

neighbourhood-plan.  

b. Consultation method 2 – mailing lists 

The Forum has a mailing list of contacts and material will be circulated to contacts on the list. 

The Forum will also ask the residents groups (approx. 100 members), Headingley Network 

(10 members) and Headingley Development Trust (1200 members) to circulate the 

consultation material to their mailing lists. 

c. Consultation method 3 – online targeting  

There are a number of local social media pages in the neighbourhood area, the Forum will 

prepare a schedule of social media posts for before and during the consultation for these 

pages to encourage participation in the consultation.  

 Headingley and Hyde Park News: 

https://www.facebook.com/HeadingleyCouncillors/ 

 Headingley Neighbourhood Forum twitter: 

https://twitter.com/headingleyplan?lang=enHeadingley Development Trust 

Facebook: https://en-gb.facebook.com/pg/headingleyno1/posts/ 

 Headingley Today Facebook: https://en-

gb.facebook.com/pages/category/Company/Headingley-Today-106951619704/ 

 Headingley Community Hub Facebook: https://en-

gb.facebook.com/pages/category/Local-Service/Headingley-Community-Hub-

1053266538166466/ 

 

d. Consultation method 4 – mail out  

Every household in the neighbourhood area will receive a leaflet about the consultation setting 

out how and where to read the plan and supporting material and how to make comments. A 

proof of this is available at appendix 2. 

e. Consultation method 5 – posters 

Posters will be prepared and placed around the neighbourhood area, particularly along key 

pedestrian routes, giving details of the consultation, how to view the plan and supporting 

material and how to make comments. 

https://headingleyneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/neighbourhood-planning/headingley-neighbourhood-plan
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/neighbourhood-planning/headingley-neighbourhood-plan
https://www.facebook.com/HeadingleyCouncillors/
https://twitter.com/headingleyplan?lang=en
https://en-gb.facebook.com/pg/headingleyno1/posts/
https://en-gb.facebook.com/pages/category/Company/Headingley-Today-106951619704/
https://en-gb.facebook.com/pages/category/Company/Headingley-Today-106951619704/
https://en-gb.facebook.com/pages/category/Local-Service/Headingley-Community-Hub-1053266538166466/
https://en-gb.facebook.com/pages/category/Local-Service/Headingley-Community-Hub-1053266538166466/
https://en-gb.facebook.com/pages/category/Local-Service/Headingley-Community-Hub-1053266538166466/


f. Consultation method 6 – local news 

We will prepare a series of ‘press releases’ for local press outlets such as North Leeds Life 

and the Yorkshire Evening Post. North Leeds Life will be contacted about publicising the plan 

on social media and on their website: https://www.northleedslifegroup.com/ and there may 

also be an opportunity to use a ‘Ward Member’ column to promote the consultation. 

Headingley has its own website, and the hosts will be contacted to circulate the consultation 

material amongst their contacts and to put a post on the website: 

https://www.headingleyleeds.com/ 

g. Consultation method 7 – physical copies of the plan 

Physical copies of the plan will be held by the steering group and the Council and made 

available on request (via phone or email to either the LCC neighbourhood planning team or 

the Steering Group).  

A ‘plain text’ accessible version of the plan is being prepared and will also be available as a 

printed copy.  

 

h. Consultation method 8 – online ‘drop ins’ 

The steering group will  host a virtual drop in event on  Google Hangout – where residents can 

read the plan in advance and ask questions directly to steering group members. The proposed 

date for this is August 9th 2020. 

 

i. Consultation method 9 – phone discussions  

Residents and other stakeholders can discuss the plan over the phone with a member of the 

steering group or with the Council’s neighbourhood planning officer (by phoning or emailing 

the LCC neighbourhood planning team to agree a time/date). NP Support phone number: 

0113 37 87997, email: npsupport@leeds.gov.uk .     

j. Consultation method 10 – statutory consultees  

The Forum will contact statutory consultees directly by email (or letter where email is not 

possible) to provide details of the consultation and include a copy of the plan, in line with 

regulatory requirements. 

The above information will be available in publicity material so that the different consultation 

methods are clear to residents and other stakeholders. 

7. Feedback methods: 

Based on the consultation methods set out above, there are a number of ways that consultees 

can give feedback on the plan: 

 By email to the Forum at: info@headingleyneighbourhoodplan.org.uk  or to the LCC 

neighbourhood planning team at npsupport@leeds.gov.uk 

  A pro-forma has been prepared to assist with submitting comments. 

 By phone at: 0113 37 87997. 

 Feedback at webinars/online events will be summarised by the Steering Group and 

agreed with participants 

https://www.northleedslifegroup.com/
https://www.headingleyleeds.com/
mailto:info@headingleyneighbourhoodplan.org.uk


 Comments on social media will be summarised by the Steering Group and screenshots 

captured as part of the evidence base for the plan. 

The feedback will be collated and a summary written and published on the Headingley 

Neighbourhood Plan website. This will be made available before the neighbourhood plan is 

submitted.  

Feedback will be captured in line with GDPR obligations and consultees will need to give their 

express consent for their feedback to be included as part of the consultation statement 

evidence. 

Should lockdown / social distancing measures be significantly relaxed, the Forum will consider 

the option to hold a public meeting or exhibition on the submission draft plan before it is 

submitted for independent examination. 

8. Evaluation 

This engagement strategy will be used to monitor how well the consultation is going during 

the consultation period and identify any gaps. After 6 weeks, the consultation will be reviewed 

and additional measures introduced to boost engagement as necessary and appropriate. 

 

9. Timeline 

Weeks 1+2 

 Statutory consultees will be notified of the consultation 

 The plan and supporting documents will be available online 

 Leaflets will be delivered to every household in the neighbourhood area 

 Press releases will be given to local news outlets 

 Social media posts will be made to raise awareness about the plan 

Weeks 3+4 

 Social media posts 

 Posters placed around neighbourhood area (if not possible in weeks 1 and 2) 

Weeks 5+6 

 Social media posts 

 Press release 2 

 Steering Group review of how effective the engagement and consultation has been to 

date and adjustments made to engagement strategy as appropriate 

Weeks 7+8 

 ‘Drop in’ event (Google Hangout or Zoom) 

Weeks 9+10 

 Social media ‘final reminder’  

 ‘Last chance’ to submit comments 

Weeks 11+12 

 Collating responses  

 Close of consultation 



Appendix 1 – List of Statutory Consultees 

Neighbourhood Planning Consultation Bodies 

1.  For the purposes of regulations 14 and 16, a “consultation body” means— 

(a)where the local planning authority is a London borough council, the Mayor of London; 

(b)a local planning authority, county council or parish council any part of whose area is in or 

adjoins the area of the local planning authority; 

Neighbouring Local Authorities 

 West Yorkshire Combined Authority 

 Bradford Council 

 North Yorkshire County Council 

 Craven Council 

 Wakefield Council 

 Harrogate Council 

 Kirklees Council 

 Calderdale Council 

 Selby Council 

 York Council 

 Barnsley Council  

Neighbouring Neighbourhood Forums 

 Kirkstall Neighbourhood Forum 

 Hyde Park Neighbourhood Forum 

 Little Woodhouse Neighbourhood Forum 

 Chapel Allerton Interim Neighbourhood Forum 

 Chapeltown Interim Neighbourhood Forum 

 Meanwood Valley Partnership  

Statutory Consultees 

the Coal Authority(1);  

the Homes and Communities Agency(2);  

Natural England(3);  

the Environment Agency(4);  

the Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (known as English 

Heritage)(5);  

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited (company number 2904587); 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/schedule/1/made#f00018
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/schedule/1/made#f00019
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/schedule/1/made#f00020
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/schedule/1/made#f00021
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/schedule/1/made#f00022


(i)the Highways Agency;  

(j)the Marine Management Organisation  

(k)any person— 

(i)to whom the electronic communications code applies by virtue of a direction given under 

section 106(3)(a) of the Communications Act 2003; and 

(ii)who owns or controls electronic communications apparatus situated in any part of the 

area of the local planning authority;  

 (l)where it exercises functions in any part of the neighbourhood area— 

(i)a Primary Care Trust established under section 18 of the National Health Service Act 

2006(7) or continued in existence by virtue of that section; 

 (ii)a person to whom a licence has been granted under section 6(1)(b) and (c) of the 

Electricity Act 1989 

 (iii)a person to whom a licence has been granted under section 7(2) of the Gas Act 1986 

 (iv)a sewerage undertaker; and 

 (v)a water undertaker; 

 (m)voluntary bodies some or all of whose activities benefit all or any part of the 

neighbourhood area; 

(n)bodies which represent the interests of different racial, ethnic or national groups in the 

neighbourhood area; 

(o)bodies which represent the interests of different religious groups in the neighbourhood 

area; 

(p)bodies which represent the interests of persons carrying on business in the 

neighbourhood area; and 

 (q)bodies which represent the interests of disabled persons in the neighbourhood area. 

Additional:  

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/637/schedule/1/made#f00024
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HNP Presubmission  comments table.   

 

 

Headingley Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Submission Consultation Feedback Assessment (Regulation 14) 

Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

     E.g.  
Noted 
Agree 
Disagree 
Comment 

Change made to 
Plan 

 

General Comments  

General 
Comment 

 The 
Environme
nt Agency 

We note that the Council has a responsibility to 
advise the Parish Council if there is a need for 
formal Strategic Environmental Assessment of the 
draft Neighbourhood Plan. You are seeking our 
views in order to inform the Council’s decision on 
this matter. 
 
We have considered the draft plan and its policies 
against those environmental characteristics of the 
area that fall within our remit and area of interest. 
 
Having considered the nature of the policies in the 
Plan, we consider that it is unlikely that significant 
negative impacts on environmental characteristics 
that fall within our remit and interest will result 
through the implementation of the plan. 
 
Draft Plan 
 

Noted No change 
required.  

 



2 
 

Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

We have no objections to the draft plan. 
 
Following are other environmental issues you 
could look at putting into your plan. 
 

General 
Comment 

 The 
Environme
nt Agency 

Flood Risk 
I note that the area has a risk of flooding (within 
Flood Zone 2.3) around the watercourses 
 
We would like to see flood risk policies and that 
minimising the impact of flooding referred to in an 
‘Environmental’ section. This is a key sustainability 
issue and will be exacerbated in in the future due 
to climate change. 
 
In terms of both policy and site selection, flood risk 
should be a major consideration in your plan. In 
drafting your flood risk policy, you should: 
•Emphasise that inappropriate development will 
not be considered acceptable in areas of high 
flood risk. 
•Highlight, where necessary, the need to 
undertake the sequential and exception tests. 
•Promote a sequential approach to development 
layout, to ensure the highest vulnerability 
development is located in areas at lowest flood 
risk. 
•Address the potential impacts of climate change 
on flood risk. 
•Describe what is expected of developers in terms 
of surface water run-off rates (for both brownfield 
and Greenfield sites) and sustainable drainage 
systems. 

Noted. The 
NP does 
not propose 
any 
allocations. 
Flood risk 
not 
considered 
to be a 
significant 
issue within 
Headingley 
and it is not 
considered 
substantial 
additional 
benefit 
could be 
gained 
beyond 
those 
policies in 
the Local 
Plan.  

No change 
required.  
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

•Where possible, expect development to result in a 
betterment to the existing flood risk situation. 
•Ensure that new development does not increase 
flood risk to others 
 
A sequential approach to flood risk will also need 
to be taken when allocating sites. 
 
New development proposals should be 
encouraged to contribute either financially or 
through physical works to reduce the flood risk to 
the wider village. This would require a clear 
understanding of what the flood risk reduction 
strategy is. This should be reflected in this 
section/policy. 

General 
Comment 

 The 
Environme
nt Agency 

Surface Water 
The Lead Local Flood Authority is now the 
responsible authority for commenting on the 
surface water drainage arrangements. We 
therefore recommend you consult your LLFA 
regarding the proposed management of surface 
water within the Plan. 

Noted. LCC 
consulted 
as LLFA.  

No change 
required.  

 

General 
Comment 

 The 
Environme
nt Agency 

Water quality 
Proper management is important to protect water 
quality, both for groundwater and surface water 
resources. 
 
Drainage misconnections can occur in new 
developments, redevelopments, extensions or 
through refurbishment. Developers must ensure 
that they do not connect any foul drainage 
(including sinks, showers, washing 
machine/dishwasher outlets and toilets) to a 

Noted.  Amendments to 
text 

9.11 and GE4 



4 
 

Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

surface water sewer, as this can send polluted 
water into watercourses. Similarly, developers 
should ensure that they do not connect surface 
water drainage (e.g., roof gutter downpipes) into 
foul sewers as this can cause overloading of the 
foul sewer during heavy rainfall. 
 
Polluted surface water flows from areas like car 
parks or service yards should always have 
sufficient pollution prevention measures in place to 
ensure the protection of groundwater and 
watercourses from specific pollutants like petrol 
(hydrocarbons) and suspended solids. Developers 
should follow appropriate pollution prevention 
guidance when designing formal drainage for large 
areas of hardstanding. 
 
Ideally, applicants should introduce more ‘surface’ 
or ‘green’ drainage solutions to aid improvements 
in water quality, such as swales along 
hardstanding boundaries, or a more advanced 
reed bed system for larger sites. These solutions 
are easier to access and maintain than engineered 
solutions like petrol/oil interceptors, which require 
regular maintenance to ensure they operate 
correctly. 
 
We would welcome a policy which requires a net 
gain in biodiversity through all development, 

General 
Comment 

 The 
Environme
nt Agency 

River restoration 
We would welcome the inclusion of a specific river 
policy, addressing the following: 
 

Noted. 
Scope for 
appropriate 
policy may 

Irrelevant to 
Headingley – no 
change required.  
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

•Minimum of 8 metre (m) buffer zones for all 
watercourses measured from bank top to provide 
an effective and valuable river corridor and 
improve habitat connectivity. A 5m buffer zone for 
ponds would also help to protect their wildlife value 
and ensure that the value of the adjacent 
terrestrial habitat is protected. 
•Development proposals to help achieve and 
deliver WFD objectives. Examples of the types of 
improvements that we may expect developers to 
make are: removal of obstructions (e.g., weirs), 
de-culverting, regrading banks to a more natural 
profile, improving in-channel habitat, reduce levels 
of shade (e.g., tree thinning) to allow aquatic 
vegetation to establish, etc. Proposals which fail to 
take opportunities to restore and improve rivers 
should be refused. If this is not possible, then 
financial or land contributions towards the 
restoration of rivers should be required. 
•River corridors are very sensitive to lighting and 
rivers and their 8m buffer zones (as a minimum) 
should remain/be designed to be intrinsically dark 
i.e., Lux levels of 0-2. 
 
It may be useful to include ownership information 
details for landowners, applicants or developers 
who have a watercourse running through or 
adjacent to their site. Many people believe that the 
Environment Agency own ‘main rivers’ which is not 
the case. Whilst we hold permissive powers to 
carry out maintenance on main rivers, the site 
owner is the ‘riparian owner’ of the stretch of 
watercourse running through their site (whole 

be limited 
due to very 
small area 
of 
Meanwood 
Beck in 
HNP area. 
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

channel) or adjacent to their site (up to the centre 
line of the channel) – and this includes culverted 
watercourses. Our ‘Living on the Edge’ publication 
provides important guidance for riverside owners. 
 
Applicants should remove watercourses from 
existing culverts where this is feasible. This will 
help to reduce flood risk from blocked or collapsed 
culverts, and open channels are significantly 
easier for the landowner to maintain. Culverts that 
cause blockages of the watercourse are the 
responsibility of the owner to repair. Additionally, 
we will usually object to planning applications that 
propose new culverts. 
 
Your plan policy should also provide details of 
‘buffer zones’ that are left adjacent to 
watercourses. We will always ask developers to 
maintain an undeveloped, 
 
Naturalised, 8 metre buffer zone adjacent to main 
rivers. We ask that applicants do not include any 
structures such as fencing or footpaths within the 
buffer zone as this could increase flood risk - 
through the inclusion of close-board fencing for 
example. Any works or structures that applicants 
intend within 8m of a main river will require a flood 
defence consent from us, which is separate from 
and in addition to any planning permission 
granted. 
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

General 
Comment 
Dealt with 
in housing 

 The 
Environme
nt Agency 

Sustainable construction 
You could also help your community save money 
through sustainable construction. Neighbourhood 
planning is an opportunity for communities to 
encouraging efficient water and waste 
management systems in new buildings, and use 
locally sourced wood fuel for heating. You could 
also help to promote the use of sustainable 
materials in construction, and encourage energy 
efficiency measures for new builds. These 
measures will reduce the cost of construction for 
developers and help to reduce utility bills for those 
using the building. This will also help the 
environment by reducing emissions and improving 
air quality 

Consider 
additional 
water 
manageme
nt policy in 
HOU2. 

Amendments to 
text. 

HOU2  

General 
Comment 

 The 
Environme
nt Agency 

Net Gain 
New developments should not only protect 
watercourses and their riparian corridors but also 
provide overall net gain for biodiversity. Net gain 
for biodiversity is defined as delivering more or 
better habitats for biodiversity and demonstrating 
this through use of the Defra Biodiversity Metric. It 
encourages development that delivers biodiversity 
improvements through habitat creation or 
enhancement after avoiding or mitigating harm. 
 
At present, it is not clear how, or if, the proposed 
development will safeguard existing habitat value 
or provide enhancement. Trees and hedgerow 
sections on site should be retained where feasible 
and site enhancements could include appropriate 
native tree, shrub and hedgerow species planting, 
wildflower seeding, a sympathetic and appropriate 

Noted. The 
scope for 
this is 
limited due 
to no 
allocations 
being 
proposed in 
the plan. 
Bagley 
Beck not 
within or 
adjacent to 
HNP area. 

No change 
required.  
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

lighting scheme and the incorporation of bird/bat 
nesting/roosting features. 
 
Bagley Beck and the woodland adjacent to the site 
forms part of the Leeds Habitat Network. 
Therefore, in line with Policy G9 of the Leeds Core 
strategy , the development “will be required to 
demonstrate: (i) That there will be an overall net 
gain for biodiversity commensurate with the scale 
of the development, including a positive 
contribution to the habitat network through habitat 
protection, creation and enhancement, and (ii) The 
design of new development, including landscape, 
enhances existing wildlife habitats and provides 
new areas and opportunities for wildlife, and (iii) 
That there is no significant adverse impact on the 
integrity and connectivity of the Leeds Habitat 
Network”. 
 
We hope this response helps you develop your 
plan. 

General 
Comment 

 Bob Overy I wonder why the current version of the plan has 
not made use of the term “planning 
consideration”?  (“Any consideration which relates 
to the use and development of land is capable of 
being a planning consideration.” –CILEx) 
 
Please ask your planning advisers whether the 
attempt to link the policy proposals to planning law 
might be strengthened by the use of this term. 

Noted. 
HNP can 
only deal 
with the 
use and 
developme
nt of land 
as required 
by Basic 
Conditions. 

Add in clarifying 
statement 
regarding 
references to 
material planning 
considerations in 
Section 6.  

Para 6.3 

General 
Comment 

 Bob Overy Here are some examples of potential planning 
considerations which are not proposed or not 

Noted. 
Most of 
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

sufficiently emphasized in the document in my 
view. Could there be proposals to address the 
problems with: 

• Waste collection [not addressed] 
o narrow service roads which are 

inaccessible to Council waste 
vehicles 

o cul de sacs which inhibit access for 
Council collection services leading 
to huge pile-ups of collected and 
uncollected bins 

o poorly designed or non-existent bin 
stores outside many housing and 
other properties, particularly 
privately-rented properties 

these are 
not within 
scope of 
the NP but 
rely on 
service 
provision.  

General 
Comment 
Dealt with 
in Housing 

 Bob Overy • Noise [not addressed] 
o Noise nuisance from house-parties 

to demand higher sound-proofing 
standards in housing renovations 

Noted. Text amended HOU2  

General 
Comment 
 
Dealt with 
in Getting 
Around 

 Bob Overy • Stadium and city centre commuter parking 
[not addressed] 

o absence of planning by the Stadium 
for parking in some surrounding 
residential areas  

o lack of planning by the Council to 
deal with all-day commuter parking 
in some residential areas 

Noted. Not 
entirely 
within 
scope of 
NP. Travel 
plan aspect 
covered by 
Policy GA1  

Text amended GA1 

General 
Comment 

 Christine 
Cockerham 

I am writing to express my views on the HNP draft 
plan. 
 
I fully support this plan and the aims contained 
within it.  
 

Noted.  No change 
required.  
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

It contains nearly all the major issues that affect 
our area now and in the future. It expresses clear 
ideas and plans to deal with these issues, 
especially on housing matters 

General 
Comment 

 Liam 
Walker 

I would like to address the issue with entry to 
primary schools.  We live on Becketts Park Drive 
and have discovered that this area has no priority 
or guaranteed entry to the three local primary 
schools (Weetwood, Shire Oak, and Spring 
Bank).  We are aware of families moving from this 
area for this very reason and also of families who 
have stayed but have children allocated schools 
much further afield causing much distress for both 
the parents and children.  The school's distance 
from here are as follows; Weetwood 0.6 miles, 
Shire Oak 0.7 miles, Spring Bank 0.8 miles - all 
walkable with young children.  One of the reasons 
families move to or remain in this area is that there 
are good schools here.  A premium is paid to live 
here and the hope is that you at least have the 
benefit of the local amenities.  This is not a new 
concern but it seems it is one that has not to date 
been properly addressed and we think it is time 
that it is. 

Noted. 
School 
place 
planning 
not within 
scope of 
NP. 
Increase of 
school 
places 
identified 
as a project 
in 
Community 
actions  

No change 
required.  

 

General 
Comment 

 The Coal 
Authority 

The Coal Authority is a non-departmental public 
body which works to protect the public and the 
environment in coal mining areas.  Our statutory 
role in the planning system is to provide advice 
about new development in the coalfield areas and 
also protect coal resources from unnecessary 
sterilisation by encouraging their extraction, where 
practical, prior to the permanent surface 
development commencing. 

Noted.  No change 
required.  
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

 
Our records indicate that there are no recorded 
risks from past coal mining activity at shallow 
depth in the area identified.  Our records do 
however indicate that surface coal resource may 
be present. 
 
It is noted that the Neighbourhood Plan does not 
propose to allocate any sites for future 
development.  On this basis the Coal Authority has 
no specific comments to make on the document.         

General 
Comment 

 Cecilia 
Weston 

I have read with interest the Headingley 
Neighbourhood Plan and find no mention of the 
four things that blight the Headingley area 
1 - Properties with gardens who leave their 
wheeled bins on the pavement. There should be 
fines imposed on properties that do this. They are 
a hazard for prams, wheelchairs and the disabled. 
Bins should only be allowed on the pavement from 
6pm the day before emptying to 8pm on the day of 
emptying. Bins that are continually left out should 
be removed by the council. 

Noted. Not 
within 
scope of 
the NP 
though 
could be 
considered 
as a 
community 
action.  

No change 
required.  

 

General 
Comment 

 Cecilia 
Weston 

2 - Cars parked more on the pavements than on 
the road, I have seen parents with pushchairs and 
wheelchair users having to make their way onto 
quite busy roads to get past these obstructions. 
We should adopt the London system and fine all 
vehicles parked on the pavements. 

Noted. Not 
within the 
scope of 
the NP 
although 
there is a 
live 
government 
consultatio
n on 
Pavement 

No change 
required.  
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

Parking. 
https://www
.gov.uk/gov
ernment/co
nsultations/
managing-
pavement-
parking/pav
ement-
parking-
options-for-
change 

General 
Comment 

 Cecilia 
Weston 

3 - Properties that don't cut back their trees and 
hedges and allow them to overhang pavements 
sometimes even all the pavement making it 
necessary to walk in the road to get past. 

Noted. Not 
within the 
scope of 
NP.  

No change 
required. Pass on 
concerns to LCC. 

 

General 
Comment 

 Cecilia 
Weston 

4 - Graffiti which is everywhere and no matter what 
individuals do to prevent this it seems to be getting 
worse. This problem needs to be addressed 
urgently. 

Noted. Not 
within the 
scope of 
NP.  

No change 
required. Pass on 
concerns to LCC.  

 

General 
Comment 
  

 Graham 
Payne 

Could I ask you to consider including a time frame 
and time line and figure to bring balance and 
sustainability as regards the balance of population 
within the Headingley and Hyde Park area  
 
The current population is so skewed and 
concentrated towards the young and student 
population in the Headingley and Hyde Park with 
all the issues this brings  
 
In light of the current Covid pandemic it really 
brings home the high and significant number and 
concentration of people we have living in the area 

Noted. Not 
entirely 
possible to 
project 
population 
balance to 
the 
required 
level of 
detail. Plan 
is 
supportive 
of housing 

Updated estimate 
entered into plan 
together with link 
to Leeds 
observatory site 
  

HNP Evidence 
Base List page 
15 – Housing  

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/managing-pavement-parking/pavement-parking-options-for-change
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

also the increase in anti-social behaviour is 
attributed to the high concentration of students we 
have living locally  
 
We are currently seeing more Purpose-built 
student accommodation been built in Leeds City 
Centre this can only be a good thing for 
Headingley as more students migrate to the city 
centre out of Headingley  
 
There must then be an opportunity for more 
houses to be reverted back to family homes and 
thus pay council tax ...and bring a more balanced 
and less transient population to Headingley   and 
the surrounding area  

reverting 
back to 
family-
appropriate 
housing.  

General 
Comment 

 Chapel 
Allerton 
Ward 
Members 

We have discussed your plan as ward members 
and as far as it pertains to Chapel Allerton Ward 
we have no issues with your plan. 

Noted.  No change 
required.  

 

General 
Comment 

 Headingley 
Ward 
Members 

Dear Headingley Neighbourhood Forum / LCC 
Neighbourhood Plan Support 
 
Please take this email as confirmation that the 
Headingley and Hyde Park Ward Councillors are 
very pleased to see the HNP reach its pre-
submission stage and that we are extremely 
supportive of the Plan from top to bottom.  
 
We would like to place on record our collective 
thanks for everyone who has been involved so far 
in the Neighbourhood Forum and in the 
development of the Plan. 
 

Noted. No change 
required.  
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
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Best wishes 
 
Cllrs Walshaw, Garthwaite and Pryor  

General 
Comment 

 National 
Grid 

About National Grid 
 
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (NGET) 
owns and maintains the electricity transmission 
system in England and Wales. The energy is then 
distributed to the electricity distribution network 
operators across England, Wales and Scotland. 
 
National Grid Gas plc (NGG) owns and operates 
the high-pressure gas transmission system across 
the UK. In the UK, gas leaves the transmission 
system and enters the UK’s four gas distribution 
networks where pressure is reduced for public 
use. 
 
National Grid Ventures (NGV) is separate from 
National Grid’s core regulated businesses. NGV 
develop, operate and invest in energy projects, 
technologies, and partnerships to help accelerate 
the development of a clean energy future for 
consumers across the UK, Europe and the United 
States. 
 
Proposed development sites crossed or in close 
proximity to National Grid assets: 
 
An assessment has been carried out with respect 
to National Grid’s electricity and gas transmission 
assets which include high voltage electricity assets 
and high-pressure gas pipelines. 

Noted. No change 
required.  
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National Grid has identified that it has no record of 
such assets within the Neighbourhood Plan area. 
 
National Grid provides information in relation to its 
assets at the website below. 
 
www.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-and-
development/planning-authority/shape-files/  
 
Please also see attached information outlining 
guidance on development close to National Grid 
infrastructure. 
 
Guidance on development near National Grid 
assets 
National Grid is able to provide advice and 
guidance to the Council concerning their networks 
and encourages high quality and well-planned 
development in the vicinity of its assets. 
 
Electricity assets 
Developers of sites crossed or in close proximity to 
National Grid assets should be aware that it is 
National Grid policy to retain existing overhead 
lines in-situ, though it recognises that there may 
be exceptional circumstances that would justify the 
request where, for example, the proposal is of 
regional or national importance. 
 
National Grid’s ‘Guidelines for Development near 
pylons and high voltage overhead power lines’ 
promote the successful development of sites 
crossed by existing overhead lines and the 

http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-and-development/planning-authority/shape-files/
http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-and-development/planning-authority/shape-files/
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creation of well-designed places. The guidelines 
demonstrate that a creative design approach can 
minimise the impact of overhead lines whilst 
promoting a quality environment. The guidelines 
can be downloaded here: 
https://www.nationalgridet.com/document/130626/
download  
 
The statutory safety clearances between overhead 
lines, the ground, and built structures must not be 
infringed. Where changes are proposed to ground 
levels beneath an existing line then it is important 
that changes in ground levels do not result in 
safety clearances being infringed. National Grid 
can, on request, provide to developers detailed 
line profile drawings that detail the height of 
conductors, above ordnance datum, at a specific 
site. 
 
National Grid’s statutory safety clearances are 
detailed in their ‘Guidelines when working near 
National Grid Electricity Transmission assets’, 
which can be downloaded here: 
www.nationalgridet.com/network-and-
assets/working-near-our-assets 
 
Gas assets 
High-Pressure Gas Pipelines form an essential 
part of the national gas transmission system and 
National Grid’s approach is always to seek to 
leave their existing transmission pipelines in situ. 
Contact should be made with the Health and 

https://www.nationalgridet.com/document/130626/download
https://www.nationalgridet.com/document/130626/download
http://www.nationalgridet.com/network-and-assets/working-near-our-assets
http://www.nationalgridet.com/network-and-assets/working-near-our-assets
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Safety Executive (HSE) in respect of sites affected 
by High-Pressure Gas Pipelines. 
 
National Grid have land rights for each asset 
which prevents the erection of permanent/ 
temporary buildings, or structures, changes to 
existing ground levels, storage of materials etc. 
Additionally, written permission will be required 
before any works commence within the National 
Grid’s 12.2m building proximity distance, and a 
deed of consent is required for any crossing of the 
easement. 
 
National Grid’s ‘Guidelines when working near 
National Grid Gas assets’ can be downloaded 
here: www.nationalgridgas.com/land-and-
assets/working-near-our-assets  
 
How to contact National Grid 
If you require any further information in relation to 
the above and/or if you would like to check if 
National Grid’s transmission networks may be 
affected by a proposed development, please 
contact: 
• National Grid’s Plant Protection team: 
plantprotection@nationalgrid.com  

General 
Comment 

 Katie Fabri 
(write up of 
online 
Consultatio
n Event) 

Katie said she liked the plan overall and was 
particularly keen on the discussions on the 
environment and encouragement of active travel. 
 
She would like to see discussion of art led 
regeneration.   

Noted. Arts and culture 
policy included as 
possible 
community 
action.  

Community 
Actions List 

http://www.nationalgridgas.com/land-and-assets/working-near-our-assets
http://www.nationalgridgas.com/land-and-assets/working-near-our-assets
mailto:plantprotection@nationalgrid.com
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General 
Comment 

 Richard 
Tyler  

Are all the policies necessary? Some re-affirm 
existing Core Strategy and other policies; as 
paragraph 6.7 notes, “There is a responsibility to 
make sure that the Headingley NP is consistent 
with and complementary to the strategic policies in 
the Local Plan …” 
 
Are all the policies compatible with existing policy? 
As paragraph 6.7 also notes, “There is a 
responsibility to make sure … that strategic 
priorities for the city are not undermined by the 
Headingley Neighbourhood Plan.” 
 
Should some policies make reference to relevant 
Council policies (like the Core Strategy and 
SPDs)? 
 
Should policy proposals in the local NDSs simply 
be adopted as Plan policies? 
 
Are some policies lists of examples, rather than 
planning policies? 

Noted. All 
policies are 
considered 
necessary 
to 
delivering 
the vision 
and 
objectives 
for 
Headingley.  
The 
introductory 
sections to 
each policy 
already 
refer to 
relevant 
LCC 
policies.  
It may not 
be 
appropriate 
for all of the 
guidance 
within the 
NDS to be 
included in 
the NP.  

Policy wording 
has been 
reviewed in final 
draft. 
  

 

General 
Comment 
 
 

 Paul 
Marchant 

Pollution; much is rightly said about air pollution 
with something on noise too. However light 
pollution is also a menace (e.g. to biodiversity, as 
Life, after all, has evolved on a planet that has 

Noted. Not 
within 
scope of 
NP to 

Light pollution is 
added to housing 
and environment 

HOU2  
and GE2 
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Dealt with 
in housing 
and env 
and green 
space 

been dark for some of the time, over billions of 
years, see e.g. www. http://alandb.darksky.org/). 
Light pollution needs mentioning, as increasing 
levels of Artificial Light At Night (ALAN) is an 
increasing cause of concern. The problem arises 
in part due to more power-efficient light sources. 
Building regulations should mention this. Lighting 
should only be of low intensity, warm colour and 
not shining where & when it is not needed. 
Insensitive lighting can blight heritage. 

correct 
perceived 
issues 
within 
Building 
Regulations
.  

and green space 
sections,  

General 
Comment 

 Lee 
Davidson 

I have read the plan in its Summer 2020 state and 
find it an interesting and valuable expression of the 
wishes of the core community of Headingley.  It is 
informative and also, thankfully, not bland. There 
is an edge to some of the expressions of wishes 
which means that its language is not muffled by 
bureaucratic caution.  
 

Noted.  No change 
required.  

 

General 
Comment 

 Lee 
Davidson 

As I had supplied, way back in 2014, information 
about paths, Rights of Way etc, I am pleased to 
see that these get mentioned possibly three times, 
in different places rather than in one 
section.  Perhaps one of these mentions is an 
outline of what is coming up and the second is the 
full development.  Now that we are a few years 
further on since I compiled my information, the 
2026 deadline on registering ‘unclaimed’ footpaths 
is rattling ever closer.  There seems to be no 
intention on the Government’s part to do anything 
to ease the problem that the resources are simply 
not there for local authority Rights of Way offices 
(where these have survived — Leeds is lucky and 
wise) to deal with the 2026 problem.  I fear that I 

Noted.  
 

 

http://alandb.darksky.org/
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cannot give a clear idea for the number of paths in 
our territory which might be open to being made 
definitive on the basis of historic/documentary 
evidence.   

General 
Comment 

 Lee 
Davidson 

I wonder also whether the value of a 
Neighbourhood Plan may be weakened by the 
proposals for ‘reforms’ to planning law on which 
consultation is proceeding at present. 

Noted. 
Impact of 
proposed 
planning 
reforms 
likely to be 
a number 
of years 
away and 
NP groups 
are 
encouraged 
to continue 
in 
meantime.  

No change 
required.  

 

General 
Comment 

 Lee 
Davidson 

I will be happy to see this Plan go forward to 
become a fully installed part of the Planning 
process in Leeds. 

Noted.  No change 
required.  

 

General 
Comment 

 Highways 
England 

Thank you for the consultation in regards to the 
Headingley Neighbourhood Plan, in this instance 
however there are no formal comments which 
Highways England wishes to offer as the plan 
forms an integral part of the Leeds Local Plan 
aspirations and the sites therein which are of 
interest to ourselves have already been identified 
and comments made on via the Council. 

I thank you for the time in having consulted 
Highways England and I hope that the rest of the 

Noted.  No change 
required.  
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consultation period goes well.  Please be assured 
that I continue to work at a strategic level with the 
Council in order to help realise the neighbourhood 
plan aspirations, through the wider Leeds City 
Local Plan. 

General 
Comment 

 Ben 
Walmsley 

Many thanks for sending through the draft 
Headingley Neighbourhood Plan. There are lots of 
good ideas in it but I was disappointed not to see 
any reference to arts and culture, given the wealth 
of evidence regarding how arts and cultural 
activities can lead to better wellbeing, health, 
creativity, and provide a welcome remedy for 
issues of loneliness and isolation, etc.  

We are luck in Headingley to have access to a 
range of great cultural venues, such as Hyde Park 
Picture House, Cottage Road Cinema, Heart, Left 
Bank Leeds, etc. And to a range of arts and 
cultural festivals. So I would like to see specific 
mention to investing in and supporting arts and 
cultural activity in Headingley to develop 
community relationships and make Headingley a 
more attractive place to live for diverse groups of 
people. 

Noted.  Arts and culture 
policy included as 
possible 
community action  

Community 
actions list 

General 
Comment 

 Helen Kirk Thank you for the tremendous amount of work that 
you have done in the preparation of the HNP 
Presubmission Plan, for persevering for so long 
and recognising and adapting to the change in 
local demographics and national government 
policies. The document is impressive! 

Noted. No change 
required.  

 

General 
Comment 

 Helen Kirk At the same time as the meeting to discuss the 
possibility of an HNP was held in the autumn of 
2014, the Friends of Beckett Park was also 

Noted.  FOBP are now 
added  

9.4 
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established. The Friends have been working to 
improve the Park since that time with considerable 
effect. Please could you include them in the list of 
community groups in section 9.21? They do "make 
an invaluable contribution to our environment." and 
would appreciate "We will continue to support and 
strengthen these groups as they evolve over time." 
 

General 
Comment 
 
Dealt with 
in env and 
greenspac
e 

 Helen Kirk There is one point that I would like to clarify, and 
that is that historically the playing fields on Beckett 
Park were included in Beckett Park but were then 
fenced for use of the School. This may of course 
already be included in documentation that I haven't 
read. 
 
Congratulations on the progress to date. 

Noted. 
Beckett 
Park 
playing 
fields 
included as 
proposed 
Local 
Green 
Space. 

Policy amended 
to include Beckett 
Park playing 
fields 

GE1 

General 
Comment 

 Les 
Hamilton 

I would like to propose that the railway bridge on 
St Michaels Lane be restricted to pedestrians and 
cyclists. 
 
The justification: 
 
the pavement is narrow and  can only take one 
pedestrian.   This means that pedestrians crossing 
from the other direction need to step in to the road 
which is not safe if cars are coming across the 
bridge at the same time; 
 
the narrow pavement makes it difficult for people 
with push chairs and those in wheel chairs; 
 

Noted. Not 
within 
scope of 
the NP to 
restrict 
highways to 
pedestrian/ 
cycle uses. 
In addition, 
it is half in 
Kirkstall 
Ward  

We appreciate 
the concern 
about this bridge 
which came up in 
more than one 
place but the 
bridge is on the 
boundary 
between the 
Headingley and 
Kirkstall 
neighbourhood 
plan areas and 
between the 
council wards. 

Community 
Actions list 
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it would encourage motorists to walk or cycle   
 
it would stop St Michaels Lane and the bridge 
being used as a rat run between Headingley and 
Burley; 
 
it accords with the wishes of residents cited in 
section 11 of the plan: 
 
"We should support the development and 
maintenance of local traffic calming schemes and 
home zone areas, including the blocking of roads, 
20 mph zones and oneway systems where these 
are aimed at reducing traffic and requested by 
local residents." 

 
As such we do 
not feel it is an 
appropriate 
action for the 
Headingley 
neighbourhood 
plan to take 
forward alone. 
 
Traffic 
management 
over the railway 
bridge added 
Community 
actions as 
Community 
Action / project 
(in collaboration 
with Kirkstall 
Neighbourhood 
Forum). 
 
As quoted in the 
response the plan 
offers support for 
traffic calming 
actions. 
 
 

General 
Comment 

 Meena 
Paterson 

Thank you for the recent mailshot of a leaflet about 
the neighborhood plan, which is helpful. However I 
should add that the leaflet mentions providing 

Noted. Not 
within the 
scope of 

No change 
required However 
please note that 
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feedback by completing the form on the website - I 
could not find it. 
 
I have lived on Ash Crescent for the last 20 years 
and observed that the area has become 
predominantly privately owned by landlords for 
letting to students.  Some years have been 
exceptionally bad with noise nuisance, increasing 
litter and over filled dustbins because of missed 
collections, some as a result of too many badly 
parked cars and multiple occupancy but I note the 
plan states that there will be less approvals for 
plans to expand student accommodations - 
unfortunately the horse has already bolted! 
 
In the recent years, the general state of Ash road 
and neighbouring area has deteriorated to the 
extent that I am embarrassed to say that I reside in 
the area.  This is down to the extent of graffiti on 
every available wall space, broken glass that 
remains on the pavement for weeks on end, and 
dustbins left on pavements and the general 
appearace of the environment. 
 
I am in no doubt that the council does maintain 
parts of the leafy, nicer residential areas of 
Headingley but for the rest of us, we have little to 
look forward to, in our retirement and spending 
more time amongst the so called community. 

the NP to 
address 
these 
issues. 
. 

much of the plan 
is intended 
support a more 
balanced 
demographic.  

General 
Comment 

 Natural 
England 

Thank you for contacting Natural England. We will 
action your request as follows: 
  

Noted. No change 
required.  

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/natural-england
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For consultations on Development Management, 
we will respond within 21 days from the receipt of 
your email.   

• For consultations on Development Plans, we will 
respond within 6 weeks from the receipt of your 
email.  

•  
• If you have specified a different deadline or we 

agree a revised deadline with you, we will respond 
within the time specified or agreed.   

•  
• If you are applying for the Discretionary Advice 

Service, we will respond to you within 15 working 
days. 

•  
• If you are a member of the public, we will respond 

to your query within 10 working days from receipt 
of your email. 

•  
• If your consultation relates to a Tree Preservation 

Order, Advertisement Consent, Hedgerow 
Removal Notice or Listed Building Consent, there 
is no requirement to consult us and you will not 
receive a further response.  

If you do not receive a response from Natural 
England (or communication on a revised response 
date), we have no specific comments to make. 
Please refer to our general advice in the Annex 
below.  
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The lack of comment from Natural England does 
not imply that there are no impacts on the natural 
environment, but only that the proposals are not 
likely to result in significant impacts on statutory 
designated nature conservation sites or 
landscapes. It is for the local planning authority to 
determine whether or not the proposals are 
consistent with national and local policies on the 
natural environment. Other bodies and individuals 
may be able to provide information and advice on 
the environmental value of sites and the impacts of 
development proposals to assist the decision 
making process. We advise local planning 
authorities to obtain specialist ecological or other 
environmental advice when determining the 
environmental impacts of development. 
  
We recommend that local planning authorities use 
Natural England’s Site of Special Scientific Interest 
Impact Risk Zones (available on Magic and as a 
downloadable dataset) prior to consultation with 
Natural England. Further guidance on when to 
consult Natural England on planning and 
development proposals is available on gov.uk at: 
  
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/local-planning-
authorities-get-environmental-
advice     https://www.gov.uk/guidance/developers-
get-environmental-advice-on-your-planning-
proposals    https://www.gov.uk/guidance/consultin
g-on-neighbourhood-plans-and-development-
orders 

http://magic.defra.gov.uk/
https://naturalengland-defra.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/sssi-impact-risk-zones-england?geometry=-32.18%2C48.014%2C27.849%2C57.298
http://gov.uk/
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/local-planning-authorities-get-environmental-advice
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/local-planning-authorities-get-environmental-advice
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/local-planning-authorities-get-environmental-advice
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/developers-get-environmental-advice-on-your-planning-proposals
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/developers-get-environmental-advice-on-your-planning-proposals
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/developers-get-environmental-advice-on-your-planning-proposals
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General 
Comment 

 Natural 
England 

Annex - Generic advice for local planning 
authorities from Natural England on the natural 
environment impacts and opportunities of 
development proposals  
 
This advice may also be useful for neighbourhood 
planning bodies and developers.  
 
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs)  
Local authorities have responsibilities for the 
conservation of SSSIs under s28G of the Wildlife 
and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). The 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
(paragraph 175c) states that development likely to 
have an adverse effect on SSSIs should not 
normally be permitted. Natural England’s SSSI 
Impact Risk Zones are a GIS dataset designed to 
be used during the planning application validation 
process to help local planning authorities decide 
when to consult Natural England on developments 
likely to affect a SSSI. The dataset and user 
guidance can be accessed from the Natural 
England Open Data Geoportal. If a development 
proposal triggers an Impact Risk Zone, local 
planning authorities should request sufficient 
information from the developer to assess the 
impacts likely to arise and consider any mitigation 
measures that may be necessary.  
 

Noted. No 
SSSIs 
within 
Headingley.  

No change 
required.  

 

General 
Comment 

 Natural 
England 

Biodiversity duty  
The local planning authority has a duty to have 
regard to conserving biodiversity as part of 
planning decision making. Conserving biodiversity 

Noted. No change 
required.  
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can also include restoration or enhancement to a 
population or habitat. Further information is 
available here.  

General 
Comment 

 Natural 
England 

Biodiversity Net Gain  
Development provides opportunities to secure a 
net gain for biodiversity, in line with the NPPF 
(paragraphs 174 and 175) and Planning Practice 
Guidance. Biodiversity net gain can be calculated 
using the biodiversity metric. We advise local 
planning authorities to follow the mitigation 
hierarchy, as set out in paragraph 175 of the 
NPPF, and firstly consider what existing 
environmental features on and around the site can 
be retained or enhanced or what new features 
could be incorporated into the development 
proposal. This may include creating new ponds, 
planting native trees and plants and incorporating 
green roofs into the design of new buildings. 
Where onsite measures are not possible, 
consideration should be given to off-site measures 

Noted. Net 
gain policy 
dealt with 
at national 
and local 
plan level.  

Text amended. 
https://www.leeds
.gov.uk/planning/
conservation-
protection-and-
heritage/achievin
g-net-gain-in-
biodiversity-
guidance-for-
developers   

9.19 

General 
Comment 

 Natural 
England 

Protected Species  
Natural England has produced standing advice to 
help local planning authorities understand the 
impact of particular developments on protected 
species. Natural England will only provide bespoke 
advice on protected species where they form part 
of a SSSI or in exceptional circumstances.  

Noted. No 
SSSIs 
within 
Headingley. 

No change 
required.  

 

General 
Comment 

 Natural 
England 

Local sites and priority habitats and species  
Local planning authorities should consider the 
impacts of the proposed development on any local 
wildlife or geodiversity sites, in line with 
paragraphs 171 and174 of the NPPF and any 
relevant development plan policy. There may also 

Noted. 
Habitats 
and 
species are 
dealt with 
Leeds Core 

No change 
required.  

 

https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
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be opportunities to enhance local sites and 
improve their connectivity. Natural England does 
not hold locally specific information on local sites 
and recommends further information is obtained 
from appropriate bodies such as the local records 
centre, wildlife trust, geo-conservation groups or 
recording societies.  
 
Priority habitats and Species are of particular 
importance for nature conservation and included in 
the England Biodiversity List published under 
section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006. Most priority habitats will 
be mapped either as Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest, on the Magic website or as Local Wildlife 
Sites. The list of priority habitats and species can 
be found here. Natural England does not routinely 
hold species data, such data should be collected 
when impacts on priority habitats or species are 
considered likely. Consideration should also be 
given to the potential environmental value of 
brownfield sites, often found in urban areas and 
former industrial land- see further information in 
the open mosaic habitats inventory.  

Strategy 
Policy G8 
and shown 
on: 
https://leed
scc.maps.a
rcgis.com/a
pps/webap
pviewer/ind
ex.html?id=
8de441b78
a354b99aa
31f565ef27
586d  
 
SEGIs and 
LNAs 
currently 
being 
assessed 
against 
LWS 
criteria at 
LCC level.  

General 
Comment 

 Natural 
England 

Ancient woodland, ancient and veteran trees  
Local planning authorities should consider any 
impacts on ancient woodland and ancient and 
veteran trees in line with paragraph 175 of the 
NPPF. Natural England maintains the Ancient 
Woodland Inventory which can help identify 
ancient woodland. Natural England and the 
Forestry Commission have produced standing 
advice for planning authorities in relation to ancient 

Noted. Amendment to 
policy 

GE3 (e) 

https://leedscc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8de441b78a354b99aa31f565ef27586d
https://leedscc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8de441b78a354b99aa31f565ef27586d
https://leedscc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8de441b78a354b99aa31f565ef27586d
https://leedscc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8de441b78a354b99aa31f565ef27586d
https://leedscc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8de441b78a354b99aa31f565ef27586d
https://leedscc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8de441b78a354b99aa31f565ef27586d
https://leedscc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8de441b78a354b99aa31f565ef27586d
https://leedscc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8de441b78a354b99aa31f565ef27586d
https://leedscc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8de441b78a354b99aa31f565ef27586d
https://leedscc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8de441b78a354b99aa31f565ef27586d
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woodland and ancient and veteran trees. It should 
be taken into account by planning authorities when 
determining relevant planning applications. Natural 
England will only provide bespoke advice on 
ancient woodland, ancient and veteran trees 
where they form part of a SSSI or in exceptional 
circumstances.  

General 
Comment 

 Natural 
England 

Protected landscapes  
For developments within or within the setting of a 
National Park or Area or Outstanding Natural 
Beauty (AONB), we advise local planning 
authorities to apply national and local policies, 
together with local landscape expertise and 
information to determine the proposal. The NPPF 
(paragraph 172) provides the highest status of 
protection for the landscape and scenic beauty of 
National Parks and AONBs. It also sets out a 
’major developments test’ to determine whether 
major developments should be exceptionally be 
permitted within the designated landscape. We 
advise local planning authorities to consult the 
relevant AONB Partnership or Conservation Board 
or relevant National Park landscape or other 
advisor who will have local knowledge and 
information to assist in the determination of the 
proposal. The statutory management plan and any 
local landscape character assessments may also 
provide valuable information.  
 
Public bodies have a duty to have regard to the 
statutory purposes of designation in carrying out 
their functions (under (section 11 A(2) of the 
National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 

Noted. No 
protected 
landscapes 
within HNP 
area.  

No change 
required.  
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1949 (as amended) for National Parks and S85 of 
the Countryside and Rights of Way Act, 2000 for 
AONBs). The Planning Practice Guidance 
confirms that this duty also applies to proposals 
outside the designated area but impacting on its 
natural beauty.  
Heritage Coasts are protected under paragraph 
173 of the NPPF. Development should be 
consistent the special character of Heritage 
Coasts and the importance of its conservation.  

General 
Comment 

 Natural 
England 

Landscape  
Paragraph 170 of the NPPF highlights the need to 
protect and enhance valued landscapes through 
the planning system. This application may present 
opportunities to protect and enhance locally valued 
landscapes, including any local landscape 
designations. Local planning authorities may want 
to consider whether any local landscape features 
or characteristics (such as ponds, woodland or dry 
stone walls) could be incorporated into the 
development in order to respect and enhance local 
landscape character and distinctiveness, in line 
with any local landscape character assessments. 
Where the impacts of development are likely to be 
significant, a Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment should be provided with the proposal 
to inform decision making. Please see the 
Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and 
Visual Impact Assessment for further guidance. 
 
Best and most versatile agricultural land and soils  
Local planning authorities are responsible for 
ensuring that they have sufficient detailed 

Noted. No 
agricultural 
land or 
protected 
landscapes 
within the 
HNP area. 

No change 
required.  
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agricultural land classification (ALC) information to 
apply NPPF policies (Paragraphs 170 and 171). 
This is the case regardless of whether the 
proposed development is sufficiently large to 
consult Natural England. Further information is 
contained in GOV.UK guidance. Agricultural Land 
Classification information is available on the Magic 
website on the Data.Gov.uk website.  
 
Guidance on soil protection is available in the 
Defra Construction Code of Practice for the 
Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites, 
and we recommend its use in the design and 
construction of development, including any 
planning conditions. Should the development 
proceed, we advise that the developer uses an 
appropriately experienced soil specialist to advise 
on, and supervise soil handling, including 
identifying when soils are dry enough to be 
handled and how to make the best use of soils on 
site.  

General 
Comment 

 Natural 
England 

Access and Recreation  
Natural England encourages any proposal to 
incorporate measures to help improve people’s 
access to the natural environment. Measures such 
as reinstating existing footpaths together with the 
creation of new footpaths and bridleways should 
be considered. Links to other green networks and, 
where appropriate, urban fringe areas should also 
be explored to help promote the creation of wider 
green infrastructure. Relevant aspects of local 
authority green infrastructure strategies should be 
delivered where appropriate.  

Noted. 
Footpath 
and 
cycleway 
accessibilit
y 
considered 
in GE4, 
TC2, TM2. 

No change 
required.  
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General 
Comment 

 Natural 
England 

Rights of Way, Access land, Coastal access and 
National Trails  
Paragraphs 98 and 170 of the NPPF highlights the 
important of public rights of way and access. 
Development should consider potential impacts on 
access land, common land, rights of way, coastal 
access routes and coastal margin in the vicinity of 
the development and the scope to mitigate any 
adverse impacts. Consideration should also be 
given to the potential impacts on any nearby 
National Trails, including the England Coast Path. 
The National Trails website 
www.nationaltrail.co.uk provides information 
including contact details for the National Trail 
Officer.  

Noted. 
Public 
Rights of 
Way 
considered 
in GE4 and 
TM2.  

No change 
required.  

 

General 
Comment 

 Natural 
England 

Environmental gains  
The NPPF (paragraphs 72, 102, 118 and 170) 
encourages developments to seek wider 
environmental gains, in addition to biodiversity net 
gain. Developers and local planning authorities 
could consider how the proposed development 
can enhance the wider environment, help adapt to 
the impacts of climate change and implement 
elements of any Landscape, Green Infrastructure 
or Biodiversity Strategy in place in the area. 
Opportunities for environmental gains, including 
nature based solutions to help adapt to climate 
change, might include:  
• Identifying opportunities for new multi-
functional green and blue infrastructure  
• Managing existing and new public spaces 
to be more wildlife friendly (e.g. by sowing wild 
flower strips) and climate resilient  

Noted. 
These 
issues are 
picked up 
within NP 
policies. 

No change 
required.  
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• Planting trees, including street trees, 
characteristic to the local area to make a positive 
contribution to the local landscape  
• Improving access and links to existing 
greenspace, identifying improvements to the 
existing public right of way network or extending 
the network to create missing footpath or cycleway 
links  
• Restoring neglected environmental 
features (e.g. a hedgerow or stone wall or clearing 
away an eyesore)  
• Designing lighting to encourage wildlife 

General 
Comment 

 Sport 
England 

Thank you for consulting Sport England on the 
above neighbourhood plan.  
 
Government planning policy, within the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), identifies how 
the planning system can play an important role in 
facilitating social interaction and creating healthy, 
inclusive communities. Encouraging communities 
to become more physically active through walking, 
cycling, informal recreation and formal sport plays 
an important part in this process. Providing 
enough sports facilities of the right quality and type 
in the right places is vital to achieving this aim. 
This means that positive planning for sport, 
protection from the unnecessary loss of sports 
facilities, along with an integrated approach to 
providing new housing and employment land with 
community facilities is important. 
 
It is essential therefore that the neighbourhood 
plan reflects and complies with national planning 

Noted. NP 
seeks to 
protect 
existing 
green 
spaces in 
Headingley.  

No change 
required.  
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policy for sport as set out in the NPPF with 
particular reference to Pars 96 and 97. It is also 
important to be aware of Sport England’s statutory 
consultee role in protecting playing fields and the 
presumption against the loss of playing field land. 
Sport England’s playing fields policy is set out in 
our Playing Fields Policy and Guidance document. 
https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-
help/facilities-and-planning/planning-for-
sport#playing_fields_policy 
 
Sport England provides guidance on developing 
planning policy for sport and further information 
can be found via the link below. Vital to the 
development and implementation of planning 
policy is the evidence base on which it is founded.  
https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-
help/facilities-and-planning/planning-for-
sport#planning_applications  
 
Sport England works with local authorities to 
ensure their Local Plan is underpinned by robust 
and up to date evidence. In line with Par 97 of the 
NPPF, this takes the form of assessments of need 
and strategies for indoor and outdoor sports 
facilities. A neighbourhood planning body should 
look to see if the relevant local authority has 
prepared a playing pitch strategy or other 
indoor/outdoor sports facility strategy. If it has then 
this could provide useful evidence for the 
neighbourhood plan and save the neighbourhood 
planning body time and resources gathering their 
own evidence. It is important that a neighbourhood 
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plan reflects the recommendations and actions set 
out in any such strategies, including those which 
may specifically relate to the neighbourhood area, 
and that any local investment opportunities, such 
as the Community Infrastructure Levy, are utilised 
to support their delivery.  
 
Where such evidence does not already exist then 
relevant planning policies in a neighbourhood plan 
should be based on a proportionate assessment of 
the need for sporting provision in its area. 
Developed in consultation with the local sporting 
and wider community any assessment should be 
used to provide key recommendations and 
deliverable actions. These should set out what 
provision is required to ensure the current and 
future needs of the community for sport can be 
met and, in turn, be able to support the 
development and implementation of planning 
policies. Sport England’s guidance on assessing 
needs may help with such work. 
http://www.sportengland.org/planningtoolsandguid
ance 
 
If new or improved sports facilities are proposed 
Sport England recommend you ensure they are fit 
for purpose and designed in accordance with our 
design guidance notes. 
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-
planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-
guidance/ 
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Any new housing developments will generate 
additional demand for sport. If existing sports 
facilities do not have the capacity to absorb the 
additional demand, then planning policies should 
look to ensure that new sports facilities, or 
improvements to existing sports facilities, are 
secured and delivered. Proposed actions to meet 
the demand should accord with any approved local 
plan or neighbourhood plan policy for social 
infrastructure, along with priorities resulting from 
any assessment of need, or set out in any playing 
pitch or other indoor and/or outdoor sports facility 
strategy that the local authority has in place. 
 
In line with the Government’s NPPF (including 
Section 8) and its Planning Practice Guidance 
(Health and wellbeing section), links below, 
consideration should also be given to how any 
new development, especially for new housing, will 
provide opportunities for people to lead healthy 
lifestyles and create healthy communities. Sport 
England’s Active Design guidance can be used to 
help with this when developing planning policies 
and developing or assessing individual proposals.  
 
Active Design, which includes a model planning 
policy, provides ten principles to help ensure the 
design and layout of development encourages and 
promotes participation in sport and physical 
activity. The guidance, and its accompanying 
checklist, could also be used at the evidence 
gathering stage of developing a neighbourhood 
plan to help undertake an assessment of how the 
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design and layout of the area currently enables 
people to lead active lifestyles and what could be 
improved.  
 
NPPF Section 8: 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-
policy-framework/8-promoting-healthy-
communities 
 
PPG Health and wellbeing section: 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing 
 
Sport England’s Active Design Guidance: 
https://www.sportengland.org/activedesign 
 
(Please note: this response relates to Sport 
England’s planning function only. It is not 
associated with our funding role or any grant 
application/award that may relate to the site.) 
 
If you need any further advice, please do not 
hesitate to contact Sport England using the 
contact details below. 

General 
Comment 

 Will 
Sparling 

Congratulations on getting your neighbourhood 
plan to the Pre-submission stage. As you know, 
you are coming towards the final stages of the 
process of preparing a statutory planning 
document which will shape development in 
Headingley for many years to come. 
 
Now more than ever it is important for the role of 
the community to be at the forefront in an 
economic, social and environmental recovery. This 

Noted. 
Better use 
of maps is 
recognised.  

Consider ways to 
improve visibility 
of planning 
policies within 
submission draft 
plan.  
 
Include map of 
Local Green 
Spaces within 

These have been 
taken into 
account in rewrite 
and will be further 
addressed in 
redesign after 
October Forum 
meeting, and post 
examiner 
comments. 
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plan goes a long way to demonstrating the people 
of Headingley are ready to respond to that 
challenge, and will guide development towards 
meeting the community's vision. It will also help 
shape change in respect of the more specific 
planning concerns within the bounds of the current 
planning framework. 
 
I am fully supportive of the neighbourhood plan 
and it's contents, including the vision, policies, 
projects and supporting text which articulates what 
the policies should achieve. 
 
My only substantive comments, which I hope are 
helpful, are as follows: 
 
-enclosing the planning policy text itself in shaded 
boxes would make it easier to read. 
-the use of maps and diagrams in the plan itself 
may be helpful when referring to specific areas, 
places or streets (although there is sometimes a 
preference for these in appendices). 
-a clear map of the proposed local green spaces 
immediately adjacent to the policy could be 
supplemented by scale maps of individual green 
spaces (perhaps on subsequent pages or in an 
appendix). 
 
All the best and good luck for the final stages 

plan document as 
well as in 
background 
paper.  
 
Clarify use of 
maps. 
 
Address 
recommendations 
on diagrams.   

General 
Comment  

 Yorkshire 
Wildlife 
Trust 

Thank you for consulting Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 
on the above application. Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 
works across the Yorkshire and Humber region 
managing more than 100 reserves and with a 

Noted.  Text amended. 
https://www.leeds
.gov.uk/planning/
conservation-

9.19 

https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
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membership of over 44,000. Yorkshire Wildlife 
Trust is the second oldest of the 46 Wildlife Trusts 
which work in partnership to cover the whole of the 
UK. The Trust’s principal vision is to work for a 
Yorkshire rich in wildlife, valued and enjoyed by 
people.  
 
Headingley Neighbourhood Plan appears to be 
thorough and is clear that greenspaces and 
connectivity characteristics are of great importance 
to the local community, a theme which runs 
throughout the document. The importance of these 
spaces and particular features is clear through 
objectives in 5.2.1 to ‘provide more biodiversity’. 
We are also encouraged by the consideration of a 
‘Zero Carbon Headingley’.  
 
However, we feel this could go further and in 
accordance with NPPF paragraph 175d, there is a 
requirement for all developments to demonstrate 
‘measurable’ net gain for biodiversity. This is 
transposed to LCC local policy and the emerging 
Environment Bill which is expected to put a 
requirement for all proposals to achieve a 10% net 
gain in biodiversity; whilst not yet formally 
released, this level is already being implemented 
as good practice across the country.  
 
We would therefore encourage the implementation 
of an additional policy to request a minimum of 
10% net gain for biodiversity to be demonstrated 
by all proposals in the neighbourhood area. This 
could be further expanded to support 

protection-and-
heritage/achievin
g-net-gain-in-
biodiversity-
guidance-for-
developers   

https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
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Environmental Net Gain, a standard which is in the 
earlier stages of development than biodiversity net 
gain; you can find out more about it here.  

General 
Comment  
 
dealt with 
in env and 
greenspac
e 

 Yorkshire 
Wildlife 
Trust 

It is clear from the plan that local characteristics 
and wildlife are important to the community and 
this additional policy would provide a clear 
expectation over what development should deliver. 
Support for the use of standards, such as those 
outlined by Building with Nature (BwN) would also 
be encouraged to ensure greenspaces within 
developments are multifunctional, provide 
connectivity, enhance the landscape and 
biodiversity (i.e. start to deliver Environmental Net 
Gain). Support for the use of sensitive lighting 
schemes and green infrastructure such as green 
roofs/walls should also be encouraged. 

Noted. Building with 
nature standards 
referenced in in 
policy  

GE1(c.) 

General 
Comment  

 Yorkshire 
Wildlife 
Trust 

We are encouraged to see the consideration of 
relaxed mowing regimes in areas of public 
greenspace, such as roadside verges (9.10); 
however feel that additional specification could be 
made to ensure this is conducted at the correct 
times of year to enhance local biodiversity and 
habitat connectivity. This should support those 
considerations to improve habitat connectivity 
between plantings of gardens (9.8), which we also 
feel could benefit from additional clarification. For 
instance, the importance of street trees and 
correctly managed hedgerows (cut biannually).  
 

Noted.  Included in text 
and policy 
amended to 
match  
.  

9.18 and GE4 (a)  

General 
Comment  

 Yorkshire 
Wildlife 
Trust 

Further consideration of climate resilience within 
Headingley, building on the ‘Zero Carbon 
Headingley’ proposals, should further promote 
neutral transport, such as cycling and walking 

Noted. 
Walking 
and Cycling 
considered 

Included in text 
as an aspiration 
for new build 

7.6 
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networks and the building of carbon neutral 
developments and homes such as by utilising the 
Passivhaus standards. These small changes 
would support the surrounding landscape and 
community characteristics, whilst aiding LCC aims 
to become carbon neutral by 2030. 

in TM2 and 
GE4.  

alongside support 
for retrofit.  

General 
Comment 

 Leeds City 
Council 

Thank you for consulting the Council on the Pre-
Submission Draft Headingley Neighbourhood 
Plan. Generally, the draft plan is well structured 
with locally-distinctive aspirations and supporting 
policies. It has benefitted greatly from the effort 
made by the Forum since 2017 to focus on wider 
community ambitions and opportunities for 
neighbourhood planning. The Forum are to be 
congratulated on reaching the pre-submission 
stage. The positive working relationship and 
collaboration between the Forum and the Council 
has been exemplary best practice and provides a 
model for other groups in Leeds.  
 
I hope that these formal comments on the pre-
submission draft plan will help the Forum in 
making changes prior to formal submission for 
independent examination. Although these are 
formal comments, you will be aware that there is 
no obligation to take them on board. We are happy 
to continue working with the Forum in considering 
the representations more generally and changes 
prior to submission.  

Noted. No change 
required. 

 

General 
Comment 
 

 Leeds City 
Council 

Timing / Risks   

As you may be aware, Government have 
announced a programme of planning reform 
including changes to the Use Classes Order, 

Noted. NP 
groups 
encouraged 
to continue 

Text amended. 
https://www.leeds
.gov.uk/planning/
conservation-

9.19 

https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
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Dealt with 
in town 
centre 
section 

extended Permitted Development Rights and a 
new Planning White Paper ‘Planning for the 
Future’ which seeks to speed up and simplify the 
planning process. It is recommended that an 
analysis of these planning reforms is undertaken 
to scope the impact on policies in the draft plan 
and identify any changes that may be required. 
The Council will support the Forum in this exercise 
to ensure that the plan meets the Basic Conditions 
and minimise the risk of the plan becoming out of 
date. 

in light of 
White 
Paper 
proposals.  

protection-and-
heritage/achievin
g-net-gain-in-
biodiversity-
guidance-for-
developers   

General 
Comment 

 Leeds City 
Council 

Basic Conditions  

 
At examination, a neighbourhood plan will be 

judged on whether it complies with the Basic 

Conditions set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B 

to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as 

amended).  These are:  

a) Having regard to national policies and advice 
contained in guidance issued by the 
Secretary of State  
  

b) The making of the order (or neighbourhood 
plan) contributes to the achievement of 
sustainable development  

c) That making of the order (or neighbourhood 
plan) is in general conformity with the 
strategic policies contained in the 
development plan for the area of the 
authority.  

Noted.  
A Basic 
Conditions 
Statement 
will be 
submitted 
alongside 
the plan.  

No change 
required. 

 

https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
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d) The making of the order (or neighbourhood 
plan) does not breach, and is otherwise 
compatible with, EU obligations.  
 

e) The making of the order (or neighbourhood 
plan) does not breach the requirements of 
Chapter 8 of Part 6 of the Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. 
 

It is considered that the draft Headingley 
Neighbourhood Plan meets the Basic Conditions. A 
Basic Conditions Statement will need to be 
prepared to accompany of the submission of the 
plan for independent examination which sets out 
how the plan meets the Basic Conditions and other 
relevant legal requirements.  

General 
Comment 

 Leeds City 
Council 

We will follow up with some further detailed 

comments on policies and the heritage section after 

the close of the consultation.  

 

Noted.  No change 
required. 

 

General 
Comment 

 Leeds City 
Council 

The links to supporting evidence / further 

information are useful but the Forum and Council 

are not in control of all of them and some may be 

deleted during the lifetime of the plan. This should 

be revisited when drafting the submission draft of 

the plan.  

 

Noted. Review in final 
draft. Consider 
how best to 
present evidence 
base on HNP 
website. 

 

General 
Comment 

 Leeds City 
Council 

The ‘General Conformity with the Core Strategy’ 

section within each of the chapters is helpful but 

may benefit to being tied to paragraph 6.15 in some 

way to show continuity. 

Noted. Link General 
Conformity 
section to policy 
sections.  
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General 
Comment 

 Leeds City 
Council 

The ‘Intention’ section is welcomed but perhaps 

better to say ‘What is this policy trying to achieve?’ 

 

Noted. 
 

 

General 
Comment 

 Leeds City 
Council 

The use of the phrase ‘we’ throughout the plan 

raises a number of concerns. Whilst it is 

acknowledged that the intention is to make the plan 

look and feel inclusive of residents and others in 

Headingley it is not necessarily appropriate in a 

statutory planning document. Firstly, it is 

inappropriate to use ‘we’ in the wording of policies 

as the policies are principally for use in the 

determination of planning applications and in 

appeal scenarios and thus should provide a 

practical framework within which decisions on 

planning applications can be made with a high 

degree of predictability and efficiency, as expected 

in the NPPF.  

 

Secondly, it is not clear who ‘we’ is. Will the Forum 

exist once the plan is made? If not, then the use of 

‘we’ is inappropriate. Perhaps something early on in 

the plan could explain what happens to the plan 

once it is made and how it will be delivered and 

used, in line with ongoing conversations over the 

future of the Forum and delivery of local projects.   

Noted. Phrasing clarified 
throughout 
 
Section 12.6 
states an 
intention to bring 
together 
community 
groups and 
others to help 
implement the 
plan. Ongoing 
work to develop 
this was delayed 
by covid.  

12.6 

General 
Comment 

 Leeds City 
Council 

The plan rightly acknowledges the strength of 

existing community networks and activities in 

Headingley, but does not consider the community 

facilities and community-focussed infrastructure 

within the area in policy terms. It may be worthwhile 

revisiting this to assess the scope for new policies 

to be included within the Community and Society 

Noted. Consider 
inclusion of 
community 
facilities policies 
in the Community 
and Society 
section.  

Community 
actions list 
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

section as it is a noticeable gap. Focussed/targeted 

consultation could take place on this element before 

the plan is submitted for independent examination.  

 

 
. 

General 
Comment 

 Leeds City 
Council 

Overall, the plan is ‘supportive’ of a number of 

measures within the neighbourhood area which will 

improve local sustainability and contribute to the 

plan’s overarching objectives. However, further 

consideration could be given to how these 

aspirations are to be delivered in practice. For 

example, measures to improve local connectivity 

between greenspaces are supported in Policy GE1, 

but there is not a strategy to support the delivery of 

this aspiration. The plan would benefit from a 

delivery plan or accompanying strategy which will 

link to identified community projects (and others 

that may be identified) and potential sources of 

funding.  

Noted.  A number of 
community 
actions have 
been identified 
but funding (in 
the present 
climate) is not 
identified. 
 
Most of such 
work will be done 
by local 
community 
activists who may 
not prioritise a 
detailed delivery 
plan. 

 

General 
Comment 

 Leeds City 
Council 

Some of the photographs within the document 
would benefit from captions, particularly when they 
relate to the policy topics in that particular part of 
the plan. 

Noted. Consider 
photograph 
placement in re-
draft.  

To be addressed 
in redesign 

General 
Comment 

 Leeds City 
Council 

The writing style is clear and succinct and the 

design of the plan is particularly effective, it feels 

like a locally-distinctive plan for Headingley. 

Noted.  No change 
required.  

 

General 
Comment 

 Bronwen 
Holden 

Overall: this is such a positive and thorough 
document. Many congratulations and thanks. The 
photos are terrific and add so much. Thank you for 

Noted.  No change 
required.  
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

taking such care over our home patch and its 
future. 
 

General 
Comment 

 Zero 
Carbon 
Headingley 

Some of the photographs do not tally with the 
section that they are in (i.e. 1920 modernist 
houses in town centre section). 

Noted. No change 
required.  

 

Front Cover  

Front 
Cover 

 Leeds City 
Council 

The plan period should clearly be shown on the 
front cover of the neighbourhood plan 

Noted. Include plan 
period on front 
cover.  

To be addressed 
in redesign 

Foreword  

Foreword  Leeds City 
Council 

The Foreword sets the tone for the plan nicely. It 

feels open, inclusive and engaged and sets a good 

example for other neighbourhood plan areas close 

to the city centre.  

Noted. No change 
required.  

 

Consultation And Engagement  

Consultatio
n and 
Engageme
nt 

Page 
9 

Leeds City 
Council 

The map of the neighbourhood area on page 9 

should include a watermark to fulfil copyright 

obligations. The Council will provide a replacement 

map for inclusion in the submission draft plan.  

Noted.  Replace area 
map  

 

An Introduction to Headingley  

An 
Introductio
n to 
Headingley 

4.1 
and 
8.2 

Bronwen 
Holden 

There is no reference in this document to the 
Headingley Oak which went back perhaps 100 
years, and after which both the Skyrack and 
Original oak were named.  The replacement oak 
planted 1956 survives and a faint plaque on an 
adjacent wall. A project to bring this site into public 
awareness would be very timely. 
 

Noted. Original Oak tree 
included within 
Community 
Actions.  

Community 
Actions table 

An 
Introductio

4.2 Richard 
Tyler 

Paragraph 4.2 The Leeds-Otley Turnpike was 
begun in 1755, and the bus service began in 1838 

Noted. Correction made  4.2 
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

n to 
Headingley 

(the dates seem to be taken from the NDS, but 
see E Bradford, Headingley (2008) pp95 and 106). 

An 
Introductio
n to 
Headingley 

4.4 Leeds City 
Council 

Para 4.4 acknowledges the higher than average 

density of new housing, which appears to be framed 

as a negative quality but is likely also to be a large 

part of why Headingley is a popular and vibrant 

place to live, with residents supporting varied local 

businesses, services and community initiative.  

Noted. Not 
new 
housing, all 
housing.  

No change 
required.  

 

An 
Introductio
n to 
Headingley 

4.5 Leeds City 
Council 

Para 4.5 could make reference to the Conservation 

Area Designations map on page 13 and the extent 

of Conservation Area coverage within the 

neighbourhood area, which is a distinguishing 

feature of Headingley. The Listed Buildings Map on 

page 14 could also be referenced. 

Noted. Reference 
included as 
suggested.  
 
 
  

To be addressed 
in redesign 

Vision and Objectives  

Vision and 
Objectives 

5.1.2 SREIT 
Property 
Ltd. 
(Headingle
y Central) 

Our client supports and welcomes the overall 
vision and objectives as set in Chapter 5 of the 
plan. We do however consider that explicit 
reference should be included within the ‘vision’ 
expressed at paragraph 5.1.2 to the Town Centre 
acting as a retail and leisure destination offering a 
diverse range of services. 

Noted. The 
vision and 
objectives 
have been 
prepared 
through 
consultatio
n and 
engagemen
t and sets 
out an 
aspiration 
for the town 
centre.  
 

The Town centre 
section has been 
re written, taking 
into account 
these comments 
and the feedback 
from a SWOT 
analysis. In 
evidence base 

Section 10 
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

Changes to 
5.1.2 not 
accepted 

Vision and 
Objectives 

5.1.2 Leeds 
Local 
Access 
Forum 

The LLAF is pleased to note in the Vision on page 
18 the Plan envisages a Headingley, that amongst 
other things, that is a good place to walk, exercise 
and play. We would suggest adding cycle after 
walk as the 5th bullet of the Objectives includes 
improve……walking/cycling provision. 

Noted. Vision revised 5.1.3 

Vision and 
Objectives 

5.2 Ruth Overy Many congratulations to all involved in the work 
involved in producing a comprehensive plan. 

  
I have two issues – see below -- which I consider 
critical to the well being of our area and which I 
hope can be addressed. 

  
The relevant reference is 5.2 : Our Objectives 
 
Throughout the plan run a series of cross-cutting 
themes: better health and wellbeing for all, better 
public spaces and facilities, commitment to 
reducing carbon emissions and a greater sense of 
community. 

  
1.    The stadium.  It has an enormous impact on 
our area – serious parking issues, increased 
traffic, a yearly increase in events and noise (even 
drones) and the ensuing public space protection 
issues of rubbish and anti-social behavior.  I would 
assume that a Neighbourhood Plan would commit 
to find ways to mitigate these issues 
 

Noted. 
Controlling 
the impact 
of the 
Stadium is 
not within 
scope of 
NP policy.  

. No change  



50 
 

Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

2.    Pedestrian routes.  A pedestrian crossing on 
Headingley Mount is essential, it is dangerous at 
the moment --  in particular for the elderly, for 
people using buggies and for children. 

Vision and 
Objectives 

5.3.3 Zero 
Carbon 
Headingley 

Rephrase reference to local residents groups and 
associations so as to allow for those that we may 
not know about or new ones that might form in the 
next 13 years or might disappear in the same span 
of time. 

Noted Sentence added  4.15 

Vision and 
Objectives 

5.1 – 
5.2 

Leeds City 
Council 

The focus on sustainability, inclusivity and climate 

emergency in the Vision and Objectives is 

welcomed.  

Noted. No change 
required. 

 

Vision and 
Objectives 

5.1.1 Leeds City 
Council 

Missing paragraph reference for the paragraph 
under 5.1.1 on page 18 

Noted. Correct as 
suggested. 

References 
changed 
throughout 
 

Vision and 
Objectives 

5.3.1 Leeds City 
Council 

Paragraph references skip from 5.3.1 to 5.3.3 on 

page 19. 

Noted. Correct as 
suggested.  

References 
changed 
throughout  

Policies Introduction  

Policies 
Introductio
n 

6.4 Zero 
Carbon 
Headingley 

In context of Brexit (page 21, 6.4), "Meeting EU 
obligations, including on Human Rights" could 
read "European Convention on Human Rights of 
the Council of Europe" (not to be confused with the 
EU) 

Noted Text revised 6.4 4th bullet point 

Policies 
Introductio
n 

6.5 Zero 
Carbon 
Headingley 

The Planning system and its complex layers of 
references from local to National policies often 
struggles to include sustainability of socio-
economic or environmental/ecological nature, but 
these criteria are included in National Planning 
policy, and it is refreshing to see them represented 
fully in the Headingley Local Development Plan. It 

Noted. 
Paragraph 
numbers 
should 
suffice. 

No change 
required.  
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Section of 
NP 

Para 
Ref 

Responde
nt 

Comment HNF 
Response 

Action / Change Plan ref for 
change 

would be useful if each item were given its own 
reference number (paragraph, sub-paragraph, etc) 
so that any comments on future planning 
applications could be directly correlated to distinct 
extracts from the document. 

Policies 
Introductio
n 

6.7 Lee 
Davidson 

A small editorial point.  In para 6.7 the plan is 
referred to first as “Headingley NP” and later as 
“Headingley Neighbourhood Plan”.  If anything, 
they should be the other way round.  I did not 
study closely enough to check out whether a 
brevity convention was established at the very first 
mention of the plan in the document. 

Noted. Ensure 
Headingley 
Neighbourhood 
Plan is connected 
to the shortened 
Headingley NP.  
  

 

Policies 
Introductio
n 

6.8 Leeds City 
Council 

Para 6.8 should read ‘The Leeds Core Strategy (as 

amended 2019 by the Leeds Core Strategy 

Selective Review) establishes the…’  

 

Noted. Done as 
suggested.  

6.4 2nd bullet and 
6.8 

Policies 
Introductio
n 

6.8 Leeds City 
Council 

We are generally supportive of the overall 
approach within the Plan, and there is real local 
value to be added over and above existing Local 
Plan policies. There are some concerns, however, 
relating to policy drafting and opportunities for 
improvement and refinement, as set out below.  

Noted. No change 
required.   

 

 

Housing Section HNP 

 Comment Action Change made? Plan ref for 
changes 

This is also in general comments 
from env ironment agency?? 

Sustainable construction 
You could also help your community save 
money through sustainable construction. 
Neighbourhood planning is an opportunity for 

Consider 
additional 
water 
management 

introduction 
changed as 
agreed.  

HOU2 
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communities to encouraging efficient water 
and waste management systems in new 
buildings, and use locally sourced wood fuel 
for heating. You could also help to promote 
the use of sustainable materials in 
construction, and encourage energy efficiency 
measures for new builds. These measures will 
reduce the cost of construction for developers 
and help to reduce utility bills for those using 
the building. This will also help the 
environment by reducing emissions and 
improving air quality 

policy in 
HOU2. 

Above ditto ZCH? Further consideration of climate resilience 
within Headingley, building on the ‘Zero 
Carbon Headingley’ proposals, should further 
promote neutral transport, such as cycling and 
walking networks and the building of carbon 
neutral developments and homes such as by 
utilising the Passivhaus standards. These 
small changes would support the surrounding 
landscape and community characteristics, 
whilst aiding LCC aims to become carbon 
neutral by 2030. 

Consider 
increased 
reference to 
Passivhaus 
standards as 
an aspiration 
for new build 
alongside 
support for 
retrofit.  

Text amended 7.6 

• Above ditto bob overy? •  Noise [not addressed] 
Noise nuisance from house-parties to demand 
higher sound-proofing standards in housing 
renovations 

Consider 
additional 
design 
consideration 
regarding 
noise pollution. 

Text amended HOU2 

Above ditto Paul Marchant Pollution; much is rightly said about air 
pollution with something on noise too. 
However light pollution is also a menace (e.g. 
to biodiversity, as Life, after all, has evolved 
on a planet that has been dark for some of the 
time, over billions of years, see e.g. www. 

Consider 
adding in light 
pollution 
consideration 
to HOU2. 

Building regs is 
beyond our 
scope and 
control. Unclear 
what is being 
proposed here. 
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http://alandb.darksky.org/). Light pollution 
needs mentioning, as increasing levels of 
Artificial Light At Night (ALAN) is an increasing 
cause of concern. The problem arises in part 
due to more power-efficient light sources. 
Building regulations should mention this. 
Lighting should only be of low intensity, warm 
colour and not shining where & when it is not 
needed. Insensitive lighting can blight 
heritage. 

Is it internal or 
external lighting 
and not sure 
how the plan 
can affect this. 

Also above yorks wild life trust Further consideration of climate resilience 
within Headingley, building on the ‘Zero 
Carbon Headingley’ proposals, should further 
promote neutral transport, such as cycling and 
walking networks and the building of carbon 
neutral developments and homes such as by 
utilising the Passivhaus standards. These 
small changes would support the surrounding 
landscape and community characteristics, 
whilst aiding LCC aims to become carbon 
neutral by 2030. 

Consider 
increased 
reference to 
Passivhaus 
standards as 
an aspiration 
for new build 
alongside 
support for 
retrofit in 
HOU2. 

Included in text, 
rather than the 
policy, in case 
the standard 
changes.  

7.6 

Housing 
 
From Zero carbon Headingly 

Diverse Residential Typologies 
It would be nice to have a page that contains 
all housing types to reflect diversity of housing 
and tenure across styles and typologies 
beyond conservation criteria (many of which 
indicative of social diversity). This could here 
include 1960s blocks of flats at Cardigan Road 
or North Hill Road, 1950s and 00's blocks of 
flats along North Grange Mount, Retirement 
Care Home at Shire Oak Road, etc, to 
demonstrate that over and beyond large 
Victorian mansions we also have fairly high 
density of housing throughout Headingley, 
including back-to-backs, through-terraces and 

Noted   

http://alandb.darksky.org/
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modest semi-detached typologies, but also 
flats of various descriptions. Headingley is not 
currently on any Local Development 
Framework Housing Allocation Plan (SAP) 
lists but at risk of further deregulation between 
now and in 13 years time, particularly where 
large gardens might be vulnerable to infill 
developments and consequent loss of 
biodiversity. 

Housing 
 
ZCH 

Balance Between Housing and Local 
Amenities 
Local schools are currently over-subscribed, 
and long-term changes in live/work patterns 
subsequent to Covid-19 are likely to increase 
this pressure. This affects housing strategies 
and local community life at the same time.  
 
Should there be a tall buildings restriction 
imposed on Headingley to protect from 
consequent pressures on transport and local 
amenities? Something along the lines of 'while 
slight increase in density, including 
conversions into flats, might be considered 
appropriate on a case by case basis, existing 
pressures on transport, parking, and local 
community venues such as schools would not 
permit any substantial increase in residential 
density'. 

Consider 
appropriate 
revisions to 
wording, 
respond to the 
point raised 
regarding 
additional 
pressure on 
infrastructure 
as a result of 
implementing 
a number of 
the plan’s 
objectives.  

Comment 
added in to text 
to state the link 
between 
housing 
type/tenure and 
infrastructure.  

7.3 

Housing  
 
Paul Marchant 

New dwellings should be accompanied by 
provision of cycle parking.  

Ensure cycle 
parking 
captured 
within policy.  

Added to policy  
HOU2 

 Housing 
 
 Bob Overy 

[p 7.4] There‘s an emphasis in the draft plan 
on renovation of “big” residential properties. I 
assume the logic is that their conversion to 

HOU1 will be 
clarified to 

Remove the 
word ‘large’. 

HOU1 
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 whatever use is proposed is more likely to pay 
realistic financial returns to the developer.  
Unfortunately, excluded by this decision, are 
many 3-bedroom properties (perhaps 
extended or squeezed to 4 or 5 beds) which 
are regularly and each year further battered by 
overcrowding, often encouraged by lack of 
adequate indoor leisure space.  These 
properties in many cases are deteriorating and 
the problem should be highlighted even if 
economically viable conversion policies are 
not feasible currently. 

incorporate 
smaller HMOs.   

Housing 
 
Leeds City council 

Paras 7.7 – 7.8 
Some of the commentary within the 
introductory paragraphs is not followed up in 
policies (e.g. Paras 7.7 and 7.8). 

Follow up 
missing 
elements 
within policy.  

Checked 
throughout 
 
 

 

Housing 
 
Leeds city council 

HOU1 
Suggest that the Policy is titled ‘Housing Mix in 
Headingley’ as it also includes clauses on the 
conversion of existing buildings. 

Revise policy 
titling. 

Retitled 
‘Housing Mix’  

HOU1 

Housing 
 
Leeds city council 

HOU1 A 
The support for new developments which 
meet locally identified needs is supported. 
However, this needs to be clearer in light of 
the wider objectives of the draft plan. There is 
an argument (which has been advanced by 
applicants in the past) that ‘need’ is, at least in 
part, identified in response to demand. In this 
area there remains very strong demand for 
student housing or housing suitable for 
occupation by students. Therefore, following 
the logic through, the policy could reasonably 
be argued to be supportive of new student 
housing in the area is contrary to the wider 

Re-look at 
policy to clarify 
the issues and   
revise policy 
as 
recommended. 

HOU1(a) 
reworded to 
clarify the point 
about needs  
 
 
Point about the 
2-3 bedroom 
issue has not 
been accepted 
as it is too easy 
to circumvent 

HOU1(a)  
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objectives of the plan. A solution would be to 
either: 

 

• Define in the document what are the 
‘locally identified needs’, or, 

• Amend the wording to something akin to 
“New housing development should provide 
a range of dwellings suitable for longer 
term residents in response to locally 
identified needs” 

 
The support for 2 and 3 bedroom dwellings is 
welcomed, however by using the term ‘will be 
supported’ the policy has no real ‘bite’ and 
may be difficult to apply. In practical terms, 
there a difference between 2 bed dwellings 
(which could legitimately occupied by students 
in the C3 (dwelling houses) use class) and 3 
bed dwellings which make student occupation 
much more difficult without changing the use 
to a C4 (HMO). A focus on 3-bed dwellings will 
signal to developers and applicants that the 
objective is for an increase in homes suitable 
for families and longer term residents. Suggest 
that the wording is amended to something akin 
to “All new developments of 5 new dwellings 
or more should include at least 20% of 
dwellings with 3 bedrooms or more”.  

  Housing 
 
Leeds city council 

HOU1 B 
Why limit this part of the policy to large 
HMOs? The majority of conversions from 
HMOs to self-contained flats are from C4 
smaller HMOs.  

 

Consider 
opportunities 
to make this 
policy more 
specific.  

Policy amended 
as suggested  
 
Standards 
points 
addressed by 
the HMO PBSA 

HOU1(b)  
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Regarding light, ventilation and environmental 
standards: What are these standards? There 
are no recognisable, easily applicable industry 
standards in respect of light penetration the 
policy should be clear what these standards 
are.   

 
There is a crossover with building regulations 
legislation and carbon neutral/environmental 
standards, as a general rule building 
regulation compliance should not be required 
as part of planning policies, and unless the 
plan seeks to require more than building 
regulations compliance then the reference 
should be deleted. If higher than building 
regulation compliance is required, the plan 
should be clear what standards are being 
required and how proposals are to be 
assessed.  

 
In the absence of any standard, the wording 
could be revised to something akin to: “subject 
to meeting / exceeding minimum space 
standards and providing satisfactory light, 
outlook and ventilation”. Outlook is an equally 
important consideration, numerous appeals 
have considered these matters and it is nearly 
always the case that it is the combination of 
factors (in the absence of any defined 
standard) which assist in appeals being 
dismissed. 
 

and co- living 
amenity 
standards 
currently under 
consultation. 
 
Unable to find 
building 
regulations 
reference 

 HOU1(b) and (c) Do these policies conflict 
with the Core Strategy? They pretty well give 
free rein to flat conversions, but Policy H6C 

Policy HOU1 
will be 
expanded to 

Policy amended HOU1 and 2 
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sets seven criteria. And how is a ‘large house’ 
defined? 

include smaller 
HMOs.   

Housing 
 
Leeds city council 

HOU1 C 

As above. 

Re-consider 
opportunities 
to make this 
policy more 
specific with 
regard to 
‘subject to 
meeting / 
exceeding 
minimum 
space 
standards and 
providing 
satisfactory 
light, outlook 
and 
ventilation’. 

Standards 
points 
addressed by 
the HMO PBSA 
and co- living 
amenity 
standards 
currently under 
consultation. 
 
This would 
supersede any 
policies within 
the plan 
 
 

 

Housing 
 
Leeds city council 

HOU1 D 
The Article 4 Direction is only a statutory 
instrument – it is not a policy or objective in 
itself and so this last line does not need to be 
included. 

 
The Council has produced a Development 
Management Practice Note on HMOs which 
sets out the detail to how Policy H6 is applied 
in practice. This has proved particularly 
successful – since its introduction it has been 
provided to Planning Inspectors at appeals 
and we have now won 14 appeals in a row in 
inner north-west Leeds. However, the Note 
has no formal policy basis and it may be 
helpful to reference this document in the 

Delete last 
line.  
 
Consider 
inclusion of 
HMO DM 
Practice Note 
as part of 
evidence base 
for NP.  

Final sentence 
deleted as 
suggested  
 
Reference to 
DM practice 
note Included as 
suggested.  

HOU1 (d) 
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neighbourhood plan. Referencing the Note 
would add weight to the document and 
support the Council’s continued approach to 
HMO applications in this area and further the 
objectives of the neighbourhood plan.  The 
Note can be provided to the Forum following 
the close of the pre-submission consultation.  
Part D) of the policy could for example be 
amended to: 

 
“Proposals for new HMOs (C4 and sui generis 
use) will not be supported where they fail to 
satisfy the requirements of Core Strategy 
Policy H6 and the approach advocated in the 
Council’s Houses in Multiple Occupation: 
Development Management Practice Note May 
2019 (or any superseding version of this 
Note)”. 

Housing  
 
Linda Rae 

Thank you for the obvious careful work that 
has gone into this plan. I support everything in 
the plan but just wanted to clarify one of the 
statements in the consultation document  
which I’ve copied below: 
 
The NP supports the Leeds City Council’s 
Core Strategy Policy H6 which seeks to avoid 
new HMO growth in areas of high 
concentration, as well as the Article 4 
Direction introduced by the Council in 2012 to 
suspend Permitted Development Rights for 
changing a (C3 use) dwelling house to a (C4 
use) small houses in multiple occupation and 
considers this to be an essential underpinning 
for future developments. 
 

Policy HOU1 
will be 
expanded to 
include smaller 
HMOs.   

Amended as 
suggested  

HOU1 
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I can see that you support the return of HMO’s 
to more long-tern use and I support that 
strongly. I live in 35 Grove Road and love my 
house and the neighbourhood. 
 
7.16 Policies HOU1 Housing Mix on New 
Development Sites Intention: To support the 
development of mixed schemes that meet the 
needs of the community, as identified from the 
widespread consultation in the neighbourhood 
plan  
 
a) New housing development should provide a 
range of dwellings to locally identify needs. 
The provision of 2/3 bedroom homes will be 
supported. 
 
b) The conversion and change of use of large 
(sui generis) HMOs to self-contained flats 
suitable for longer term residents / households 
will be supported, subject to meeting / 
exceeding minimum space and light, 
ventilation and carbon neutral/environmental 
standards. 
 
c) The conversion of large houses into flats 
will be supported, subject to meeting / 
exceeding minimum space, light and 
ventilation standards.  
 
d) Proposals for new HMOs (C4 and sui 
generis use) will not be supported where they 
fail to satisfy the requirements of Core 
Strategy Policy H6. This in support of the 
Article 4 Direction. 



61 
 

 
I’m glad you are supporting the change of 
large HMO’s to self-contained flats for more 
long-term residential use. But there is no 
mention of smaller HMO’s which are equally 
problematic and in fact could be changed very 
easily to family housing.  
 
Headingley can become a vibrant and 
welcoming place to live as long as something 
is done about the housing mix. Cramming lots 
of people into unsuitable housing purely for 
the financial gain of the landlord is in no one’s 
interest except the landlord of course.   
 
The only blight is my garden sides onto a 
HMO where 5 or 6 students live. I am more 
than happy for any of the Art Deco houses like 
mine (of which you have many photos in your 
document) to be let to families as they need 
the housing. But these houses are quite small 
and really not suitable as HMO’s in my 
opinion. I’m not sure how the licences are 
granted for HMO’s but as a neighbour with a 
shared boundary I don’t remember being 
asked about it. So it would be wonderful if this 
area and others like it could be kept for 
families.  

Housing 
 
Leeds city council 

HOU2 
Suggest that a list is included either in the 
policy or in an appendix of typical examples of 
the historic character / features that the policy 
is seeking to safeguard. 

 

Noted.  
 
With regard to 
environmental 
standards, 
policy is 
expected to 
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As above it is unclear what these standards 
are, Leeds City Council doesn’t adopt 
standards per se – are these building 
regulations standards? If so this part of the 
policy is redundant for the reasons discussed 
above. 

 
If the policy is referring to planning standards 
such as those in Core Strategy policies EN1, 
EN2 etc. then consideration should be given to 
the thresholds that apply to these policies and 
whether the Neighbourhood Forum are happy 
that these should also apply in Headingley. 

remain in date 
for lifetime of 
the HNP. 

Housing  
 
Zero carbon Headingly 

HOU2 
Clean Energies and Retrofitting 
We would like to see more details 
incorporated into the retrofitting section: some 
retrofitting strategies that affect the external 
appearance of a building (planning concern) 
can take an exceedingly long time to go 
through the planning system in conservation 
areas. While encouraging the conversion of 
large properties into smaller units, HLDP could 
also encourage the addition of new 
technologies such as solar panels or rain-
water collection and/or mitigation devices, 
provided these are of conservation area 
standards. This should also include 
encouragement to upgrade single glazing to 
double or triple glazing on 
historic/conservation buildings, conditional to 
conservation standard replacements.  

Consider 
widening 
scope of 
HOU2 to 
include 
measures 
recommended 
as suggested 
and also 
include future-
proofing 
wording.  

HOU2 
amended, but 
more detail not 
appropriate in 
the plan. 
 
Conservation 
area standards 
point included in 
general 
 

HOU2 
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Housing 

 

 Richard Tyler 

HOU2 Should this policy make reference to 

Core Strategy Policy EN2? 

Consider 
additional 
reference to 
EN2 in para 
7.15. 

Added into 
second para of 
policy 
description in  

HOU2 

Richard Tyler HOU1(d) Is this policy necessary? It re-
affirms Core Strategy Policy H6A. 

Noted. Policy is 
specific to the 
needs of 
Headingley and 
the objectives 
of the NP. 

No change 
required.  

 

North Hyde Park Neighbourhood 
Association 

Finally, in 7 Housing, NHPNA would like to 
see more focus on providing housing for the 
ageing population, with a specific call for 
purpose-built, level access properties suitable 
in separate as well as mixed developments. 
Or are we all to be moved elsewhere? 

With thanks again for the great efforts made 
by the team to produce such an excellent 
document! 

Noted. Feel 
that this is 
covered in 
introductory 
text to Policy 
HOU3.   

No change 
required.   

 

Leeds City Council The focus on adaptation and improvement to 
existing properties is appropriate given the 
characteristics of the area. Headingley’s 
proximity to the city centre and good public 
transport links is a key strength of the area 
and this is reflected in the introductory text.  

Noted.  No change 
required.  

 

Environment and green space  

 

West Yorkshire ecological 
Service 

Ginnels and biodiversity 

We would like to offer support for the inclusion 
of ginnels and biodiversity within Policy GE4. 
Might we also ask for the concept of “Living 
Walls” be referred to in this section. With 
space being at a premium much could be 

Consider 
identification of 
living walls as 
part of policy 
HOU2 (e.g., 
gable ends).   

Accepted that it 
would be 
desirable, but 
this is too 
specific for the 
document.  
 

Living walls HOU2 
and GE2 
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achieved for biodiversity and air pollution 
mitigation by encouraging the planting of 
climbing plants along walls and fences of 
ginnels and gardens. Species such as ivy, 
honeysuckle and clematis can provide 
structures for birds to nest and flowers and 
fruit for birds and bees. We expect that such 
plants are already present in many areas but 
perhaps not always recognised for their 
importance in built up areas. We would also 
add the importance of retaining ivy on trees 
within the neighbourhood which provides 
niches for birds, bats and invertebrates. 

Policy changes 
to include living 
walls 

Housing Leeds city council HOU3 
This is OK as an aspirational statement but as 
a policy does not infer any requirement by 
virtue of its wording. It is less ‘ambitious’ than 
the existing Leeds Core Strategy policy H10 
for example which ‘requires’ new development 
to make such provision. 

 
It is also vague in terms of how such 
accessible dwellings/ housing for older people 
should be provided, how many units as part of 
a development, etc. If this is the intention then 
fine, but if the intention is to require new 
development to include such provision, greater 
thought needs to be given as to how this may 
be achieved. 

 
It may be helpful to include a list of measures 
that could apply and something on 
safeguarding the historic character of 
Headingley and what these considerations 
could be. 

Refine wording Reviewed, but 
not possible to 
make this more 
specific, as the 
details would be 
wholly 
dependent on 
individual 
circumstances. 
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Env and green space 
 
NHPNA 

In a linked issue the Association would 
welcome a statement perhaps in 9.1 
Environment, about Noise limits - all the good 
designs in the world can be rendered 
uninhabitable if the Noise pollution prevents 
residents from enjoying the peace of their 
gardens or a public green space, or worse if 
their sleep is interrupted by bars or private 
residences acting as though they were Night 
Clubs 

Consider noise 
pollution 
considerations 
(in housing 
section). 

Included in 
policy 

HOU2 

 

Heritage and Design Section HNP 

 Comment Action Change made? Plan ref for 
changes 

Also in general comments 
 
Bob Overy 

Here are some examples of potential planning 
considerations which are not proposed or not sufficiently 
emphasized in the document in my view. Could there be 
proposals to address the problems with: 

• Waste collection [not addressed] 
o narrow service roads which are inaccessible 

to Council waste vehicles 
o cul de sacs which inhibit access for Council 

collection services leading to huge pile-ups of 
collected and uncollected bins 

o poorly designed or non-existent bin stores 
outside many housing and other properties, 
particularly privately-rented properties 

Consider scope for 
additional design 
considerations 
(regarding bin 
stores). 

Design policy 
separated out to cover 
heritage 
considerations, local 
character 
considerations and 
property management 
considerations 

Changes 
throughout 

 Are all the policies necessary? Some re-affirm existing Core 
Strategy and other policies; as paragraph 6.7 notes, “There 
is a responsibility to make sure that the Headingley NP is 
consistent with and complementary to the strategic policies 
in the Local Plan …” 
 

Consider further 
opportunities to 
ensure that relevant 
material from NDS 
are included in 
Heritage and Design 

NDS is referenced as 
evidence document 
and policy wording 
throughout has been 
checked .  
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Are all the policies compatible with existing policy? As 
paragraph 6.7 also notes, “There is a responsibility to make 
sure … that strategic priorities for the city are not 
undermined by the Headingley Neighbourhood Plan.” 
 
Should some policies make reference to relevant Council 
policies (like the Core Strategy and SPDs)? 
 
Should policy proposals in the local NDSs simply be 
adopted as Plan policies? 
 
Are some policies lists of examples, rather than planning 
policies? 

section. Ensure 
policy wording is 
tightened up before 
submission for 
independent 
examination.  

Historic England 8.4 
The Headingley Neighbourhood Plan Area contains 1 Grade 
II* Listed Building, St Michaels Church, 120 Grade II Listed 
Buildings, the Headingley, Headingley and Headingley Hill, 
Hyde Park and Woodhouse Moor (northern segment) and 
Far Headingley (small part) Conservation Areas. It is also 
likely to contain a large number of local non-designated 
heritage assets.  
 

Correct references 
in Para 8.4. 

References corrected. 
  

8.4 

Historic England  
 
H&D 

8.6 
Whilst the overall intention to safeguard the special historic 
character of Headingley is welcomed, this section would 
benefit from being ‘tightened up’ and policies being more 
precise. 

 
In the projects section the reference is different to other 
sections. Here it is the “community and residents of 
Headingley” that will support but previously it has simply 
been “we”. Consistency and clarity is needed on this.  

 

Consider and revise 
Heritage and Design 
section in line with 
LCC comments (and 
follow up Heritage 
comments) 

Heritage comments 
have been reviewed 
and amendments 
identified as required. 

Throughout 
document 
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We will follow up with more detailed comments on the 
heritage section of the draft plan after the close of the 
consultation. 

Historic England  
 

H&D 

Given the size, age and density of development of the 
Neighbourhood Plan area, we are surprised that only 2 non-
designated heritage assets have been identified. 
 
We suggest the advice of Leeds Civic Trust is sought, and a 
small working party is convened to undertake a heritage 
audit of the Neighbourhood Plan area, identifying the 
buildings, structures, monuments, sites, places, parks and 
landscapes which are of local historic interest, using the 
methodology set out in “Historic England Advice Note 7 – 
Local Heritage Listing”. 

Consider scope for 
wider heritage 
assessment and 
inclusion of NDHAs. 

Wider assessment of 
potential NDHAs has 
been added as 
community Action  

Community 
Actions table 

H&D  
 
Historic England 

8.7 
It should be noted that Headingley and Headingley Hill, 
Hyde Park and Woodhouse Moor Conservation Area is on 
Historic England’s North East & Yorkshire Heritage at Risk 
Register, 2019, (pg.131) and has been a Conservation Area 
at Risk since 2013. It remains “At Risk” and will appear in 
the 2020 Heritage at Risk Register. 
Its Conservation Area At Risk status is due to loss of historic 
details, evidence of lack of repair & Maintenance and the 
poor condition of the public realm. 
 
Amend text to include acknowledgement that Headingley 
Hill, Hyde Park and Woodhouse Moor Conservation Area.  
 

Include reference to 
Conservation Area 
at Risk. 

Text amended 8.10 

H&D 
Richard Tyler 

Paragraph 8.7 The original Rose Court (1842) was formerly 
part of LGHS, and is now actually under development as 
apartments (the roof has been repaired). LGHS also 
included Buckingham Villas (late 19c), renamed Ford House 
(as well as the Elinor Lupton Centre). When LGHS moved to 
Alwoodley, Ford House was renamed again as Rose Court, 

Clarify reference. Clarified in text  8.9 
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and it is this building which is now planned as a SEND 
school. 

H&D Leeds City Council The reference to existing neighbourhood design statements 
is welcomed, however given that the neighbourhood plan is 
statutory and the NDS are supplementary planning 
documents, the plan could be more ambitious and articulate 
local design and character more directly in policy terms. 

Heritage and Design 
section to be re-
considered to 
ensure key 
messages from NDS 
are captured within 
NP. 

Review of NDS to be 
completed and 
captured as part of 
character area 
guidance.  

 

 

H&D 
 
SREIT  
 
HD! 

HD1 

Policy HD1 ‘Design Guidance and Character Areas’ seeks 

to ensure development relates to and complements the 

local character, including through the use of traditional 

materials. Our client is supportive of the aspiration to bring 

forward high quality development which is sympathetic to 

the local area and recognises that the use of traditional 

materials may be appropriate in some instances. However, 

it is important to acknowledge that the use of traditional 

materials may not be appropriate in all circumstances and 

therefore, some flexibility needs to be maintained and the 

design merits of individual developments should be 

evaluated on a case by case basis. 

Consider additional 
flexibility within HD1 

Policy reworded. HD1 

H&D   
 
Richard Tyler 

HD1  
Is this policy necessary, in the light of Core Strategy Policy 
P10? Should it rather take the opportunity to elevate the 
local Neighbourhood Design Statements from the status of 
Supplementary Planning Documents to that of 
Neighbourhood Plan? 

Consider further 
inclusion of key 
guiding design 
principles. 

Review of NDS to be 
completed and 
captured as part of 
character area 
guidance. 

 

H&D 
 
Leeds City Council 

HD2 
It would be better to list all of the Non-Designated Heritage 
Assets in the policy and have a clear map showing the 
proposed NDHAS. 

 

Heritage and Design 
section to be 
reviewed in line with 
LCC comments and 
supplementary 

Wider assessment of 
potential NDHAs to be 
completed in line with 
recommendations in as 
community Action 

Policy 
clarification 
HD2 

Commented [LR1]: Not checked – see Helen’s note) 

Commented [HG2]: Is this done/ 

Commented [LR3]: Not checked – see above 

Commented [HG4]: Is this done? 
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The last part of the policy is OK in principle however could 
be vague in practice. How would “in ways that will be 
beneficial to Headingley” be interpreted? Does this include 
benefits that go beyond heritage considerations – for 
example wider public benefits? 

 
Is this intended to be in alignment with NPPF advice on 
Designated Heritage Assets (for example paras 195 and 
196 with regards to public benefits) for example? 

 
If a development brought a wider public benefit to 
Headingley but resulted in harm to the non-designated 
heritage asset, the policy could be used to justify this which 
may not be the intention. If this is not the intention then the 
removal of “in ways that will be beneficial to Headingley” 
would make sense. 

heritage comments. 
Policy to be revised 
as recommended. 

 
Policy clarified as 
suggested.  

SREIT  H&D HD2 

Policy HD2 ‘Non-Designated Heritage Assets’ seeks to 

ensure development proposals do not cause harm to non-

designated heritage assets through understanding of their 

historic significance and how development will respect 

heritage characteristics. Whilst our client is supportive of 

the general thrust of this policy the draft policy should 

provide more clarity as to what is considered to be a ‘non-

designated heritage asset’ in Headingley, or indeed list 

these non-designated assets. This, in turn, would help 

clarify on which particular development proposals this 

policy would apply to. 

Consider wider 
heritage assessment 
and inclusion of 
NDHAs. 

Wider assessment of 
potential NDHAs to be 
completed in line with 
recommendations 
 
 

Community 
Actions table 

Richard Tyler H&D Policy HD2 The reference to paragraph 8.7 should be to 8.6. Correct reference Reference removed in 
current version  
.  

 

Richard Tyler HD2 Is this policy necessary, in the light of Policy HD1and 
Core Strategy Policy P11? 

Noted. Policy is 
specific to needs of 

No change required.  
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Headingley and to 
meet objectives of 
NP.  

H&D Leeds City council HD3 
Suggest focus on sympathetic restoration to a high design 
standard rather than amenity. 

 
This policy would benefit from being more precise about 
what, where and how. 

Consider revisions 
as appropriate. 

Policy clarified HD3 

 H&D Historic England HD3 
This policy needs to be amended to take account of the 
Heritage at Risk Status of the Headingley Hill, Hyde Park 
and Woodhouse Moor Conservation Area 
 
Re-word text as follows: 
 
“Proposals for the restoration or enhancement of heritage 
buildings, areas or structures at risk, including reinstatement 
of lost features, repair and upgrading of historic 
streetscapes and programmes of maintenance will be 
supported where they make a positive contribution to the 
locality in terms of amenity and sustainability. 
 

Consider revision to 
policy as suggested 

Heritage At Risk status 
to be clarified alongside 
further detail provided 
in informal heritage 
comments.  
 
Text re-worded as 
suggested. 
 

8.8 to 8.11 
 
HD3 

 H&D Leeds City council HD4 
The plan would be easier to read if the policy title were at the 
top of page 31.  

 
The introductory text should explain what is visual heritage 

and how is it defined. This policy would benefit from being 

more precise. 

Format will be 
readjusted as a 
result of changes 
made to NP.  
 
Visual heritage 
considerations to be 
clarified. 

Title to be captured as 
part of graphic design 
updates.  
 
Visual heritage 
considerations added.  

Visual 
Heritage 
HD1, 
development 
principle  

H&D Leeds City Council HD5 
This is not a policy and would be better situated within the 
projects section. In the absence of an extension to the 
Conservation Area, consideration could be given to the 

Consider interim 
arrangement for 
Rochester Terrace 

Character area 
guidance to capture 
interim arrangement for 

Community 
actions list 
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inclusion of Rochester Terrace and Broomfield Crescent 
elsewhere within the plan policies (HD1 or HD2) as an 
interim arrangement. 

and Broomfield 
Crescent. 

Rochester Terrace and 
Broomfield Crescent. 
8.15 (page 21) 
 Community action to 
be added.  
(page 41) 

H&D  
 
Historic England 

HD5 
The title of this policy “Cardigan Triangle Conservation 
Area” is mis-leading. The Cardigan Triangle is an area 
which falls in part into the Headley Conservation Area, for 
which there is currently no adopted Conservation Area 
Appraisal. The “Headingley and Hyde Park Neighbourhood 
Design Statement September 2010” refers to “Character 
Areas” (para. 5.6). The NDS recommends extending the 
Headingley Conservation Area, to include Rochester 
Terrace and Bloomfields. 
 
Re-title policy a “Cardigan Triangle Character Area” and 
redraft first paragraph to correctly reference the Headingley 
& Hyde Park NDS. 
In advance of the extension of the Conservation Area, 
consideration should be given to including policies which 
would treat the part of the Triangle which falls outside the 
Conservation Area, in the same way as the Conservation 
Area proper. 
 
An additional policy could be added urging the City Council 
to consult upon and adopt a Conservation Area Appraisal 
for Headingley. 

Consider revisions 
to policy as 
suggested. 

Cardigan Triangle 
Character Area to be 
captured as part of 
character area policy 
capturing heritage 
considerations as well 
as design 
considerations.  
 
References corrected.  
 
 
LCC to be contacted 
regarding preparation 
of Conservation Area 
Appraisal for the 
Headingley CA.   

HD5 

Richard Tyler HD5 Should this policy not designate the extension of the 
Cardigan Triangle Conservation Area, rather than simply 
‘support’ it (as Local Green Spaces are designated in Policy 
GE1(a))? 

Noted. Not within 
scope of NP to extend 
boundary of a 
Conservation Area. 

No change required 
but wording 
strengthened. 
 

8.14 

Bronwen Holden Excellent suggestion to develop a trail of local ginnels and 
footpaths. there is a very attractive Horsforth guide to 

Noted. No change required.   
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trails/ginnels “Cragg Hill and Woodside” produced by a local 
organisation which could serve as a model. 

 

Environment and Greenspace Section HNP 

 Comment Action Change 
made? 

Plan ref for 
changes 

E&GS 
 
Environment agency 

Water quality 
Proper management is important to protect 
water quality, both for groundwater and surface 
water resources. 
 
Drainage misconnections can occur in new 
developments, redevelopments, extensions or 
through refurbishment. Developers must ensure 
that they do not connect any foul drainage 
(including sinks, showers, washing 
machine/dishwasher outlets and toilets) to a 
surface water sewer, as this can send polluted 
water into watercourses. Similarly, developers 
should ensure that they do not connect surface 
water drainage (e.g. roof gutter downpipes) into 
foul sewers as this can cause overloading of 
the foul sewer during heavy rainfall. 
 
Polluted surface water flows from areas like car 
parks or service yards should always have 
sufficient pollution prevention measures in 
place to ensure the protection of groundwater 
and watercourses from specific pollutants like 
petrol (hydrocarbons) and suspended solids. 
Developers should follow appropriate pollution 
prevention guidance when designing formal 
drainage for large areas of hardstanding. 
 

Consider 
introductio
n of 
additional 
measures 
in 
Environme
nt and 
Green 
Space 
section for 
surface 
water 
quality.   

Water 
management 
considerations 
have been 
added  

GE4 
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Ideally, applicants should introduce more 
‘surface’ or ‘green’ drainage solutions to aid 
improvements in water quality, such as swales 
along hardstanding boundaries, or a more 
advanced reed bed system for larger sites. 
These solutions are easier to access and 
maintain than engineered solutions like 
petrol/oil interceptors, which require regular 
maintenance to ensure they operate correctly. 
 
We would welcome a policy which requires a 
net gain in biodiversity through all development, 

Helen Kirk (also in General Komments There is one point that I would like to clarify, 
and that is that historically the playing fields on 
Beckett Park were included in Beckett Park but 
were then fenced for use of the School. This 
may of course already be included in 
documentation that I haven't read. 
 
Congratulations on the progress to date. 

Ensure 
greenspac
e paper 
acknowled
ges that 
Beckett 
Park 
school 
playing 
fields were 
formerly 
part of 
Beckett 
Park.  
 
Add in 
narrative 
regarding 
what 
happens 
to school 
playing 
fields – 

Text amended 9.23 
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revert to 
parkland. 

Natural England (also in general comments) Biodiversity Net Gain  
Development provides opportunities to secure a 
net gain for biodiversity, in line with the NPPF 
(paragraphs 174 and 175) and Planning 
Practice Guidance. Biodiversity net gain can be 
calculated using the biodiversity metric. We 
advise local planning authorities to follow the 
mitigation hierarchy, as set out in paragraph 
175 of the NPPF, and firstly consider what 
existing environmental features on and around 
the site can be retained or enhanced or what 
new features could be incorporated into the 
development proposal. This may include 
creating new ponds, planting native trees and 
plants and incorporating green roofs into the 
design of new buildings. Where onsite 
measures are not possible, consideration 
should be given to off-site measures 

Consider 
inclusion 
of 
reference 
to Net 
Gain 
requireme
nts in 
Environme
nt and 
Greenspa
ce section. 
https://ww
w.leeds.go
v.uk/planni
ng/conser
vation-
protection-
and-
heritage/a
chieving-
net-gain-
in-
biodiversit
y-
guidance-
for-
developer
s   

Text amended  
 
 
 

9.19 

Natural England GE3 
Ancient woodland, ancient and veteran trees  
Local planning authorities should consider any 
impacts on ancient woodland and ancient and 

Ensure 
ancient 
trees are 
considere

Captured as 
part of policy 
re-write and 
reference to 

GE3 and 9.17 

https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers


75 
 

veteran trees in line with paragraph 175 of the 
NPPF. Natural England maintains the Ancient 
Woodland Inventory which can help identify 
ancient woodland. Natural England and the 
Forestry Commission have produced standing 
advice for planning authorities in relation to 
ancient woodland and ancient and veteran 
trees. It should be taken into account by 
planning authorities when determining relevant 
planning applications. Natural England will only 
provide bespoke advice on ancient woodland, 
ancient and veteran trees where they form part 
of a SSSI or in exceptional circumstances.  

d as part 
of Policy 
GE3.   

Woodland 
Trust guidance 
included in 
supporting 
text.  

Will sparling  
 
(General comments) 

-the use of maps and diagrams in the plan itself 
may be helpful when referring to specific areas, 
places or streets (although there is sometimes 
a preference for these in appendices). 

-a clear map of the proposed local green 
spaces 

Include 
map of 
Local 
Green 
Spaces 
within plan 
document 
as well as 
in 
backgroun
d paper.  
 

LGS maps to 
be added to 
plan document 
at graphic 
design stage.  

 

Yorks Wildlife trust Thank you for consulting Yorkshire Wildlife 
Trust on the above application. Yorkshire 
Wildlife Trust works across the Yorkshire and 
Humber region managing more than 100 
reserves and with a membership of over 
44,000. Yorkshire Wildlife Trust is the second 
oldest of the 46 Wildlife Trusts which work in 
partnership to cover the whole of the UK. The 
Trust’s principal vision is to work for a Yorkshire 
rich in wildlife, valued and enjoyed by people.  

Consider 
inclusion 
of 
reference 
to Net 
Gain 
requireme
nts in 
Environme
nt and 

Text amended 
.  

9.19 
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Headingley Neighbourhood Plan appears to be 
thorough and is clear that greenspaces and 
connectivity characteristics are of great 
importance to the local community, a theme 
which runs throughout the document. The 
importance of these spaces and particular 
features is clear through objectives in 5.2.1 to 
‘provide more biodiversity’. We are also 
encouraged by the consideration of a ‘Zero 
Carbon Headingley’.  
 
However, we feel this could go further and in 
accordance with NPPF paragraph 175d, there 
is a requirement for all developments to 
demonstrate ‘measurable’ net gain for 
biodiversity. This is transposed to LCC local 
policy and the emerging Environment Bill which 
is expected to put a requirement for all 
proposals to achieve a 10% net gain in 
biodiversity; whilst not yet formally released, 
this level is already being implemented as good 
practice across the country.  
 
We would therefore encourage the 
implementation of an additional policy to 
request a minimum of 10% net gain for 
biodiversity to be demonstrated by all proposals 
in the neighbourhood area. This could be 
further expanded to support Environmental Net 
Gain, a standard which is in the earlier stages 
of development than biodiversity net gain; you 
can find out more about it here.  

Greenspa
ce section. 
https://ww
w.leeds.go
v.uk/planni
ng/conser
vation-
protection-
and-
heritage/a
chieving-
net-gain-
in-
biodiversit
y-
guidance-
for-
developer
s   

https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
https://www.leeds.gov.uk/planning/conservation-protection-and-heritage/achieving-net-gain-in-biodiversity-guidance-for-developers
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Yrks wildlife trust It is clear from the plan that local characteristics 
and wildlife are important to the community and 
this additional policy would provide a clear 
expectation over what development should 
deliver. Support for the use of standards, such 
as those outlined by Building with Nature (BwN) 
would also be encouraged to ensure 
greenspaces within developments are 
multifunctional, provide connectivity, enhance 
the landscape and biodiversity (i.e. start to 
deliver Environmental Net Gain). Support for 
the use of sensitive lighting schemes and green 
infrastructure such as green roofs/walls should 
also be encouraged. 

Consider 
inclusion 
of key 
principles 
of 
greenspac
es in 
Environme
nt and 
Green 
Spaces 
section.  

Greenspace 
principles 
added  
 
. 

Principles GE1C 
 
Specific points 
included in GE2 

Yrks wildlife trust We are encouraged to see the consideration of 
relaxed mowing regimes in areas of public 
greenspace, such as roadside verges (9.10); 
however feel that additional specification could 
be made to ensure this is conducted at the 
correct times of year to enhance local 
biodiversity and habitat connectivity. This 
should support those considerations to improve 
habitat connectivity between plantings of 
gardens (9.8), which we also feel could benefit 
from additional clarification. For instance, the 
importance of street trees and correctly 
managed hedgerows (cut biannually).  
 

Consider 
additional 
text 
regarding 
mowing 
regimes.  

Text and policy 
amended 

9.18 and GE4 

Leeds City council Para 9.4 should be ‘The only play park for 
children…’ 

 
The provision of additional children’s play 
facilities is welcomed. Consideration could be 
given to informal additions to green spaces 
(such as stepping stones / balance beams). 

Correct 
error as 
identified 
and 
include 
suggested 
additions. 

Amended as 
suggested  

9.6 
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The NP could also lend support to temporary 
measures such as play streets. 

Zero carbon Headingly 6) Biodiversity 
Leeds Planning policy excludes from its 
protected green spaces any spaces that are 
under 4ha. In addition to the four already 
mentioned, it would be appropriate to protect 
spaces along the Woodhouse Ridge such as 
Pig's Hill (difficult gradient but enviable for the 
view across the valley) and the Horses Field, 
privately owned and at risk of development but 
a great contribution to biodiversity along the 
main artery. There may be others. 

Consider 
inclusion 
of 
additional 
suggested 
LGS. 
Clarify 
status of 
Woodhous
e Ridge. 

LGS reviewed 
and additional 
sites added as 
appropriate 
subject to LGS 
assessment.  

 

NHPNA The North Hyde Park Neighbourhood 
Association has been representing the 
residents of Headingley Hill and Hyde Park 
Corner for five decades; and was proud to be a 
part of the Headingley Neighbourhood plan 
process. 

NHPNA supports the Draft Plan as tabled in 
June 2020, but has a few comments which it 
wishes to have considered for inclusion: 

1. Green Spaces 
We could not find any mention of Dagmar 
Wood on Grosvenor Road; a space that is open 
to everyone. There may some people who 
would like to keep its existence a secret, and 
the omission may therefore be deliberate. Was 
its inclusion considered when the Plan was 
drafted? 

Consider 
inclusion 
of Dagmar 
Wood as 
Local 
Green 
Space.  

LGS reviewed 
and additional 
sites added as 
appropriate 
subject to LGS 
assessment. 
 
Dagmar wood 
added 

Dagmar wood 
9.21 

West Yorkshire ecological services GE2 Consider 
inclusion 
of 

Amendments 
to policy and  

GE1 (b and c) 
and GE2 (c) 
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Notable species 

There are a number of notable species which 
warrant mention in the plan. Headingley 
supports a good range of bats, most of which 
will roost in peoples’ houses, although some 
may also use trees. It is very important that as 
housing is maintained or replaced, provision is 
made within houses for roosting bats. These 
are best integrated into the fabric of the 
dwelling at soffit level on a south to west facing 
aspect. Bat tubes can be installed which allow 
bats to use the bat tube but not to penetrate 
deeper into the structure of the building. It 
should be noted that bat droppings are 
harmless and bats do not damage the fabric of 
the building. Species recorded in the 
neighbourhood include common and soprano 
pipistrelles, Leisler’s bat, noctules and brown 
long-eared bats. The latter are particularly light 
averse and every effort should be made to 
maintain some areas of dark woodland for this 
species. This mean no light rather than low 
light. Brown long-eared bats glean moths from 
the foliage of trees at night. 

The other species which could be assisted in 
the plan is the hedgehog, which recently was 
added to the red list of nationally endangered 
mammals. Hedgehogs can benefit from 
hedgehog highways between gardens, by 
inserting simple holes 13x13cm in the base of 
fences and walls. 

 

additional 
biodiversit
y 
measures 
as 
suggested 
as part of 
GE2 and 
cross 
reference 
with 
Communit
y Action 
for 
greenspac
e delivery 
strategy. 
Ensure 
support for 
retrofit 
measures 
do not 
preclude 
inclusion 
of nature-
friendly 
features 
as part of 
traditional 
housing.  

Community 
Actions list 

Community 
Actions list 

Commented [LR5]: Comment highlighted does not seem 
to have been addressed in the text 
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Paul Marchant 9.10 The third sentence (about verges) 
certainly needs Road added after St Anne’s.  

Correct as 
suggested
.   
 

Corrected 9.18 

Paul Marchant Typos: It’s no Longer Carnegie Stadium it’s 
Emerald p30 &GE4 d) & capitalise Stadium in 
GE3 b) P37 & 11.6 GE4 p44 

Correct as 
suggested
. 

Corrected.  

Leeds City Council GE1 
 
The frontage of the site of the former Oak Villa 
Hotel at 55 Cardigan Road was secured as 
publicly accessible green space as part of 
planning permission 1503649/FU. This is in 
addition to the publicly accessible green space 
secured at Cockroft House (also on Cardigan 
Road) under planning permission 15/00565/FU. 
These spaces would benefit from inclusion in 
the document, if only to make residents aware 
that they have been provided for public use. 

Investigate 
Oak Villa 
Hotel and 
Cockroft 
Hotel/Coc
kroft 
Mews. 
Consider 
inclusion 
of 
additional 
sites as 
suggested 
if they 
meet LGS 
criteria 

LGS reviewed 
and additional 
sites added as 
appropriate 
subject to LGS 
assessment. 

GE3a 

Leeds City council GE1 
 
The Consultation Statement will need to reflect 
how owners/managers of proposed Local 
Green Spaces have been consulted.  
 

Follow up 
on 
ownership 
of village 
green.  
 
Follow up 
on LCC 
owned 
sites with 
LCC Asset 

Asset 
management 
contacted and 
have 
confirmed…  
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Managem
ent.  
 

Leeds City council GE1 
The policy should reference the Green Space 
Appendix and the maps included within that 
Appendix to show precise boundaries of the 
Local Green Spaces. The Appendix should also 
be clearly referenced within the Evidence Base 
List section as the primary source of evidence 
for the greenspace section. 

Include 
link and 
reference 
as 
recommen
ded. 

Reference and 
link added.  

 

Alan Slomson GE1 
I could not find any mention of Dagmar Wood 
on Grosvenor Road; a space that is open to 
everyone.  There may some people who would 
like to keep its existence a secret, and the 
omission may therefore be deliberate.  Was its 
inclusion this considered when the Plan was 
drafted 

Consider 
inclusion 
of Dagmar 
Wood as 
LGS 

LGS reviewed 
and additional 
sites added as 
appropriate 
subject to LGS 
assessment. 
Dagmar Wood 
now listed 

GE1 a (vi) 

Richard Tyler GE1 
Greenspace Evidence Report 
Proposed Local Green Space 2: Sparrow Park, 
Cardigan Road: 
Historical value: was the triangle of land now 
known as Sparrow Park ever part of the 
Zoological and Botanical Gardens? It lay in a 
field adjacent to the fields bought for the 
Gardens, and the triangle was only formed ten 
years after they closed, in 1868, when Cardigan 
Road was laid through the middle of the former 
Gardens and across Spring Road and Chapel 
Lane. 

Consider 
correction 
as 
suggested 

This reference 
to Historical 
value deleted 

 

Leeds City Council GE2 

This is a worthwhile and important policy but 

somewhere in the plan there should be 

Consider 
scope for 
inclusion 

Further 
evidence 
sought. HNF 

9,14 
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supporting evidence for this and why it’s so 

important to an area like Headingley. How 

many gardens are paved over as a rough 

guide? What are the local impacts of this? 

The policy and the plan should have sufficient 

information (expressed in an engaging way) to 

encourage all property owners to do the 

same. NB this doesn’t only apply to residential 

properties, there are number of businesses in 

the area that have paved areas. It would be 

most effective to have this issue covered by a 

policy and a supporting project. 

of 
additional 
evidence 
in Green 
Space 
Evidence 
Document. 
Signposts 
to further 
informatio
n needed 
and 
opportuniti
es for 
awareness
-raising 

understands 
that LCC are 
seeking to 
address this 
issue at a 
strategic level 
through the 
upcoming 
Local Plan 
Review and 
consideration 
of further 
Article 4 
direction. 
Very local 
evidence 
included  

Leeds City council GE2 
Clause B) 

 
It is worth bearing in mind that permitted 
development rights allow for new hardstanding 
to be either constructed in permeable materials 
or to drain to a soft landscaped area within the 
site (both having the wider objective of 
preventing surface water run-off into public 
sewers). It would make sense to not restrict the 
latter option where this has a comparable 
benefit. Suggest: “then permeable materials 
must be used or, alternatively, impermeable 
surfaces must drain to a soft landscaped area 
within the site”.  

Consider 
revised 
wording. 

Wording 
revised. GE2 e 

 

Leeds City Council GE2 C 
 
Clause C) 

Consider 
additional 
wording. 

Additional 
wording 
added.  

GE2 (e) 
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This is something that the Council is particularly 
keen to encourage and so the policy is much 
welcomed. It would benefit from an addition to 
the effect of: “in particular along front 
boundaries” as front boundaries are particularly 
important for their pollution ‘absorbing’ effect as 
has been shown in studies by the University of 
Leeds and others 

 

Leeds City Council GE3 
This policy and approach is welcomed. The 
policy itself includes a mix of aspirations (parts 
a to d) and policy aims (protection of trees) and 
it is a little difficult to distinguish between the 
two. The latter may benefit from a standalone 
policy and could be broader in its outlook, 
perhaps along the lines of: “Development 
should protect, retain and, where possible, add 
to the provision of street trees and trees in the 
public realm”. This may also help strengthen 
the wider aim of Policy GE5 part d).  
 

Consider 
revisions 
and 
additional 
map as 
suggested
.   

Policy clarified GE3 

Richard Tyler GE3 
Policy GE3 Regrettably, ‘the attractive circle of 
mature trees’ in Spring Bank Crescent no 
longer exists – the trees have been mutilated, 
presumably by Highways. 

Clarify and 
consider 
correction 
if 
necessary.   

Site visit 
conducted and 
has confirmed 
that…  
 
Reference 
deleted 

 

West Yorkshire ecological services GE3 

Conservation Areas and Tree Preservation 
Orders 

Page 37/52 of your plan makes reference to 
“Tree Protection Orders”. This is incorrect as 

Consider 
correction
s as 
suggested
. 

Corrections 
made. 
 

9.16 
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TPO stands for “Tree Preservation Order”. The 
same sentence then goes on to describe how 
the trees which are within the Conservation 
Area are not fully protected. This information is 
factually incorrect as all trees within 
Conservation Areas are given the same level of 
protection as those with TPOs. 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

211 Preservation of trees in conservation areas  

(1)   Subject to the provisions of this section 
and section 212, any person who, in relation to 
a tree to which this section applies, does any 
act which might by virtue of section 198(3)(a) 
be prohibited by a tree preservation order shall 
be guilty of an offence. 

 

Leeds City council Some of the clauses in this policy would be 
better as projects as they do not require 
planning permission. Site specific elements to 
the policy should be shown clearly on a 
referenced map.  
 

Consider 
difference
s between 
policies 
and 
projects 
and revise 
as 
appropriat
e. 
Consider 
inclusion 
of map. 
 

Captured as 
part of re-write 
of this section.  

Section 9 
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West Yorkshire ecological services Ginnels and biodiversity 

We would like to offer support for the inclusion 
of ginnels and biodiversity within Policy GE4. 
Might we also ask for the concept of “Living 
Walls” be referred to in this section. With space 
being at a premium much could be achieved for 
biodiversity and air pollution mitigation by 
encouraging the planting of climbing plants 
along walls and fences of ginnels and gardens. 
Species such as ivy, honeysuckle and clematis 
can provide structures for birds to nest and 
flowers and fruit for birds and bees. We expect 
that such plants are already present in many 
areas but perhaps not always recognised for 
their importance in built up areas. We would 
also add the importance of retaining ivy on 
trees within the neighbourhood which provides 
niches for birds, bats and invertebrates. 

Consider 
additional 
suggestion
s as part 
of updates 
to GE4 / 
inclusion 
as part of 
future 
greenspac
e delivery 
strategy. 
 
Consider 
identificati
on of living 
walls as 
part of 
policy 
HOU2 
(e.g. gable 
ends).   

Text and policy 
amended as 
suggested. 
 
 

Biodiversity point 
now in GA3 (b) 
 
 
Lining walls 
captured as part 
of Policy GE2.  
 

Paul Marchant GE4 Re-open the gap in the wall at the end of 
Chapel Street to reconnect with Ash Avenue 
and thereby recreate the walking route to St 
Anne’s Road and Trelawn Avenue, Crescent 
and Place. Ensure the ginnel between Trelawn 
Terrace and Avenue is kept clear. 
 

Consider 
inclusion 
of project 
as 
suggested
.  
 

Included as 
Community 
actions  

Community 
Actions List 

Leeds city council GE5 
It would be helpful for the policy to define the 
type of planting scheme and where the priority 
locations are (and supporting evidence). Again, 
some of the clauses in this policy would be 

Consider 
inclusion 
of this 
issue 
within 
future 

Revisions 
made as part 
of re-write.   

Section 9 
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better as projects as they do not require 
planning permission. 
 
In Clause D) it would be helpful to set out when 
planting of trees between the road and the 
pavement will be required. Would it be as a 
result of new housing development, for 
example? The policy will need to make this 
clear.  
 

greenspac
e delivery 
strategy.  
 
Clarify role 
of policies 
/ projects.  

Zero carbon Headingly Existing verges 
There are many 'back' street such as St Anne's 
Road and parts of Headingley Mount that have 
fairly unkempt verges. These could be 
additional sites for creative greening up action 
and further alleviation of rainwater management 
(loosely planning matter in terms of utilities, 
Local Authority ownership and maintenance). 
 

Consider 
revising 
GE5 to 
include 
site-
specific 
proposals 
within 
greenspac
e delivery 
strategy 

Captured as 
part of revised 
policy and 
emerging GS 
strategy.   

GE4 

 Suggestions to capture within GS Delivery Strategy   

Leeds city council Overall, the greenspace section of the plan 
would benefit from an accompanying delivery 
strategy (as mentioned at 3.3 above) which 
could include a planting and landscaping 
scheme and potential sites for additional 
tree/hedgerow planting.  

 
  

Consider 
delivery 
strategy a 
potential 
community 
action. 

Captured as 
part of GS 
strategy.  

 

Katie Fabri Environmental: 
 To encourage more greening of the streets 
especially by funding and developing planting 
schemes, these could possibly take the place of 
car parking slots. 

No change 
required 
but 
opportunit
y to 

Captured as 
part of GS 
strategy. 
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 capture 
this 
aspiration 
as part of 
future 
greenspac
e delivery 
strategy. 

Paul Marchant Have deterrents to prevent vehicles from 
parking on the verges. Add trees and shrubs to 
verges. 
 

Consider 
inclusion 
of 
additional 
planting as 
part of 
future 
greenspac
e delivery 
strategy. 

Captured as 
part of GS 
strategy. 

 

Leeds city council These two sites also add to the Bear Pit and 
Sparrow Park sites to create a cluster of smaller 
spaces in a relatively close proximity and 
perhaps something could be made of this in 
terms of developing a localised strategy? 
 

Consider 
inclusion 
as part of 
future 
Green 
Space 
strategy.  
 

Captured as 
part of GS 
strategy. 

 

SREIT Policy GE3 ‘Protection of Trees and Verges’ 

seeks to protect important trees in Headingley 

and suggests that the trees at Headingley 

Central should be subject to Tree Protection 

Orders. In the absence of any supporting 

evidence regarding the health of these trees 

and/or the importance of their role in the local 

streetscape, we rebut this suggestion and 

Consider 
correction 
as 
suggested
. Tree 
managem
ent / 
maintenan
ce / 

Captured as 
part of GS 
strategy. 
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note that they are already protected by virtue 

of their location within a Conservation Area. 

The draft policy should also recognise that in 

certain circumstances, the removal and/or 

thinning of particular trees may be needed to 

achieve wider benefits, such as ensuring the 

vitality of existing shops and businesses. 

replaceme
nt to be 
considere
d as part 
of 
greenspac
e delivery 
strategy. 

Leeds City Council In a ‘post-Covid-19 world’ greater emphasis 
could be placed on quality and safety of ginnels 
and pathways to support continued walking and 
cycling locally. For the same reason, additional 
smaller / incidental greenspaces could be 
identified. 

Consider 
identificati
on of 
further 
incidental 
greenspac
es (could 
be as part 
of future 
greenspac
e delivery 
strategy). 

Captured as 
part of GS 
strategy. 

 

West Yorkshire ecological services Ginnels and biodiversity 

We would like to offer support for the inclusion 
of ginnels and biodiversity within Policy GE4. 
Might we also ask for the concept of “Living 
Walls” be referred to in this section. With space 
being at a premium much could be achieved for 
biodiversity and air pollution mitigation by 
encouraging the planting of climbing plants 
along walls and fences of ginnels and gardens. 
Species such as ivy, honeysuckle and clematis 
can provide structures for birds to nest and 
flowers and fruit for birds and bees. We expect 
that such plants are already present in many 
areas but perhaps not always recognised for 

Consider 
additional 
suggestion
s as part 
of updates 
to GE4 / 
inclusion 
as part of 
future 
greenspac
e delivery 
strategy. 
 
 

Captured as 
part of GS 
strategy. 
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their importance in built up areas. We would 
also add the importance of retaining ivy on 
trees within the neighbourhood which provides 
niches for birds, bats and invertebrates. 

Leeds City council It would be helpful for the policy to define the 
type of planting scheme and where the priority 
locations are (and supporting evidence). Again, 
some of the clauses in this policy would be 
better as projects as they do not require 
planning permission. 
 
In Clause D) it would be helpful to set out when 
planting of trees between the road and the 
pavement will be required. Would it be as a 
result of new housing development, for 
example? The policy will need to make this 
clear.  
 

Consider 
inclusion 
of this 
issue 
within 
future 
greenspac
e delivery 
strategy.  
 
Clarify 
when 
additional 
planting 
will be 
required. 
Identificati
on of 
potential 
planting 
locations 
to be 
considere
d as a 
future 
project.  

Captured as 
part of GS 
strategy. 

 

Zero carbon Headingly Greening Up Strategy (Town Centre) 
Same as above, all in your document matches 
closely what our findings have been so far. We 
would recommend mention of an aspirational 
intention to put together a long-term strategy for 

Consider 
inclusion 
of 
additional 
statement 

Captured as 
part of GS 
strategy. 
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tackling several issues alongside existing 
interventions such as Headingley in Bloom 
(Headingley street and park rangers?). This 
would probably require a physical space in 
Headingley for storing tools, growing seeds, 
collecting water, disposing of waste, etc - 
putting a requirement for localised gardening 
premises (not normally included in planning 
'use' categories for town centres). 
 

as 
suggested 
within 
greenspac
e delivery 
strategy. 

Zero carbon Headingly Absorption of air and acoustic pollution through 
planting in the town centre and along main 
arteries. This requires relatively modest 
investment on a shorter term but long-term 
investment in terms of maintenance.  
 

Consider 
inclusion 
of 
additional 
statement 
to reflect 
wider 
pollution 
benefits of 
planting 
within 
greenspac
e 

Captured as 
part of GS 
strategy. 

 

Zero carbon Headingly Existing verges 
There are many 'back' street such as St Anne's 
Road and parts of Headingley Mount that have 
fairly unkempt verges. These could be 
additional sites for creative greening up action 
and further alleviation of rainwater management 
(loosely planning matter in terms of utilities, 
Local Authority ownership and maintenance). 
 

Consider 
revising 
GE5 to 
include 
site-
specific 
proposals 
within 
greenspac
e delivery 
strategy 

Captured as 
part of GS 
strategy. 
NB St Anne’s 
Road doesn’t 
have a ‘back’  
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Town Centre   
Town 
Centre  

 SREIT 
Property 
Ltd. 
(Headingl
ey 
Central) 

In considering the proposed Town Centre 
policies of the draft plan, it is important to 
recognise the particularly challenging 
economic circumstances that all Town 
Centres currently face. Like most town 
centres, Headingley and indeed Headingley 
Central has faced considerable changes in 
consumer behaviour which has had a direct 
impact on the demand for floorspace in 
such locations, a situation been most acute 
in the retail sector. In the case of 
Headingley Central, this has manifested 
itself in an increased level of vacant space 
in recent times and increasing challenge in 
securing new occupiers for this space. 
 
Our client remains, however, optimistic 
about the future of such locations and 
remains committed to continuing to invest 
in Headingley Central, to ensure that it 
continues to perform a key part of 
Headingley Town Centre, adding to its 
vitality. In order to do so, it is essential that 
development plan policies, including those 
in the Headingley Neighbourhood Plan are 
drafted to provide a positive and flexible 
framework to help facilitate and support the 
changing nature of how town centres such 
as Headingley will be used over time. 
 

Noted. Consider 
reflecting 
difficulties of 
Town Centres 
in light of C-19.  
 
Consider links 
to ongoing 
LCC work on 
town and local 
centres health. 

Text revised 
 

10.9 
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Town 
Centre 

 Leeds 
City 
Council  

This policy section would benefit from an 
overall vision or aspiration for the Town 
Centre which takes into account ongoing 
planning reform (see 1.1 and 4.14) and 
changes in town and local centres arising 
from the Covid-19 crisis. A simple SWOT 
analysis of the town centre may be helpful 
and will help to justify the approach to the 
town centre. 

Noted. Clarify overall 
ambition for 
the town centre 
in the 
introductory 
section (10.1) 
with linked to 
vision 
statement.  
 
Conduct 
simple SWOT 
of TC for 
inclusion within 
NP evidence 
base (perhaps 
in collaboration 
with HDT).  

 Text revised 
 
SWOT 
completed.   

10.1 

Town 
Centre 

 Vicky 
Miller 

I live in Headingley and am currently 
involved in challenging plans for 
development involving the car park at the 
rear of the Arndale Centre, off Alma Road. 
This is directly opposite our house. 
 
We have a number of concerns about the 
plans (dangers of re-routing the one-way 
system, lack of enforcement of historic 
planning decisions, extension of 
commercial-related activity into the 
conservation area without consultation with 
nearby residents). 
 
The planning proposals have been very 
poorly publicised. It occurred to me that this 
might be an issue you might be keen to 

Noted. 
Not within 
scope of 
NP to 
affect 
outcome 
of live 
planning 
applicatio
n at draft 
stage 
though 
objections 
can be 
submitted 
outside of 

No change 
required. 
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hear more about; if so, I'd be very happy to 
talk and please get in touch. 

the NP 
process. 

Town 
Centre 

 Zero 
Carbon 
Headingl
ey 

Shops and Businesses 
In the same way that Headingley 
successfully saw the implementation of 
restrictions on HMOs, requirements should 
be formulated for maintaining a balance of 
local amenities to prevent excess 
applications for drinking venues (see 
Weatherspoons) or competition with 
existing local businesses, and promote 
instead a variety of shops and businesses 
for local resilience. In the context of 
forthcoming relaxation of policies on 
Change of Use, which would encourage the 
conversion of shops and businesses into 
housing, more could be said about the 
diversity of the town centre, including 
welcoming new business models that cross 
over traditional commercial/business 
divides (such as the craft cafe for example).  
 

Noted 
and 
agreed. 
Not within 
scope of 
NP to 
affect 
licensing 
although 
Cumulativ
e Impact 
Policy in 
place.  

Scope impact 
of changes to 
retail policy at 
a national level 
and revise NP 
section as 
appropriate.  
Support for 
diversity and 
resilience 
should be 
clarified for 
future ways of 
working / living 
to ensure 
longevity of the 
neighbourhood 
plan and town 
centre.  

The Town 
Centre section 
rewrite takes 
into account 
national 
changes to 
retail policy  

10.8 and 10.9 

Town 
Centre 

 Zero 
Carbon 
Headingl
ey 

Street Fairs 
ZCH organised Carless Day on 22 
September 2019, and many residents on 
the day expressed a wish to see more such 
events occurring on a more regular basis. 
This could be mentioned so as to facilitate 
a system for integrating them in street and 
transport strategies? 
 

Noted. Consider 
inclusion of 
additional 
statement as 
suggested as 
part of 
projects.  

 
Included in 
Community 
actions 

Community 
Actions list 

Town 
Centre 

 Zero 
Carbon 
Headingl
ey 

'Public Order' 
Headingley are renowned for their location 
on the Otley Run route, and the more and 
less desirable consequences that come 

Noted. 
Not within 
the scope 
of NP. 

No change 
required.  
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with it. The same applies, to some extent, 
to the regular presence of homeless people 
on the streets, which seems to be 
reasonably integrated as part of Headingley 
life. As different residents would 
undoubtedly hold differing views, this is 
potentially divisive. Is there a way that 
carefully worded mention could be made of 
inclusivity where ordinary rules of 
behaviour apply to all? (affects not only 
enforcement policies but also spatial 
strategies such as seating, shelter, wider 
pavements, etc, in the public space). 

Town 
Centre 

 Zero 
Carbon 
Headingl
ey 

Greening Up Strategy (Town Centre) 
Same as above, all in your document 
matches closely what our findings have 
been so far. We would recommend mention 
of an aspirational intention to put together a 
long-term strategy for tackling several 
issues alongside existing interventions 
such as Headingley in Bloom (Headingley 
street and park rangers?). This would 
probably require a physical space in 
Headingley for storing tools, growing 
seeds, collecting water, disposing of waste, 
etc - putting a requirement for localised 
gardening premises (not normally included 
in planning 'use' categories for town 
centres). 
 

Noted. Consider 
inclusion of 
additional 
statement as 
suggested 
within 
greenspace 
delivery 
strategy.  

Included within 
greenspace 
delivery 
strategy 

 

Town 
Centre 

 Zero 
Carbon 
Headingl
ey 

Absorption of air and acoustic pollution 
through planting in the town centre and 
along main arteries. This requires relatively 
modest investment on a shorter term but 

Noted. 
Planting 
supported 
by Policy 
GE5. 

Consider 
inclusion of 
additional 
statement to 
reflect wider 

Included within 
greenspace 
delivery 
strategy 
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long-term investment in terms of 
maintenance.  
 

pollution 
benefits of 
planting within 
greenspace 
delivery 
strategy  

Town 
Centre 

 Zero 
Carbon 
Headingl
ey 

Graffiti Management 
This is a very local characteristic and could 
be incorporated to support a greening up 
plan in as much as it can discourage 
tagging by covering target areas. It is a 
planning matter in as much as it affects the 
public face, and could also be mentioned 
for new-build and renovation works to 
promote designs proposals that extend the 
concept of Defensible Space to discourage 
opportunistic tagging. 
 

Noted. Consider 
inclusion of 
additional 
statement as 
suggested – 
living walls are 
an opportunity 
to address this.  

Added as 
community 
action 

Community 
Actions List 

Town 
Centre 

 Zero 
Carbon 
Headingl
ey 

Waste Management 
There should be a plan for reconfiguring 
the glass and recycling banks in front of the 
Headingley Taps so that it is a properly 
integrated and easily maintained area. 
There would also be a case for increasing 
its capacity to include a greater range of 
recyclable items. 
 

Noted. 
Not within 
scope of 
NP policy.  

No change 
required.  

Added as 
community 
action 

Community 
Actions List 

Town 
Centre 

 Zero 
Carbon 
Headingl
ey 

Bin Management 
All new-build and refurbishment proposals 
should include a bin strategy that does not 
spill out on streets and is partially screened 
through vegetation while easily accessible 
for collection. 

Noted. Consider 
inclusion of bin 
stores 
considerations 
as part of 
public realm 
aspect to town 
centre section 

Text revised HD1 (i), GA2 
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as well as 
within housing 
section.  

Town 
Centre 

 North 
Hyde 
Park 
Neighbou
rhood 
Associati
on 

2. Town Centre: policy 10.19 
We could not see any definition of the 
Town Centre, but hope that it can be made 
clear that this policy applies to the whole 
area, and not just the Town Centre. 
NHPNA particularly has in mind the final 
two paragraphs. 
"Proposals for new Hot Food Takeaways 
(A5) will only be supported where it is 
demonstrated that they will: 
• Minimise impact on local amenity in terms 
of noise, activity and the local environment; 
Proposals for new Drinking Establishments 
(A4) will not be supported, in accordance 
with the extant Cumulative 
Impact (Licensing) Policy." 
 
As you know, Wetherspoons has been 
given planning permission to convert the 
former Elinor Lupton Building into a pub; 
one of this Association's reasons for 
opposing both the planning and the license 
applications was the fear that if successful 
it would be difficult to resist applications to 
convert some of the other large buildings 
on Headingley Lane into pubs, which would 
extend and exacerbate the existing 
problem of visitors coming to Headingley 
simply to get drunk and to party, a trend 
which we feel is detrimental to the area. 
 
It would therefore be good if the 

Noted. 
The 
policies 
apply 
specificall
y to the 
Town 
Centre as 
designate
d by the 
Leeds 
Site 
Allocation
s Plan.  

Clarify what is 
meant by Town 
Centre in the 
NP (through 
use of a map).  
 
Consider 
future-proofing 
opportunities 
over impact of 
conversion of 
Ellinor Lupton 
(spill over in 
surrounding 
area).  
 
 
Consider noise 
pollution 
considerations 
(in housing 
section).  

Need to do this 
 
 
 
Noise pollution 
included in 
policies 

This is done 
 
 
 
HOU2 and 
TC1 
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Neighbourhood Plan included a specific 
policy, to prevent the conversion of 
buildings on Headingley Lane into drinking 
establishments or hot food takeaways. One 
key tool for this would be to extend the area 
covered by the Cumulative Impact Policy, 
and to reinforce its provisions in the Plan, 
and to extend the provisions of the Public 
Space Protection Orders. 

In a linked issue the Association would 
welcome a statement perhaps in 9.1 
Environment, about Noise limits - all the 
good designs in the world can be rendered 
uninhabitable if the Noise pollution prevents 
residents from enjoying the peace of their 
gardens or a public green space, or worse 
if their sleep is interrupted by bars or 
private residences acting as though they 
were Night Clubs 

Town 
Centre 

10.2 Richard 
Tyler 

Paragraph 10.2 The Town Centre does 
have strengths. But it has weaknesses too 
– there is a high degree of churn, 20% of 
units every year. And the economy is 
weighted to particular sectors – 30% eating 
& drinking, 15% estate/letting agencies, 
15% cosmetic salons; only 5% are food 
shops (from a report to HDT a year ago). 

Noted. Consider 
inclusion of 
additional 
statement to 
reflect turnover 
in the Town 
Centre as part 
of SWOT 
evidence base. 
 
Link to ongoing 
LCC work on 
health of town 
centres.   

 Section 10 
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Town 
Centre 

TC1 Liam 
Walker 

Also I believe the point regarding vacant 
shops in the town centre has been 
addressed in the plan on page 41, policy 
number 10.9. However, I would like to 
further stress the importance of this as it 
has been an ongoing problem for as long 
as I have lived in Headingley. It seems high 
rental costs make most independent 
businesses unviable in this area. I'd like to 
suggest extra support for these businesses 
to allow them to be sustainable along with 
penalties for owners that have empty units 
for extended periods of time.  

Noted. 
Rental 
costs not 
within 
scope of 
NP. 

No change 
required.  

  

Town 
Centre 

TC1 Leeds 
City 
Council  

On 21 July a series of planning measures 
were laid before Parliament giving effect to 
some of the Government announcements 
regarding planning reform which are to take 
affect from 1 September 2020. The Town 
and Country Planning (Use Classes) 
(Amendment) (England) Regulations 2020, 
which make significant amendments to the 
Use Classes Order, will have an impact on 
draft policy TC1 and other policies in this 
section. It is recommended that the Forum 
scopes the impact of these changes on this 
and other town centre policies and 
identifies any necessary changes before 
the plan is submitted for independent 
examination. The Council is happy to 
provide advice and support in this regard. 
More detailed comments can be provided 
on policy TC1 once the impacts of reform 
are fully understood. 

Noted. Revised 
version to take 
into account 
changes to 
UCO and 
Permitted 
Development 
Rights.  

Text revised 10.6 

Town 
Centre 

TC1 SREIT 
Property 

Reflecting the above, draft policy TC1 ‘Mix 
in the Town Centre’ seeks to encourage a 

Noted.  Changes made 
to town Centre 

10.6 
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Ltd. 
(Headingl
ey 
Central) 

mix of uses in the Town Centre that 
enhance local sustainability and meet the 
mix of needs in the community. In this 
regard its overall aim is supported, however 
in order to conform with national planning 
policy and the adopted Core Strategy, this 
policy should provide support for a full 
range of main town centre uses within the 
designated shopping area of Headingley. 
This is important for ensuring the vitality 
and viability of town centres, with any 
proposed limitation to the range of uses 
undermining this. This policy should also be 
revised in light of the introduction of Use 
Class E at that start of this month. 
Specifically the first bullet point should be 
amended to remove reference to A1, A2 
and D2 uses and simply replace this with 
reference to Class E. 

section in 
context of 
changes of 
Use classes 
Orders  

Town 
Centre 

TC1 Richard 
Tyler 

Policy TC1 Note that the Use Classes are 
currently under revision: see Statutory 
Instrument 
2020 No. 757, The Town and Country 
Planning (Use Classes) (Amendment) 
(England) Regulations 2020. 

Noted.  Changes made 
to town Centre 
section in 
context of 
changes of 
Use classes 
Orders  

10.6 

Town 
Centre 

TC1 Richard 
Tyler 

TC1 How far is this policy necessary, for 
instance, in the light of the Hot Food Take-
away SPD, or of the Cumulative Impact 
Policy? Note, A2 uses include letting 
agencies which already comprise 15% of 
the Centre (24 agencies!). 

Noted.    

Town 
Centre 

TC1 Alan 
Slomson 

Town Centre: policy 10.19 
I could not see any definition of the Town 
Centre, but I hope that it can be made clear 

Noted. 
The 
policies 

Clarify what is 
meant by Town 
Centre in the 

See NHPNA 
above 
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that this policy applies to the whole area, 
and not just the Town Centre. I have 
particularly in mind the final two 
paragraphs.  
 
"Proposals for new Hot Food Takeaways 
(A5) will only be  supported where it is 
demonstrated that they will: 
. Minimise impact on local amenity in terms 
of noise, activity and the local environment; 
Proposals for new Drinking Establishments 
(A4) will not be supported, in accordance 
with the extant cumulative impact licensing 
policy." 
 
As you will know, Wetherspoons have been 
given planning permission to convert the 
former Elinor Lupton Building into a pub, 
though I believe they have not yet been 
granted an alcohol licence.  
 
One reason for opposing the planning 
application was the fear that if successful it 
would be difficult to resist applications to 
convert some of the other large buildings 
on Headingley Lane into pubs. Also I 
believe that the area covered by the 
cumulative impact policy has been 
changed. 
 
It would therefore be good if the 
Neighbourhood Plan included a specific 
policy to prevent the conversion of 
buildings on Headingley Lane into drinking 
establishments or hot food takeaways    

apply 
specificall
y to the 
Town 
Centre as 
designate
d by the 
Leeds 
Site 
Allocation
s Plan.  

NP (through 
use of a map).  
 
Consider 
future-proofing 
opportunities 
over impact of 
conversation of 
Ellinor Lupton 
(spill over in 
surrounding 
area).  
 
 
Consider noise 
pollution 
considerations 
(in housing 
section).  
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Town 
Centre 

TC2 Leeds 
City 
Council 

This policy is OK in principle, however has 
little teeth. It should be more inclusive, 
clear and precise. It could be improved by 
considering how pedestrian and cycle 
improvements are to be delivered and how 
development within the town centre could 
better serve these objectives. For example, 
the policy could introduce a requirement for 
proposals for new development to 
demonstrate how pedestrian / cycle 
improvements have been included within 
the scheme (where viable and feasible). 

Noted. Policy will 
consider 
further 
opportunities 
for Public 
Realm 
improvements 
and will be 
clarified as 
suggested.  

Policies 
reworded to 
take account of 
comments 

TC2 and GA 

Town 
Centre 

TC2 SREIT 
Property 
Ltd. 
(Headingl
ey 
Central) 

Policy TC2 ‘Supporting a Pedestrian 
Friendly Headingley’ seeks to support 
measures to make the Town Centre more 
accessible and attractive including the 
reduction of street clutter and the creation 
of more accessible shop fronts. Our client 
is supportive of the principle of this policy in 
terms of discouraging the use of cars and 
improving accessibility to achieve a more 
attractive and user-friendly Town Centre. 
 

Noted. No change 
required. 

  

Town 
Centre 

TC2 Richard 
Tyler 

TC2 Is this clear enough to use as policy? Noted. Ensure policy 
clarity. 

Policy clarified TC2  

Town 
Centre 

TC3 Leeds 
City 
Council 

Suggest ‘To be supported, proposals for 
new shop frontages…’ 
 
Could some types of security shutters be 
acceptable? What is the evidence to 
support the policy? How much of an issue 
is this in Headingley? What has been the 
feedback from businesses? 

 

Noted. Consider 
clarifying policy 
as suggested 
linked to LCC 
heritage 
comments, 
including 
further 
evidence.  
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The policy would benefit from more detail, 
to be more locally distinctive and possibly 
identify priority areas. 

Town 
Centre 

TC3 SREIT 
Property 
Ltd. 
(Headingl
ey 
Central) 

Policy TC3 ‘Design of the Town Centre’ 
requires that when there is change of 
ownership of a shop/business premises, 
any renewed frontages should seek to 
retain / enhance existing traditional 
frontages and be in keeping with the 
surrounding area. It also seeks to restricts 
the use of shutters. The policy should 
recognise, however, that not all existing 
shop frontages are of a ‘traditional’ design 
and therefore, should be considered based 
on the merits of the individual design. 
Furthermore, Leeds Shopfront Design 
Guide recognises that security shutters can 
be appropriate for ‘non sensitive’ buildings 
and draft Policy TC3 should be consistent 
within this. Furthermore, the use of shutters 
can often be a necessity for security 
reasons and it is simply not commercial 
practical or desirable to impose a restriction 
in this way. 

Noted. Ensure 
consistency 
with Leeds 
Guidance and 
consider 
revisions as 
appropriate in 
line with LCC 
suggestions.  

Too technical 
for me to do! 

 

Town 
Centre 

TC3 Richard 
Tyler 

TC3 This policy is included within the local 
NDSs, and would be included in Policy 
HD1, if they became part of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

Noted. No change 
required.  

  

   

Transport / Movement Section HNP 

 Comment Action Change made? Changes 
ref 
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•  • Stadium and city centre commuter parking [not 
addressed] 

• absence of planning by the Stadium for parking in 
some surrounding residential areas  

• lack of planning by the Council to deal with all-day 
commuter parking in some residential areas 

Clarify that 
TM1 applies to 
the Stadium 
between 11.1 
and 11.6. 

Text revised to 
clarify parking 
problem  

11.4 and 5 

Lee Davidson As I had supplied, way back in 2014, information about 
paths, Rights of Way etc, I am pleased to see that these 
get mentioned possibly three times, in different places 
rather than in one section.  Perhaps one of these mentions 
is an outline of what is coming up and the second is the full 
development.  Now that we are a few years further on 
since I compiled my information, the 2026 deadline on 
registering ‘unclaimed’ footpaths is rattling ever 
closer.  There seems to be no intention on the 
Government’s part to do anything to ease the problem that 
the resources are simply not there for local authority Rights 
of Way offices (where these have survived — Leeds is 
lucky and wise) to deal with the 2026 problem.  I fear that I 
cannot give a clear idea for the number of paths in our 
territory which might be open to being made definitive on 
the basis of historic/documentary evidence.   

Consider 
noting 2026 
registration 
deadline in text 
of plan. 

Footpath 
deadline noted 
within Plan text.  

11.19 

Les Hamilton I would like to propose that the railway bridge on St 
Michaels Lane be restricted to pedestrians and cyclists. 
 
The justification: 
 
the pavement is narrow and  can only take one 
pedestrian.   This means that pedestrians crossing from 
the other direction need to step in to the road which is not 
safe if cars are coming across the bridge at the same time; 
 
the narrow pavement makes it difficult for people with push 
chairs and those in wheel chairs; 
 

Consider an 
addition re. 
Railway Bridge 
to Community 
Actions 
section.  

We appreciate 
the concern 
about this bridge 
which came up in 
more than one 
place but the 
bridge is on the 
boundary 
between the 
Headingley and 
Kirkstall 
neighbourhood 
plan areas and 

Community 
Actions 
Table 
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it would encourage motorists to walk or cycle   
 
it would stop St Michaels Lane and the bridge being used 
as a rat run between Headingley and Burley; 
 
it accords with the wishes of residents cited in section 11 
of the plan: 
 
"We should support the development and maintenance of 
local traffic calming schemes and home zone areas, 
including the blocking of roads, 20 mph zones and oneway 
systems where these are aimed at reducing traffic and 
requested by local residents." 

between the 
council wards. 
 
As such we do 
not feel it is an 
appropriate 
action for the 
Headingley 
neighbourhood 
plan to take 
forward alone. 
 
As quoted in the 
response the 
plan offers 
support for traffic 
calming actions. 
Added to 
Community 
actions as 
Community 
Action / project 
(in collaboration 
with Kirkstall 
Neighbourhood 
Forum). 
 

Ruth Overy Many congratulations to all involved in the work involved in 
producing a comprehensive plan. 

  
I have two issues – see below -- which I consider critical to 
the well being of our area and which I hope can be 
addressed. 

  
The relevant reference is 5.2 : Our Objectives 

Consider 
Community 
Actions 
regarding 
stadium 
management 
and crossing 

Additional text 
added on active 
travel plans for 
major employers 
 
Additional 
community action 
to support 

GA1 
 
Community 
Actions 
Table 
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Throughout the plan run a series of cross-cutting themes: 
better health and wellbeing for all, better public spaces and 
facilities, commitment to reducing carbon emissions and a 
greater sense of community. 

  
1.    The stadium.  It has an enormous impact on our area 
– serious parking issues, increased traffic, a yearly 
increase in events and noise (even drones) and the 
ensuing public space protection issues of rubbish and anti-
social behavior.  I would assume that a Neighbourhood 
Plan would commit to find ways to mitigate these issues 
 
2.    Pedestrian routes.  A pedestrian crossing on 
Headingley Mount is essential, it is dangerous at the 
moment --  in particular for the elderly, for people using 
buggies and for children. 

on Headingley 
Mount. 

additional 
crossing on 
Headingley 
Mount.   

Leeds city council The focus on active travel and accessibility is 
comprehensive and is to be commended. Again this policy 
section would benefit from being underpinned by a 
strategy which acknowledges the strengths of the area in 
terms of its public transport connectivity and proximity to 
the city centre. 15 minute neighbourhood principles may 
provide a helpful lens through which analysis of the town 
centre and traffic transport and pollution sections of the 
plan can be conducted. 

Aspirations for 
improved 
connectivity 
are set out in 
the Vision of 
the plan and in 
the introductory 
part to this 
section though 
brief SWOT 
could be 
included  
 
Consider 
inclusion of 
further 
commentary / 

Introductory 
section expanded 
as suggested and 
linked to 
approach and 
policies.  

11.3- 
11.19 
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analysis as 
appropriate. 

Zero carbon Headingly In a ‘post-Covid-19 world’ greater emphasis could be 
placed on quality and safety of ginnels and pathways to 
support continued walking and cycling locally.  

 Policies amended GA2 and 
GA3 

Phil Bentley As a resident of far Headingley (just outside the boundary 
of Headingley) i welcome the Neighbourhood plan and 
suggestions within. The biggest issue in Headingley as 
everyone knows is the traffic and the maintenance of 
student housing. 
 
The schools return this week and it will be interesting to 
see how the lockdown has changed the quantity of cars at 
peak times but it's likely to still be very bad compared with 
other neighbourhoods. 
Prior to lockdown it was becoming almost impossible to 
commute at peak times by car into the city along Otley Rd 
rendering the road almost pointless. 
 
I now cycle to the city and have the benefit of secure cycle 
parking at work, however for more people to want to do 
this we need good cycle storage in the city that secures 
bikes safely. Other cities I'm sure have solved this - why 
can't we have a safe and secure (and free) bike storage 
space in the city that would allow people to cycle into town 
without fear of getting their bike stolen? The rise of electric 
bikes, scooters etc will only mean this becomes ever more 
necessary. 
 
A park and ride scheme would also greatly help although 
this would only work if the bus was quicker than the car 
and the route into town isn't two lanes for the entire route. 
The only real way to stop cars on Otley Rd is to ban them 
from travelling into the City at peak times but this requires 
a system wide approach to travel. Could this be looked at? 

Consider 
inclusion of 
additional cycle 
parking/storage 
measures.  
 
Consider 
inclusion of 
additional 
evidence / 
commentary 
from 
Connecting 
Leeds work on 
active travel 
measures. 

Included in policy GA2 
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Headingley, as other areas of Leeds could be amazing 
places to live if we are braver about our approach to 
transport and green infrastructure. 
 
In York many people travel into the City by bus or Train or 
if travelling by car accept that park and ride is best way of 
getting in and out...why can't Leeds do the same 

David Salinger I support the neighbourhood plan as it stands. Given the 
constraints, I like the general direction of travel. Maybe 
there could be a bit more about encouraging cycling (the 
bits about cycling look a little like an afterthought) to 
include the development of new protected cycle routes 
(e.g. along Chapel Lane or St Michael's Lane as an 
alternative to using Cardigan Road). 

Consider 
additional 
support for 
protected cycle 
routes. 

Included in policy  GA2 

Judith Cain  
1.  Traffic, Transport and Pollution. -as someone who uses 
the very narrow bridge over the the railway line on St 
Michael’s Road, I would like to suggest that this should be 
closed to all through traffic.  The footpath is only wide 
enough for one pedestrian, therefore it is inevitable that 
people have to walk on the road in ofer to pass someone 
walking in the other direction.  It is a death trap and a very 
frightening experience.  Any one with a push chair, 
wheelchair users or those who need a helping hand are 
particularly vulnerable.   
 
The very narrow road was never intended for the volume 
of traffic that use it. It is a rat run  connecting Burley and 
Headingley.  When we are all asked to find ways of cutting 
emissions, and the need to walk/cycle for our health in 
preference to driving, I would say that this bridge should be 
car free. 
 

The closure of 
the bridge on 
St Michael’s 
Road is not 
within the 
scope of the 
NP. 
Consider 
additional 
Community 
Action / project 
(in 
collaboration 
with Kirkstall 
Neighbourhood 
Forum). 

Additional 
Community 
Action added re. 
St. Michael’s 
Road Bridge. 
Page 43 

Community 
Action 
table 
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It might not be welcomed by people who drive over it, but 
hard decisions need to be made in order to discourage car 
users.  It’s shameful that cycling, walking and the use of 
public transport aren’t prioritised over car users 

Katie fabri Traffic and active travel:   

• A road crossing is needed on North Lane between 

the greengrocers and the natural food store. 

• Make the hierarchy of road users more explicit i.e. 

pedestrians should take priority over cyclists in 

situations where there might be conflict. 

The stretch of street outside Salvo’s should be more 
pedestrian friendly. there was also discussion on whether 
this might be a private road. and subsequently the need to 
improve the pedestrian crossings at Grove land/St Anne’s 
lane/ Otley road as getting across here may well deter 
people from parking in official parking spaces and hence 
contribute to parking outside Salvo’s. 

Consider 
inclusion of 
additional 
community 
actions. 

Community 
action added 
rationalising the 
crossings on 
North Lane to 
reflect new 
premises usage. 
(p44)   
 
Policies amended 
to emphasis 
priorities 
 
 

Community 
Action 
table 
 
GA2 and 
TC2 

Paul Marchant With reference to the Stadium: An example of a viable 
travel plan is that of the Brighton and Hove Albion football 
ground. Their link 
https://www.brightonandhovealbion.com/club/stadiums/the-
amex-stadium/fans-guide is very good and much better 
than the information provided for visitors to Headingley 
Stadium - see 
https://emeraldheadingleystadium.events/how-to-get-here/ 
. Similarly, these from the rugby team 
https://www.therhinos.co.uk/emerald-
headingley/directions-and-car-parking/ and the cricket club 
https://yorkshireccc.com/gettingtoheadingley are also 
woefully bad! 

 
I would caution about enthusiasm for electric vehicles 
(EVs) … the aim should be to substantially reduce the 

Widen scope of 
TM1 to ensure 
all large 
businesses 
have active 
travel plans.  
 
Consider 
cautionary note 
on support for 
EV as 
suggested. 

Policy widened to 
cover all larger 
businesses.  
 
Policy revised 
 
Text revised re. 
concerns about 
emissions.  

GA1 
 
 
 
GA4(b)  
 
11.21 
 

https://www.brightonandhovealbion.com/club/stadiums/the-amex-stadium/fans-guide
https://www.brightonandhovealbion.com/club/stadiums/the-amex-stadium/fans-guide
https://emeraldheadingleystadium.events/how-to-get-here/
https://www.therhinos.co.uk/emerald-headingley/directions-and-car-parking/
https://www.therhinos.co.uk/emerald-headingley/directions-and-car-parking/
https://yorkshireccc.com/gettingtoheadingley
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number and size of motor vehicles on Headingley’s 
streets.  An article by Prof. Whitelegg 
https://www.sgr.org.uk/resources/cars-and-climate-
change-need-more-ambition makes relevant points, 
including the particulate pollution produced by EVs. Also, 
the charging leads for EVs can cause problems for 
pedestrians, as pointed out by Living Streets 

Paul Marchant 11.3 Replace Nitrous Oxide, (which is laughing gas, N2O) 
with Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx). (The one most dangerous 
to human health is Nitrogen Dioxide, NO2.) 
 

Consider 
correction as 
suggested. 

Correction made. 
 

11.15 
(second 
bullet) 

Bob Overy 11.4 Pedestrian routes [para 11.4; TM2, TC2] make 
pedestrian access to the Town Centre a real priority by 
planning strategic pedestrian routes, and targeting 
resources as they become available on them (e.g. 
pedestrian crossings, litter bins, tree planting, build-outs) 

Consider 
additional 
statement 
regarding 
strategy. 

strengthened and 
clarified as 
suggested.  

11.8 
 
GA2, TC2 

Leeds city council TM1 
Suggest educational uses rather than sites.  

 
The introductory section should give an overview of what 
the issues are in Headingley. What has been the impact of 
Covid-19 and will this help to bring about longer term 
changes? How much of the traffic in Headingley is passing 
through and how much of it is making a specific visit? 
 

Make 
correction as 
suggested.  
 
Consider 
clarifying and 
updating 
issues in 
Headingley as 
suggested (if 
required). 
Opportunity to 
consider the 
impacts of 
reduced traffic 
volumes and 
what lessons 
learnt. 

Broadened scope 
to include all 
major 
organisations  
 
Text revised to  
describe issues 
.  

GA1 
 
 
 
 
11.15 to 
11.20 

https://www.sgr.org.uk/resources/cars-and-climate-change-need-more-ambition
https://www.sgr.org.uk/resources/cars-and-climate-change-need-more-ambition
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Leeds City council TM2 
There is a typo in policy title (“TIM2”).  

 
The policy should be made more precise by referencing 
specific interventions, locations and priorities. 

Correct as 
suggested. 

Heading changed  
 
 
These 
recommendations 
have been 
captured as part 
of wider revisions 
.  

GA2 
 
 
GA and TC 
sections 

Leeds City Council TM3 
Whilst the support for EV infrastructure is welcomed, this 
policy does not go beyond the recently adopted Core 
Strategy Policy EN8.  
 

Clarify EN8 
and revise as 
appropriate. 

EN8added and 
expanded to 
address this point 

GA4 

Bronwen Holden P44 
Traffic, transport & pollution. P44: the main blight on our 

area of course!  Commuter car traffic, heavy 
construction lorries and student use of cars must 
be reduced.   

 
11.6 One suggestion installing a formal “Tokyo crossing” at 
N lane/Otley Road junction to support pedestrians. 
 

Consider 
additional 
Community 
Action 
regarding a 
crossing on 
North Lane as 
suggested. 

Community 
Action to be 
added to 
consider Tokyo-
style crossing.  
 
 

Community 
Actions 
table 

 Sections from Environment and Greenspace Section Relating to ‘Movement’  

 We have approximately 30 ginnels and footpaths. Some are 

tarmacked and lit, others are not. Some have old stone walls 

and setts, providing valuable insect habitat. Many are 

seriously degraded and in need of sensitive maintenance so 

that they become or remain a quiet part of inner-city urban 

life - somewhere children can spot ladybirds. Ginnels have 

multiple advantages, encouraging biodiversity, enabling 

physical activity with low air pollution relative to main roads. 

 

 Text moved to 
Getting Around 
Section and 
revised 

11.8 Commented [HG6]: I can’t find this comment in original 
document!  Is it that it is a section from the plan and hence 
doesn’t belong here? 

Commented [LR7R6]: Don’t know 
 
Although – this and from here (page 102) to the end of the 
document looks to me like it’s repeated from earlier. I think 
it just needs deleting. 
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 GE4 Footpaths and Ginnels 
 
Intention: To maintain, and where possible restore and 
enhance the footpath and ginnel network throughout the 
neighbourhood area. 
POLICY: 
• We support the maintenance and preservation of our 

existing ginnels and, if the opportunity arises, the creation 

of new ones. There is an aspiration to upgrade existing 

footpaths to definitive status so that they can be included 

in the Public Rights of Way Definitive Map and Statement 

(see also TM2) 

• The restoration of the long ginnel of top of Chapel Lane 

behind St Michaels Crescent (also a significant heritage 

feature of Headingley) will be supported. 

• To improve the connectivity within the central shopping 

area, the restoration and enhancement of the ginnel 

between the Artisan Baker on North Lane and Grunberg 

Road will be supported. Improvement of the area to the 

south, behind both North Lane and Otley Road, perhaps 

with the provision of seating / planting, will be supported. 

• The enhancement of the long footpath at the side of 

Carnegie Stadium/Rugby Ground will be supported. The 

replacement of existing wire netting covering the path with 

open weave fencing will be supported. 

• The restoration of stone walls will be supported to add to 

the value of the insect life, ivies and occasional lichens 

they contain.  

 

 . Moved to 
Getting Around 
section, except 
for last bullet 
point which is 
retained in 
Environment 
Section  

GA4 

 Comments Relating to GE4  

Paul Marchant Typos: It’s no Longer Carnegie Stadium it’s Emerald p30 
&GE4 d) & capitalise Stadium in GE3 b) P37 & 11.6 GE4 
p44 

Correct as 
suggested. 

Text revised.  11.5 
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Leeds City Council Some of the clauses in this policy would be better as 
projects as they do not require planning permission. Site 
specific elements to the policy should be shown clearly on 
a referenced map.  
 

Consider 
differences 
between 
policies and 
projects and 
revise as 
appropriate. 
Consider 
inclusion of 
map. 
 

Captured policy-
specifics as part 
of review to 
ensure it fits 
within TM 
section. 
Supported wider 
ambition for 
movement within 
Headingley (e.g., 
pedestrianism 
and improved 
environments for 
walkers and 
cyclists).  
 
Maps will be 
looked at in the 
round.  

TA section 

Leeds City Council We welcome the Plan’s acknowledgement of the large 
number of ginnels and footpaths within the Area. We 
support Policy GE4 Footpaths and Ginnels with its 
intention to maintain and where possible restore and 
enhance the footpath and ginnel network throughout the 
neighbourhood area. In particular we note the aspiration at 
GE4(a) to upgrade existing footpaths to definitive status so 
that they can be included in the Public rights of Way 
Definitive Map and Statement. We suggest it would help to 
include a map of the Neighbourhood Area showing the 
footpaths, both definitive and non-definitive, together with 
the ginnels. For reference purposes, it would be helpful to 
mark each right of way with its unique number as used on 
the Definitive Map – the legal document of public rights of 
way. It would also be helpful to identify on the map the 
ginnels listed under Policy GE4.  We would suggest also 

Consider 
inclusion of 
additional 
mapping as 
suggested and 
appropriate 
location for 
ginnels and 
footpaths 
within the plan 
– e.g. within 
revised 
‘Getting About’ 
/ ‘Movement’ 
section. 
Consider 

Added safety into 
intention of the 
policies in the 
section.  

GA2 
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adding cycle routes to this map. As an example, the 
attached Map 7 from the Horsforth Neighbourhood Plan 
may be helpful. 

including 
additional 
reference to 
safety. 

Paul Marchant GE4 Re-open the gap in the wall at the end of Chapel 
Street to reconnect with Ash Avenue and thereby recreate 
the walking route to St Anne’s Road and Trelawn Avenue, 
Crescent and Place. Ensure the ginnel between Trelawn 
Terrace and Avenue is kept clear 

Consider 
inclusion of 
project as 
suggested.  
 

Additional 
community action 
to be added.  

Community 
Actions list 

 

Community Section HNP 

 Comment Action Change made? Change ref 

Katie Fabri Katie said she liked the plan overall 
and was particularly keen on the 
discussions on the environment and 
encouragement of active travel. 
 
She would like to see discussion of art 
led regeneration.   

Consider 
opportunities 
for including 
art-led 
regeneration 
as a 
Community 
Action 

Have added: 
Develop a local arts 
and culture policy to 
build on our existing 
strengths in this 
area. 

 

Community 
Actions list 

Ben Walmsley Many thanks for sending through the 
draft Headingley Neighbourhood Plan. 
There are lots of good ideas in it but I 
was disappointed not to see any 
reference to arts and culture, given the 
wealth of evidence regarding how arts 
and cultural activities can lead to better 
wellbeing, health, creativity, and 
provide a welcome remedy for issues 
of loneliness and isolation, etc.  

We are luck in Headingley to have 
access to a range of great cultural 

Consider 
inclusion of 
arts and 
culture policy 
within 
community 
section at the 
end of the NP.   

Have added: 
Develop a local arts 
and culture policy to 
build on our existing 
strengths in this 
area. 
 
 

Community 
Actions list 
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venues, such as Hyde Park Picture 
House, Cottage Road Cinema, Heart, 
Left Bank Leeds, etc. And to a range of 
arts and cultural festivals. So I would 
like to see specific mention to investing 
in and supporting arts and cultural 
activity in Headingley to develop 
community relationships and make 
Headingley a more attractive place to 
live for diverse groups of people. 

Leeds city council The plan rightly acknowledges the 

strength of existing community networks 

and activities in Headingley, but does 

not consider the community facilities 

and community-focussed infrastructure 

within the area in policy terms. It may be 

worthwhile revisiting this to assess the 

scope for new policies to be included 

within the Community and Society 

section as it is a noticeable gap. 

Focussed/targeted consultation could 

take place on this element before the 

plan is submitted for independent 

examination.  

 

Consider 
inclusion of 
community 
facilities 
policies in the 
Community 
section 

Have added as a 
possible task for a 
new forum: 
To develop a 
community facilities 
policy 

Community 
Actions list 

 Additional Community Actions  

Leeds City council Could the community actions be 
revisited in light of Covid-19? 
Neighbourliness and sense of 
community have been positive factors 
during this period and there may have 
been community projects / actions 
identified that could be captured in the 
plan. 

Community 
Actions will be 
reviewed in 
line with wider 
comments 
made during 
consultation 
period. 

The immediate 
Covid response will 
(I hope!) be over by 
the time the plan is 
complete so we 
have added as a 
possible task for a 
new forum: 

Community 
Actions list 
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Review existing 
community 
engagement 
projects (statutory 
and non-statutory) 
to possibly identify 
gaps 

 

 I would like to propose that the railway 
bridge on St Michaels Lane be 
restricted to pedestrians and cyclists. 
 
The justification: 
 
the pavement is narrow and  can only 
take one pedestrian.   This means that 
pedestrians crossing from the other 
direction need to step in to the road 
which is not safe if cars are coming 
across the bridge at the same time; 
 
the narrow pavement makes it difficult 
for people with push chairs and those 
in wheel chairs; 
 
it would encourage motorists to walk or 
cycle   
 
it would stop St Michaels Lane and the 
bridge being used as a rat run between 
Headingley and Burley; 
 
it accords with the wishes of residents 
cited in section 11 of the plan: 

Consider an 
addition re. 
Railway Bridge 
to Community 
Actions 
section.  

We appreciate the 
concern about this 
bridge which came 
up in more than one 
place but the bridge 
is on the boundary 
between the 
Headingley and 
Kirkstall 
neighbourhood plan 
areas and between 
the council wards. 
 
As such we do not 
feel it is an 
appropriate action 
for the Headingley 
neighbourhood plan 
to take forward 
alone. 
 
As quoted in the 
response the plan 
offers support for 
traffic calming 
actions. 

Community 
Actions list 
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"We should support the development 
and maintenance of local traffic 
calming schemes and home zone 
areas, including the blocking of roads, 
20 mph zones and oneway 
systems where these are aimed at 
reducing traffic and requested by local 
residents." 

Added to Community 
actions as 
Community Action / 
project (in 
collaboration with 
Kirkstall 
Neighbourhood 
Forum). 

 There is no reference in this document 
to the Headingley Oak which went 
back perhaps 100 years, and after 
which both the Skyrack and Original 
oak were named.  The replacement 
oak planted 1956 survives and a faint 
plaque on an adjacent wall. A project 
to bring this site into public awareness 
would be very timely. 
 

Consider 
inclusion of 
Original Oak 
within 
Community 
Actions.  

This has been added 
to community 
actions. 

Community 
Actions List 

 Many congratulations to all involved in 
the work involved in producing a 
comprehensive plan. 

  
I have two issues – see below -- which 
I consider critical to the well being of 
our area and which I hope can be 
addressed. 

  
The relevant reference is 5.2 : Our 
Objectives 
 
Throughout the plan run a series of 
cross-cutting themes: better health and 
wellbeing for all, better public spaces 
and facilities, commitment to reducing 

Consider 
Community 
Actions 
regarding 
stadium 
management 
and crossing 
on Headingley 
Mount.  

We feel that these 
impacts are real 
unintended 
consequences which 
arise from the work 
of the stadium. We 
also feel that the 
objectives of the 
plan provide 
sufficient weight to 
support any 
challenge to the 
behaviour of the 
stadium, or to 
advocate for a 
change in behaviour 

Community 
Actions list 
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carbon emissions and a greater sense 
of community. 

  
1.    The stadium.  It has an enormous 
impact on our area – serious parking 
issues, increased traffic, a yearly 
increase in events and noise (even 
drones) and the ensuing public space 
protection issues of rubbish and anti-
social behaviour.  I would assume that 
a Neighbourhood Plan would commit to 
find ways to mitigate these issues 
 
2.    Pedestrian routes.  A pedestrian 
crossing on Headingley Mount is 
essential, it is dangerous at the 
moment --  in particular for the elderly, 
for people using buggies and for 
children. 

by the stadium. So, 
we believe that the 
existing content of 
the plan is sufficient 
to mitigate these 
issues. 
 
Headingley Mount 
crossing added as 
community action. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Overall, the greenspace section of the 
plan would benefit from an 
accompanying delivery strategy (as 
mentioned at 3.3 above) which could 
include a planting and landscaping 
scheme and potential sites for 
additional tree/hedgerow planting.  

 
  

Consider 
delivery 
strategy a 
potential 
community 
action. 

Detailed greenspace 
delivery strategy 
added to community 
actions table 

Community 
Actions list. 

 I would like to contribute the following 
points:  
 
1.  Traffic, Transport and Pollution. -as 
someone who uses the very narrow 
bridge over the the railway line on St 

Consider 
additional 
Community 
Action / project 
(in 
collaboration 

We appreciate the 
concern about this 
bridge which came 
up in more than one 
place but the bridge 
is on the boundary 

Community 
Actions list 
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Michael’s Road, I would like to suggest 
that this should be closed to all through 
traffic.  The footpath is only wide 
enough for one pedestrian, therefore it 
is inevitable that people have to walk 
on the road in ofer to pass someone 
walking in the other direction.  It is a 
death trap and a very frightening 
experience.  Any one with a push chair, 
wheelchair users or those who need a 
helping hand are particularly 
vulnerable.   
 
The very narrow road was never 
intended for the volume of traffic that 
use it. It is a rat run  connecting Burley 
and Headingley.  When we are all 
asked to find ways of cutting 
emissions, and the need to walk/cycle 
for our health in preference to driving, I 
would say that this bridge should be 
car free. 
 
It might not be welcomed by people 
who drive over it, but hard decisions 
need to be made in order to discourage 
car users.  It’s shameful that cycling, 
walking and the use of public transport 
aren’t prioritised over car users. 
 

with Kirkstall 
Neighbourhood 
Forum).  

between the 
Headingley and 
Kirkstall 
neighbourhood plan 
areas and between 
the council wards. 
 
As such we do not 
feel it is an 
appropriate action 
for the Headingley 
neighbourhood plan 
to take forward 
alone. 
 
As quoted in the 
response the plan 
offers support for 
traffic calming 
actions. 
Added to Community 
actions as 
Community Action / 
project (in 
collaboration with 
Kirkstall 
Neighbourhood 
Forum). 
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Chapeltown Interim Forum: chapeltown.neighbourhoodforum@gmail.com  

Meanwood (enquiry): comms@lovemeanwood.org.uk  

 

Local councillors 
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(j)the Marine Management Organisation(6); consultations.mmo@marinemanagement.org.uk 

consultations@marinemanagement.org.uk  

(k)any person— 

(i)to whom the electronic communications code applies by virtue of a direction given under 

section 106(3)(a) of the Communications Act 2003; and 

(ii)who owns or controls electronic communications apparatus situated in any part of the 

area of the local planning authority;  

nnhc@openreach.co.uk  

localgovtconsult@ctil.co.uk; contactus@kcom.com; support@tescomobile.com; 

customerrelations@ee.co.uk; techsupport@three.co.uk emf.advisoryunit@vodafone.co.uk 

O2 Correspondence Team 

PO BOX 694 

Winchester 

SO23 5AP 

(l)where it exercises functions in any part of the neighbourhood area— 

(i)a Primary Care Trust established under section 18 of the National Health Service Act 

2006(7) or continued in existence by virtue of that section; 

leedsccg.comms@nhs.net 

 

(ii)a person to whom a licence has been granted under section 6(1)(b) and (c) of the 

Electricity Act 1989(8); 

nationalgrid.uk@avisonyoung.com  

(iii)a person to whom a licence has been granted under section 7(2) of the Gas Act 1986(9); 

stakeholder@northerngas.co.uk  

(iv)a sewerage undertaker; and 

technical.sewerage@yorkshirewater.co.uk  

(v)a water undertaker; 

wbu.service.centre@yorkshirewater.co.uk  

(m)voluntary bodies some or all of whose activities benefit all or any part of the 

neighbourhood area; 

office@advonet.org.uk 

info@leedsinvolvement.org.uk 
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info@val.org.uk 

 

(n)bodies which represent the interests of different racial, ethnic or national groups in the 

neighbourhood area; 

info@leedsgate.co.uk 

 

(o)bodies which represent the interests of different religious groups in the neighbourhood 

area; 

enquiries@leeds.anglican.org 

kelly.bouckley@dioceseofleeds.org.uk 

 

(p)bodies which represent the interests of persons carrying on business in the 

neighbourhood area; and 

info@wnychamber.co.uk     

(q)bodies which represent the interests of disabled persons in the neighbourhood area. 

policy@ageuk.org.uk 

lslis@leedssocietyfordeafandblind.org.uk 

info@opforum.org.uk 

jackie.snape@da-y.org.uk 

Additional: 

Planning.north@sportengland.org 

planning@theatrestrust.org.uk 

info@ywt.org.uk 

yorkshirenortheast@forestry.gsi.gov.uk 

secretary@yorkshiregardenstrust.org.uk 

north@cla.org.uk  

smarterchoices@sustrans.org.uk 

Robert.Masheder@wyjs.org.uk 

mjwleeds@outlook.com 

office@leedscivictrust.org.uk 

office@ancientmonumentssociety.org.uk 
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eplanning@c20society.org.uk 

PaulJarczewski@woodlandtrust.org.uk  

 

Local contacts 

Headingley neighbourhood plan forum members and interested parties. 

Local businesses 

Headingley development trust 

Zero carbon Headingley 

Child friendly Headingley 

Local churches c/o St Michael’s 

Leeds Beckett University 

Leeds Beckett University Students Union 

Leeds University 

Leeds University students union. 

Local schools  

Spring Bank Primary 

Shire Oak Primary 

Leeds City Academy 

OWLS (Older Wiser Local Seniors  in Headingley) 

Yorkshire Cricket 

Leeds Rhinos 
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