
Dear Members of the Executive Board. 

On behalf of the members of the Weetwood Residents’ Association who 
are seeking to protect site reference HG2-49,3376 off Weetwood 
Avenue (locally called Tetley Fields) and its contribution to the 
Meanwood Valley I write to you prior to your meeting on 8th February 
where you will discuss a report about the Leeds Site Allocation Plan. 
The authors Messrs Feeney, Elliot and Pickering make several 
references to this site and we feel compelled to respond to those 
references. Our input to you is designed to be helpful to your 
understanding and to the SAP process as it moves forward:- 

• It is not clear why the report considers the Tingley and Weetwood 
sites in combination. The only linking factor was to serve an 
“enabling” case being made by the Promoters in relation to 
Headingley stadium which has now been demonstrated to be 
unlawful and thus leading to the withdrawal of associated planning 
applications. Prior to the Promoters making the “enabling” offer in 
January 2015 these sites have been considered separately as part 
of the SAP process.This has not been made clear to the 
Executive Board and we submit that consideration of the two 
sites must be separated. 

• The planning circumstances surrounding the Weetwood site are 
entirely distinct from the Tingley site. Tingley was always assessed 
for SAP purposes by your Planning Officers as “Green” and thus 
suitable for housing. Weetwood was always assessed as “Red” 
and thus unsuitable for housing until the enabling proposal was 
presented by the Promoter in January 2015 . This transparent  
U-turn was founded entirely on the enabling offer. 
Now that this offer no longer stands we would urge you to 
reverse the U-turn given the clear case in favour of retaining 
the Green Belt status of the Weetwood site. 

• The Weetwood site is the only Green Belt site in the entire SAP 
process which has been consistently assessed as “Red” then 
changed to “Green” solely because of an offer by the 
Promoter. Indeed there is only one other site in the whole of the 
City changed from “Red” to “Green” – a site in Guiseley. 



Weetwood is unique in the City in this regard. This has not been 
made clear in the report in front of you. 

• We note that the Council is now relying on a subsequent 
assessment of the planning case for the removal of the Weetwood 
site from Green Belt – generally referred to as the Speak report of 
May 2015. This was an overtly transparent attempt to post-
rationalise the removal of the Weetwood site from Green Belt in 
the SAP process given that the Officers recognised, even then, 
that the enabling argument was not going to bear scrutiny. 
This assessment of the site sought to argue that it did not and 
does not perform a Green Belt function.  This has been rejected by 
over 1,500 declarations of opposition from 8 local residents’ 
groups, at least 4 Ward members, the Council’s own Senior 
Design and Conservation Officer, Historic England,  Yorkshire 
Wildlife Trust, Leeds Civic Trust and more statutory consultees. 
These clearly showed how the site has performed and continues to 
perform an ecological and Green Belt function which protects 
valuable City Green Corridor assets from urban encroachment. 
Much of the site description in this Speak report is either 
inaccurate and/or misleading. The report in front of you does 
not bring this to your attention. 
The grounds for objection are about the principle not the 
detail of the proposed development and these will be 
reiterated if the site remains in the SAP process for 
independent review. 

• The Weetwood site is comparatively small in the context of the 
total housing proposals for the City and it is inconceivable that 
such a site for 30/40 houses could be considered to be material to 
the delivery of housing across the City. Its deletion from the current 
SAP process could not compromise the process and , while the 
Promoter may not like it, there are no grounds to challenge such 
deletion in terms of material impact. Nor can a return to the site 
assessment made by the Council prior to January 2015 be 
reasonably challenged given that the change from “Red” to 
“Green” was demonstrably driven by the now discredited and 
defunct enabling offer made by the Promoter. 

 



The Weetwood site was only ever proposed for allocation in the 
SAP to enable the re-development of Headingley stadia and help 
retain Test match cricket in Leeds. The Council is in danger of 
being seen to have allocated a Green Belt site for housing that will 
not make any difference to whether or not the stadia are re-
developed or Test match cricket is allocated to Leeds – as it surely, 
we suggest, will be. Such a site will irreperably harm Meanwood 
Park and the wider Meanwood Valley corridor. 

We submit to you that the report being presented does not reflect a full 
and balanced account of the issues surrounding the proposals for the  
Weetwood site and discredits the legitimacy and soundness of the entire 
plan-making process. The Executive Board should, and needs to, take 
proper account of the acknowledged environmental and heritage harm 
and inevitable reputational damage to the City Council that will arise 
from the continued promotion of the Weetwood site for residential 
development through the SAP process. 

The substantial level of well-founded and professionally supported 
objections will be sustained and this inevitably risks delays in the SAP 
independent examination. 

Yours faithfully 

Martyn Thomas  Chair   Weetwood Residents’ Association 

4th February  2017 


