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        Thursday 23rd October 2014 

Dear Mr Whitehead 

 

The proposal to take the trolleybus route across Monument Moor contravenes 

UDP Policy N1 which states that N1 protected green space has to be replaced 

if it’s going to be developed, unless the need in the locality can be shown to 

be met. The proposal also contravenes Paragraph 74 of the National Planning 

Policy Framework. This states that open space should not be developed 

unless it’s surplus to requirements, or replaced. 

 

The NGT Project Board Minutes (H-7) reveal that this obstacle for the Leeds 

trolleybus scheme was apparent to the NGT team. At paragraph 5d on page 9 

of the Project Board Minutes of the 18th June 2013, it says that Mr Tom 

Gifford of Metro advised the group that the open space position in relation to 

Woodhouse Moor contravened both local and national guidance.  

 

At paragraph 4f on page 4 of the NGT Project Board Minutes of the 16th 

September 2013, it states that Deputy Chief Planning Officer Stephen Speak 

“raised concerns that it will be difficult to designate the land on Woodhouse 

Moor as surplus and Kieran Preston asked how this was dealt with on the 

Supertram project.” Mr Preston must have forgotten that Supertram would 

not have run across Monument Moor.  

 

At paragraph 4f on page 4 of the NGT Project Board Minutes of the 21st 

October 2013, it says that acting Chief Executive of Metro, John Henkel 

stated that “it is difficult to argue the case for the land being classed as 

surplus.” Mr Henkel was referring to the land to be appropriated on the 8th 

January 2014. 

 

To get round the problem, the promoters have attempted to prove: 

 

1. Hyde Park and Woodhouse has a surplus of open space, by having Mott 

MacDonald produce the Open Space Technical Appendix J (B5). 
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2. Mitigation required by the scheme would enhance the quality of the park 

and in this way make up for the loss of open space. 

3. Monument Moor has little landscape or historical value. 

4. Monument Moor is no longer open space, having been appropriated. 

 

Each of these attempts has failed. 

 

1. Technical Appendix J claims to look at all categories of open space, but 

actually only looks at the category “Amenity Green Space” which is the 

category that Monument Moor falls under in Leeds City Council’s “Open 

Space Sport and Recreation Assessment” (OSSRA) (D-3-4). Using figures 

for Amenity Green Space for Hyde Park and Woodhouse taken from 

Appendix A of OSSRA, Technical Appendix J claims that Hyde Park and 

Woodhouse has 0.49 hectares of Amenity Green Space per 1,000 

population. This would seem to show that Hyde Park and Woodhouse has 

a surplus, since OSSRA sets the standard at 0.45 hectares. But Mott 

MacDonald used the 2001 census figure for the population of Hyde Park 

and Woodhouse. Using the 2011 figure gives a provision of 0.42 hectares, 

and therefore the ward has a deficit in this category. The deficit is actually 

worse than this since OSSRA includes as Amenity Green Space in Hyde 

Park and Woodhouse, areas that had been built on when OSSRA was 

published. Technical Appendix J does not look at the category “Parks and 

Gardens’ but OSSRA shows that Hyde Park and Woodhouse has a 

shortage in this category too, that is, once errors have been corrected such 

as the one which categorises the City of Leeds’ school playing fields as 

‘Parks and Gardens.” Paragraph 4.45 of OSSRA recommends that where 

an area has a shortage in Parks and Gardens, that Amenity Green Space 

should be improved to the level of Parks and Gardens. Therefore, 

Monument Moor should be improved. It should be noted that OSSRA 

calls Monument Moor – “Woodhouse Lane Greenspace.” 

2. Alex Greaves has made clear in his legal opinion (FOWM32) that 

improvements in quality cannot be used to justify development of open 

space in areas with a deficit. And paragraph 8.11 of the Companion Guide 

to PPG17 states that development which leads to improved quality cannot 

be justified where it creates a deficit in provision. Furthermore, the quality 

scores given at Appendix A of OSSRA using the Leeds Quality Parks 

(LQP) scheme show the scheme to be arbitrary in that areas of grass with 

no facilities or even trees, have been given exceptionally high scores, 

whilst areas with lots of facilities, like the main area of Woodhouse Moor, 

have been given low scores. LQP is also irrational in that it uses simple 

averages to arrive at scores. The overall score given by Sean Flesher to 

Woodhouse Moor was calculated by adding together the scores for the 
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five parts of the Moor, and then dividing the total by 5. Thus, relatively 

small Monument Moor was given the same weight as the main Moor. 

3. Monument Moor has great historical value. The upper part was once the 

site of an outdoor gymnasium. The lower part was the location of 

ornamental flower beds which were bulldozed as part of the war effort to 

make way for a static water tank. Monument Moor and Cinder Moor have 

never been designated as car parks. Cinder Moor was levelled in 1884 to 

create a cricket pitch. A path that ran between the two parts of Monument 

Moor linked to a path on the main Moor showing thus that Monument 

Moor is an integral part of the park. Similarly, by placing Marsden’s 

statue, the fourth of Woodhouse Moor’s grade 2 listed statues, on 

Monument Moor, the council once again showed that Monument Moor is 

an integral part of Woodhouse Moor. In 1951, Monument Moor hosted 

the Festival of Britain Land Travelling Exhibition. In recent years, 

Monument and Cinder Moors have been deliberately neglected. In 2010, 

planning officers threatened to withhold planning permission, if the 

university didn’t drop its demand that £150,000 section 106 money from 

the St Mark’s Flats re-development be spent improving these two sections 

of the Moor, with the result that the demand was dropped (FOWM15). 

Paragraph 130 of the NPPF states that the deteriorated state of heritage 

assets which have been deliberately neglected should not be taken into 

account in any decision. By choosing to route the trolleybus across 

Monument Moor, rather than widen the road, Mott MacDonald’s 

landscape assessment has given greater sensitivity to road users than to 

park and trail users, and nearby residents. This is contrary to guidance 

contained in GLVIA2. 

4. It is Alex Greaves’ legal opinion that despite the land appropriation, you 

can still recommend rejection of the application on the ground that no 

replacement open space is being offered. 

 

By failing to provide Social and Distributional Impact Assessments, as 

required by WebTag 3.17 (SHCA appendix 29), the promoters have failed to 

identify the groups that would be negatively impacted by the scheme, and so 

it’s impossible to ascertain the appropriateness of the proposed mitigation. 

What can be certain is that people don’t want a car park on Monument Moor, 

since as recently as 2006, a car park proposal was scrapped as a result of 

massive local opposition. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Bill McKinnon 

Chair 

 


