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Executive Summary 
 
Good quality, accessible green space has an important role to play in people’s 
lifestyle choices.  As land becomes more densely populated and Leeds expands, the 
quantity of green space available for public use is placed under increasing pressure. 
The opportunities to create new green space in urban areas are few, due to 
requirements to accommodate housing demand and economic growth.  
Consequently, the number of people using green space has increased, creating 
additional demands on the space which are detrimental to the quality of the space 
and its ability to perform its function successfully; whether it be a park, recreation 
ground, children’s play area or an area of woodland.  It is critical that green space of 
the correct type, with the required facilities is provided in the right locations if the 
positive benefits towards people’s physical and mental health and well being are to 
be secured.  It is also essential to adapt and mitigate the effects of climate change.  
 
There are 1,750 green space sites, 278 children’s play facilities and 154 indoor 
sports sites serving the Leeds population of approximately 761,124.  Planning has a 
crucial role in determining the environment in which people live and consequently, 
securing good health and well being for residents and visitors to Leeds.  Effective use 
of the planning system is paramount to protecting needed green space, creating new 
green space where there is a deficit, and improving the quality of green space where 
it is placed under increasing pressure. 
 
This assessment of sport, open space and recreation needs and opportunities is 
presented in three parts.  Part one of the assessment introduces the assessment and 
its purpose, sets out how the study was carried out, including separating open space, 
sport and recreation into typologies, and outlines the strategic context.  It then goes 
into further detail on relevant strategies and policies. 
 
Part two of the assessment sets out the context for each green space type, the 
current provision, quality and accessibility, the results from consultation and other 
relevant evidence.  Based on this evidence, standards for future provision up to 2026 
are recommended.  Whilst there is disparity in quantity, quality and accessibility of 
green space between different areas of Leeds, overall there is good green space 
provision in Leeds, which is influenced by the presence of six large city parks and 
many natural spaces on the edge of the urban area.  However, consultation reveals 
dissatisfaction in the amount and distribution of quality green space provision.  There 
are many reasons for this dissatisfaction which are complex and interrelated, such as 
location, layout, quality, site size, access, the facilities available and design. 
 
Part three covers implementation and suggests how the proposed quantity, 
accessibility and quality standards derived from the process should be used to inform 
the future planning policy approach in the Leeds Local Development Framework and 
subsequent development management decisions.  Open space and recreation 
provision will continue to change and evolve as the city grows.  It is crucial that the 
information gathered for this study is monitored, shared and updated to enable a 
continued informed dialogue between the relevant stakeholders and affected 
communities.  It recognises that for Leeds to successfully reap the many benefits of 
open space, sport and recreation provision, implementation of the recommendations 
and findings of the study requires the cooperation and involvement of many partner 
agencies and most importantly, Leeds residents. 

 viii 
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Chapter One Introduction 
 
The PPG17 Study 
 
1.1 ‘Over 95% of people believe it is very, or fairly important to have green 

spaces near to where they live.’  Marmot Review (2010) 
 
1.2 This study concerns the supply and demand issues for open spaces, sport 

and recreation facilities in Leeds.  It covers the issues for the following 
typologies, most of which are defined in ‘Assessing Needs & Opportunities: A 
Companion Guide to Planning Policy Guidance 17’: 

 
• Parks and Gardens 
• Amenity Space 
• Children and Young People’s Play Provision 
• Outdoor Sports 
• Allotments 
• Indoor Sport and Recreation Facilities 
• Natural Green Space 
• City Centre Civic Space 
• Cemeteries 
• Churchyards 
• Green Corridors 
• Private gardens open to the public ie. Harewood House 

 
1.3 PPG17 does not include private estates and grounds, but for completeness, 

and given its contributions towards the overall open space supply in Leeds, 
Harewood House is included in the study. 

 
1.4 The study is undertaken in accordance with the requirements of Planning 

Policy Guidance Note (PPG) 17: Planning for Open Space, Sport and 
Recreation & Assessing Needs and Opportunities - A Companion Guide to 
PPG17 published in September 2002.  “The information gained from the 
assessment of needs and opportunities and the audit of existing provision 
should be used to set locally derived standards for the provision of open 
space, sport and recreational facilities in their areas” (paragraph 7, PPG17).   

 
1.5 Figure 1.1 overleaf illustrates how the overall assessment will influence and 

communicate with other related council, and strategic partner strategies. 
 

1.6 The Government guidance states that national standards are inappropriate, 
as they do not take into account the demographics of an area, the specific 
needs of Leeds’ residents and the extent of local built development. 

 
1.7 PPG17 recognises that each local authority will need to adopt individual 

approaches appropriate to its area which reflects the diversity of that area, its 
different structures and local characteristics. 
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Figure 1.1 Relationship of PPG17 Study to other Relevant Strategies

 1 A single system for Sport is where all agencies work together collaboratively as a well organised network to make best use of resources, clarify roles and 
responsibilities, share an agreed vision and strategy for sport, develop clear pathways into and through sport, and develop a single access point for sport services. 



 
1.8 In January 2008, the council began an audit of the city’s open space, sport 

and recreation facilities.  This was completed in March 2009.  In March 2008, 
the council appointed PMP Consultancy Ltd to undertake an open space, 
sport and recreation needs assessment.  This was completed in October 
2008 and is available separately to this study. 
 

1.9 This study outlines the proposed local standards, compares those standards 
to the existing provision and identifies areas of deficiency and surplus.  The 
agreed local provision and accessibility standards will form an important 
element of the Local Development Framework (LDF) and will directly inform 
the Leeds Core Strategy and emerging development plan documents. 

 
1.10 The standards will be used to ensure that the provision of open space, sport 

and recreation facilities will be adequate to meet present and future needs 
across the city.  The strategy will ensure that priorities for the future and 
resource allocation are based on local need and that a strategic approach to 
the provision of open space, sport and recreation facilities is adopted. 

 
1.11 The study is underpinned by several key objectives, specifically: 

• To provide an evidence base for appropriate strategies and policies as 
part of the Local Development Framework which are fundamental to: 

o supporting an urban renaissance  
o promoting social inclusion and community cohesion  
o tackling health and wellbeing issues 
o promoting more sustainable development.  

• to enable the establishment of an effective approach to planning open 
space, sport and recreation facilities 

• to set robust local standards based on assessments of local needs 
• to facilitate improved decision making as part of the development 

management process 
• to guide / steer / influence S106 negotiations and eventually evidence for 

the CIL charging schedule 
• inform priorities for investment 

Function and benefits of open space 

1.12 Open space, sport and recreation provision has a crucial role in supporting 
the implementation of these objectives.  The Leeds Strategic Plan (2008-11) 
highlighted the role of parks and open spaces in improving the health and well 
being of residents, further reinforcing the importance of effective provision. 
 

1.13 Open spaces provide a number of functions within the urban fabric of cities, 
including, the provision for play and informal recreation, a landscape buffer 
within and between the built environment and/or a habitat for the promotion of 
biodiversity and helping the city combat the effects of climate change.  
Overall, the spaces contribute to the cultural life of the community by also 
providing space for community events, general social interaction, participation 
and volunteering. 
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1.14 Each type of open space has different benefits.  For example, allotments for 
the growing of produce, play areas for children’s play and playing pitches for 
formal sports events.  Open space can also perform a secondary function, 
such as, outdoor sports facilities have an amenity value in addition to 
facilitating sport and recreation and all spaces can provide for visual amenity 
as a ‘green lung’. 

 
1.15 Changing social and economic circumstances, changed work and leisure 

practices, more sophisticated consumer tastes and higher public expectations 
have placed new demands on open spaces.  The provision of open spaces 
and recreation provision is key to a sustainable and thriving community.  

 
1.16 It is widely recognised that the provision of high quality ‘public realm’ facilities 

such as parks and open spaces can assist in the promotion of an area as an 
attractive place to live, and can result in a number of wider benefits. 

 
1.17 The role of green spaces in flood management and mitigation of climate 

change is also recognised.  Open space can allow for the storage and free 
flow of flood waters, reducing the risk to nearby houses.  This is particularly 
important in an urban context, as highlighted by the Leeds Strategic Flood 
Risk Assessment.  Furthermore, Planning Policy Statement 1 (PPS 1) 
specifically refers to opportunities for open space and green infrastructure to 
contribute to urban cooling, sustainable drainage systems and conserving and 
enhancing biodiversity. 

 
Leeds and its Residents 
 
1.18 Leeds Metropolitan District covers an area of 217 square miles and is the 

regional capital of Yorkshire and the Humber.  The area is extremely diverse, 
comprising a main urban area, surrounded by small towns, villages and 
countryside. 

 
1.19 Leeds has strong artistic and sporting traditions; the city is well known for 

sport, from football at Leeds United, rugby league with Leeds Rhinos, rugby 
union with Leeds Tykes and Yorkshire County Cricket.  Headingley is 
recognised throughout the world as a venue for test match cricket, and has 
recently been upgraded.  The city also boasts a wealth of community-based 
sports, heritage and recreational facilities. 

 
1.20 Leeds is the destination for large numbers of visitors and commuters and as 

such open space, sport and recreation facilities are essential to serve workers 
and tourists and to provide an attractive environment. 
 

1.21 The population of Leeds based on the 2008 mid-year estimates is 779,256 
and the age and gender split is shown in Table 1.1. 
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Table 1.1 – Population breakdown of Leeds by age (‘000 population) ONS 2008 
Mid Year Estimates 
 
Population age 
groups (years) 

Total population Male Female 

0-4 45.2 23.1 22.2 
5-14 79.7 40.8 38.6 
15-19 55.3 27.7 27.7 
20-29 167.9 85.3 82.5 
30-59 289.2 144.4 144.6 
60+ 150.6 67.4 83.3 
All 787.7 388.7 399 

 
1.22 The age structure of Leeds is broadly similar to that for England and Wales 

(E&W), with the notable exception in the 20-29 age band which in Leeds 
accounts for 21% of the population, compared to 13.0% nationally.  This is 
because Leeds contains two large universities (combined total of 50,000 
students) and numerous other institutions, including Leeds Trinity University 
College and the Open University’s regional office.  This is likely to have an 
impact on the demand for open spaces and sports facilities, both in terms of 
the type and the quantity, as this age group typically have above average 
participation rates in sport and physical activity. 

 
1.23 Children (aged 14 and under) account for 16% of the population of Leeds.  

ONS data shows an increase to the birth rate not seen for 20 years, meaning 
the proportion of children will increase further.  While people aged 60 and 
over account for 19%, reflecting the national trend of an increasingly ageing 
population. 

 
Ethnicity 
 
1.24 In the 2001 census, 91.8% of the population of Leeds state their ethnic origin 

as ‘White’, slightly higher than the percentage for E & W (91.3%).  The ‘non-
white population’ in Leeds has increased from 5.8% of the total population in 
1991, to 8.2% in 2001. 

 
1.25 With just over 15,000 people (2.1% of the total population), the Pakistani 

community has replaced the Indian community (12,303 people) as the largest 
‘single’ Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) community in Leeds.  It is also the 
largest BME community in the region (2.9%), twice the proportion across E & 
W. 

 
Economic profile 
 
1.26 The economic profile of people in Leeds aged 16-74 is broadly similar to that 

for E & W, but the proportion of economically active adults is slightly lower in 
Leeds (65.8%), than it is for E & W as a whole (66.5%).  The proportion of full 
time employees is comparable (40.4% compared to 40.5%), as is the 
proportion of part time employees (12.0% compared to 11.8%).  As detailed 
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earlier, the proportion of full time students is higher in Leeds (10.4%), than for 
E & W as a whole (7.0%).  The majority of residents in Leeds still travel to 
work in a car or van (60.3% compared to 61.5% across E & W).  However, the 
proportion of residents travelling to work by public transport is higher in Leeds 
(18.8%) than it in E & W (14.5%), but the proportion of residents who cycle to 
work in Leeds is less than half the figure for E & W (1.3%, compared to 2.8%). 

 
Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) 
 
1.27 The whole of England has been divided into 32,482 Super Output Areas 

(SOAs), with 476 in Leeds.  According to the Indices of Multiple Deprivation 
(IMD 2007), 20% of SOAs in Leeds were ranked in the 10% most deprived 
areas in England.  This compares with 17% for the Yorkshire and the Humber 
region as a whole.  27% of Leeds SOAs are in the worst 20%, compared with 
28% for the region.  This information is shown on plan 1.1 overleaf.  The 
concentrations of deep red identify the most deprived areas, with dark blue 
highlighting the least deprived locations.  Deprivation is predominantly, but not 
exclusively located in the inner city areas. 

 
1.28 Six wards in Leeds have more than half their SOAs in the 10% most deprived 

SOAs nationally (Burmantofts and Richmond Hill, Chapel Allerton, Gipton and 
Harehills, City and Hunslet, Killingbeck and Seacroft and Middleton Park).  
Eight wards in Leeds have more than half their SOAs in the 20% most 
deprived SOAs nationally (the above wards, plus Armley, Hyde Park and 
Woodhouse wards). 
 

1.29 This reinforces the need to reduce social inequalities and address issues of 
deprivation.  If the needs and expectations of local communities are fully 
understood, provision of appropriate local green space and sport and 
recreation facilities can act as a catalyst for regeneration and help to reduce 
inequalities. 
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Study Structure 
 
1.30 This study comprises 13 chapters.  Chapter 2 sets out the methodology for 

undertaking the study and chapter 3 sets out the strategic context, 
highlighting national, regional and local influences on the provision of open 
space in the city.  

 
1.31 Chapters 4–11 relate to each of the typologies identified within the scope of 

the study.  Each typology chapter sets out the strategic context to that 
particular typology, key issues emerging from consultations relating to that 
typology and the recommended quantity, quality and accessibility standards.  
These standards are then applied to determine the priorities for that type of 
open space across the different geographical areas of the city.  Chapter 12 
examines the availability of open spaces detailed in the previous chapters in 
the city centre, with the addition of city centre civic space. 

 
1.32 Chapter 13 summarises the key issues for each type of open space and 

identifies the strategic priorities for each area of the city.  An overview 
outlining the planning policy context and the future application of the study 
findings is also provided. 

 
1.33 A number of appendices and technical papers are referenced throughout the 

study.  These appendices supplement the information provided within this 
document. 
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Chapter 2 Undertaking the Study 

Introduction 

2.1 This study was undertaken with regard to PPG17 and its companion guide.  
The key emphasis of PPG17 is the importance of undertaking a local needs 
assessment, as opposed to following national trends and guidelines.  

2.2 The companion guide indicates that the four guiding principles in undertaking 
a local assessment are: 
• understanding that local needs will vary according to socio-demographic 

and cultural characteristics 

• recognising that the provision of good quality and effective open space 
relies not only on effective planning, but also on creative design, 
landscape management and maintenance 

• considering that delivering high quality and sustainable open spaces may 
depend much more on improving and enhancing existing open space 
rather than new provision  

• taking into account that the value of open space will be greater when local 
needs are met.  It is essential to consider the wider benefits that sites 
generate for people, wildlife and the environment.  

 

2.3 PPG17 recognises that individual approaches appropriate to each local 
authority will need to be adopted as each area has different structures and 
characteristics.  The broad process set out in PPG17 has, therefore, been 
adopted, and where necessary adapted, to ensure that the needs and 
expectations of Leeds residents are adequately addressed taking into account 
local circumstances. 

Types of open space 

2.4 The overall definition of open space within the government planning guidance 
is:  

“all open space of public value, including not just land, but also areas of water 
such as rivers, canals, lakes and reservoirs which offer important opportunities 
for sport and recreation and can also act as a visual amenity”.  

2.5 PPG17 identifies ten typologies, including nine types of green space and one 
category of urban open space.  It states that when preparing assessments of 
needs and audits of existing open space and recreation facilities, local 
authorities should use these typologies, or similar variations. 

2.6 In order to best reflect the types of provision in Leeds, changes were made to 
the typologies detailed in PPG17, specifically:  

• provision for children and young people was reclassified into provision 
for children (up to 12) and provision for young people (over 12) in order 
to reflect that the presence of a facility for children does not necessarily 
negate the need for a facility for teenagers  
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• in addition to considering the provision of outdoor sports facilities as 
one typology, consideration has been given to the provision of each 
facility as a separate entity. 

 
2.7 Table 2.1 below sets out the types of open space included within this study 

with a brief explanation of the primary purpose of the type space. 
 

Table 2.1 Typologies of open space, sport and recreation facilities 
 
 Definition Primary purpose 

Parks and gardens made up of city 
parks, neighbourhood parks or 
community parks and local 
recreation grounds 

Accessible, high quality 
opportunities for informal 
recreation and community events 

Natural and semi-natural 
greenspaces, including urban 
woodland 

Wildlife conservation, biodiversity 
and environmental education and 
awareness 

Green corridors, specifically 
including towpaths along the canal 
and rivers, disused rail lines 

Walking, cycling or horse riding, 
whether for leisure purposes or 
travel, and opportunities for 
wildlife migration 

Amenity green space – likely to be 
open grass land without other built 
structures or facilities 

Opportunities for informal activities 
close to home or work or 
enhacement of the appearance of 
residential or other areas 

Outdoor sports facilities Facilities for formal outdoor sports 
participation, such as pitch sports, 
tennis, bowls, athletics, golf  

Provision for children and young 
people 

Areas designed primarily for play 
and social interaction involving 
children and young people, such 
as equipped play areas, ball 
courts, skateboard areas, courted 
games areas and teenage 
shelters 

Allotments, community gardens 
and urban farms 

Opportunities for those people 
who wish to do so, to grow their 
own produce as part of the long 
term promotion of sustainability, 
health and social inclusion 

Cemeteries, disused churchyards 
and other burial grounds 

Quiet contemplation and burial of 
the dead, often linked to the 
promotion of wildlife conservation 
and biodiversity 

Green 
Spaces 

Private gardens open to the public Harewood House 

Indoor 
Indoor sport and recreation Education facilities, swimming 

pools, sports halls, leisure centres, 
gyms, bowls and tennis centres, 

 10
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 Definition Primary purpose 
communitiy centres and village 
halls used for sport or recreation 

Civic spaces 
Civic and market squares and other 
hard surfaced areas designed for 
pedestrians within Leeds City 
Centre 

Providing a setting for civic 
buidings, public demonstrations 
and community events 

 
2.8 Although not a type of open space, PPG17 also highlights the importance of 

considering the provision of indoor sports facilities. 

2.9 This assessment evaluates the existing public and private provision of sports 
halls, swimming pools, indoor tennis, health and fitness gymnasiums and 
indoor bowls, and identifies key issues for the future delivery of these facility 
types. 

 
Geographical Analysis Areas 
 
2.10 The analysis of the open space, sport and recreation facilities has been 

undertaken on a city wide basis; grouped by ten inner and outer analysis 
areas.  Plan 2.1 overleaf shows the boundaries of the ten analysis areas 
which form the basis of many of the data tables in this study.  The population 
of the analysis areas is shown in table 2.2.  These areas are referenced 
throughout the document and in all data tables where they are used, will 
appear in the order shown in table 2.2. 
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Table 2.2  Population of Analysis Areas in Leeds (ONS 2008 mid year 
population estimate) 
 
Analysis Area Population Wards included 
East Inner 

80,578 

Killingbeck and Seacroft 
Gipton and Harehills 
Burmantofts and Richmond Hill 

East Outer 

85,392 

Kippax and Methley 
Garforth and Swillington 
Temple Newsam 
Crossgates and Whinmoor 

North East Inner 

70,909 

Moortown 
Roundhay 
Chapel Allerton 

North East Outer 

62,281 

Harewood 
Wetherby 
Alwoodley 

North West Inner 

106,127 

Weetwood 
Hyde Park and Woodhouse 
Headingley 
Kirkstall 

North West 
Outer 

87,305 

Guiseley and Rawdon 
Otley and Yeadon 
Adel and Wharfdale 
Horsforth 

South Inner  
 

74,683 

City and Hunslet 
Beeston and Holbeck 
Middleton Park 

South Outer 

90,587 

Morley North 
Morley South 
Ardsley and Robin Hood 
Rothwell 

West Inner 
50,297 

Bramley and Stanningley 
Armley 

West Outer 

71,097 

Calverley and Farsley 
Pudsey 
Farnley and Wortley 

Leeds 779,256  
 
2.11 Throughout the analysis, consideration is given to the implications of projected 

population growth over the period of the Leeds Core Strategy.  In light of 
uncertainties relating to the long term projections in population growth, the 
implications of three different scenarios have been tested.  These three 
scenarios are: 

 
• Scenario A – Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) based on 

initial employment led population projection data which realigned 
population levels from 2001 to 2010 with locally derived data sources and 
projected growth based on employment projections.  Distribution of future 
population across the city is aligned with housing units identified through 
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the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and 
application of selected planning policy constraints identified in the Core 
Strategy Preferred Approach.  Average household size is derived from the 
SHMA assumptions. 

• Scenario B – Strategic Housing Market Assessment based on ONS 
population estimates 2001 to 2010 and ONS projections to 2026.  
Distribution of future population aligned with housing units identified 
through the SHLAA with limited planning policy constraints applied to site 
selection. 

• Scenario C – 22% increase in population of 169,700 between 2008 and 
2026 using ONS population projections evenly distributed between the 
analysis areas. 

 
2.12 Table 2.3 below illustrates the theoretical population change in each of the ten 

analysis areas.  Scenarios A and B consider various factors influencing 
distribution of new development and show that some areas of the city will have 
larger population increases than others.  Scenario C considers a proportional 
distribution of population growth where each analysis area increases its 
population by 22% up to 2026.  In reality, scenario C is the least likely to 
transpire as it does not accommodate any development constraints. 
 

2.13 It is important to note that these three scenarios are for illustrative purposes 
only based on the latest emerging information.  The city council is still 
considering its final position in regard to the distribution of housing growth. 

 
Table 2.3 The Three Potential Population Growth Scenarios by Analysis Area 
 

Analysis Area  Mid year 
2008 ONS 
Estimate 

Scenario A 
population 

(2026) 

Scenario B 
population 

(2026) 

Scenario C 
population 

(2026) 

East Inner 80,578 93,648 102,120 98,127 
East Outer 85,392 113,735 124,911 103,990 
North East 
Inner 70,909 72,527 75,350 86,352 
North East 
Outer 62,281 64,550 67,307 75,845 
North West 
Inner 106,127 109,401 117,761 129,241 
North West 
Outer 87,305 94,943 101,281 106,320 
South Inner 74,683 94,354 118,662 90,948 
South Outer 90,587 96,584 107,770 110,316 
West Inner 50,297 51,946 55,177 61,251 
West Outer 71,097 74,800 78,661 86,581 
Leeds 779,256 866,488 949,000 948,977 

 
 
 

 14



PPG17 Five step process 
 
2.14 PPG17 states that local authorities should undertake robust assessments of 

the existing and future needs of their communities for open space, sport and 
recreational facilities.  The study comprises of 5 main steps: 

 
Step 1 – Identifying Local Needs 
Step 2 – Auditing Local Provision 
Step 3 – Setting Provision Standards 
Step 4 – Applying Provision Standards 
Step 5 – Drafting Policies – recommendations and strategic priorities 

 
2.15 In reality, steps 1 and 2 were undertaken at the same time, rather than 

following on from one another. 
 
Step 1: Identifying local needs 
 
2.16 The guidance highlights that consultation with the local community is essential 

to identify local attitudes to existing provision and local expectations for 
additional or improved provision. 

2.17 The assessment of needs should contribute to the production of local 
standards that reflect the type and amount of open space, sport and recreation 
facilities that local communities want. 

2.18 It is important to obtain a statistical evidence base of local needs as well as 
carrying out a series of subjective consultations to test the key themes 
emerging from the statistical evidence base. 

2.19 In April 2008, PMP, (a specialist leisure research company), was 
commissioned to undertake the necessary elements comprising the needs 
assessment.  This involved a wide ranging consultation programme with the 
local community.  There is a separate technical paper which contains more 
detail on the methodology and results from this exercise: Open Space, Sport 
and Recreation Needs Assessment - A Final Report by PMP (October 2008).  
The main elements of the Leeds needs assessment involved: 
• A self-completion postal survey sent to a random sample of 7,000 

households across the city; 
• an on-street survey with 500 residents at a range of sites within five inner 

areas of Leeds; 
• an on-line survey for completion by pupils attending schools in Leeds; 
• a postal survey to circa 350 sports clubs and user groups; 
• an on-line survey for completion by staff working at Leeds City Council; 
• an on-line survey to council ward members; 
• consultation with key stakeholders; 
• discussion/focus groups with members of Leeds Youth Forum, parish 

council representatives and local residents; 
• a desk review of existing policy documents and data of relevance to the 

study. 
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2.20 The surveys and consultation sessions were designed to gain feedback from 
the local community regarding the adequacy of open space, sport and 
recreation facility provision in Leeds.  A range of questionnaires and interview 
guides were developed to collect the following information: 
• Views on the adequacy of the existing quantity or amount of open space, 

sport and recreation provision; 
• views on the existing quality of open space, sport and recreation provision; 
• views on what features and aspects are considered to be important in an 

open space, sport and recreation facility in order to identify their aspirations 
for future provision; 

• details of expected travel times and modes of transport to open space, 
sport and recreation facilities; 

• usage information relating to open space, sport and recreation facilities; 
• feedback in relation to potential barriers to usage and participation; 
• whether any particular problems have been experienced when using open 

space, sport and recreation facilities; 
• views on the adequacy of provision within Leeds City Centre; 
• respondent profile details (eg gender, age, ethnicity and employment 

status). 
 

Understanding the Statistics 
 
2.21 With the exception of the on-street survey, where the respondent sample was 

stratified to reflect local demographics, all other surveys undertaken were self 
completion.  As a result, individuals who choose to respond are ‘self-selecting’ 
and as such, are likely to include those with a specific interest in the ‘subject 
matter’ of the questionnaire.  Whilst this is a positive, in terms of gaining 
feedback from individuals who have some knowledge and interest in open 
space, sports and recreation provision in Leeds, it can also mean that more 
responses are received from users than non-users (as such, opinions on 
some questions will differ between the on-street survey and the household 
survey respondents). 

 
Stage 2: Auditing local provision 
 
2.22 All information relating to open space (including outdoor sports or playing 

pitches) in Leeds is collated in a Geographic Information System (GIS).  The 
study excluded: 
• Grass road verges, unless they are large enough to be purposive and 

capable of performing an open space function (see below); 
• farmland (agricultural land), farm tracks; 
• Rights of Way (RoW), unless forming a green corridor; 
• private roads and private domestic gardens; 
• SLOAP – Space Left Over After Planning ie. space around blocks of flats, 

or grass between slip roads and motorway junctions, large roundabouts; 
• former residential clearance sites set aside for future redevelopment but 

grassed over as part of best practice asset management whilst plans are 
developed; 
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• spaces under 2,000 square metres (0.2 hectares) unless there is a sport or 
recreation facility at the site, such as single bowling green sites which are 
usually 1,400 square metres. 

 
2.23 Indoor sports and recreation facilities criteria were as follows:  

• Halls and sports halls capable of accommodating at least a single 
badminton court; 

• swimming pools at least 15 metres in length; 
• dance studios at least 80 square metres; 
• gyms and multi-purpose sports areas at least 100 square metres; 
• facilities which are only available to school pupils during school hours were 

excluded. 
 
2.24 The focus of the study is the provision of open space primarily within the built-

up areas of Leeds.  Sites in the Green Belt have also been included where 
they are laid out for sport and recreational use.  The following open spaces 
and recreation facilities were identified and audited for the purposes of the 
study: 
• Open space sites of 0.2 hectares and above in size, within the built-up 

area; 
• sites laid out for sport and recreational use in the Green Belt of 0.2 

hectares and above; 
• sites with formal sport, recreation or equipped play provision. 
 

2.25 As recommended in PPG17, each site has been identified and classed based 
on its primary open space purpose, so that each type of space is counted only 
once.  Some sites contain multiple open space uses, for example, the larger 
city parks can include playing fields, formal gardens, equipped children’s play 
space, bowling greens, tennis courts, multi-use games areas, woodlands and 
natural grasslands. 

 
2.26 This approach has resulted in a data set of 1,750 open space sites and 154 

indoor sports sites. 
 
2.27 The site audit included a quality assessment process  of various site specific 

factors.  Quality scores were assigned for each site. 
 
2.28 A full list of sites and their scores can be found in Appendix A.  The site 

assessment matrix and assessment sheet can also be found in Appendix B 
and C respectively. 
 

Steps 3 and 4 - Setting and applying provision standards  
 
2.29 PPG17 states that open space standards should be set locally and 

recommends that national standards should not be used to assess local 
circumstances. 
 

2.30 PPG17 recommends that local authorities use information gained from the 
assessment of needs and opportunities (step 1) to set locally derived 

 17



standards for the provision of open space, sport and recreational facilities.  
These local standards should include: 
• Quantitative elements (how much new provision may be needed); 
• a qualitative component (against which to measure the need for 

enhancement of existing facilities). 
 

2.31 The local standards for quality, quantity and accessibility of open space, sport 
and recreation facilities should relate to the local consultation undertaken and, 
therefore reflect local needs.  The study has proposed locally based standards 
using the findings of the community surveys, results of other relevant research 
and consultations.  The survey results provide a statistical evidence base to 
inform decision making. 

 
Quantity 
 
2.32 The open space audit enables an understanding of the quantity of each type 

of open space in each area of the city.  This level of detail enables the 
calculation of the provision of each type of open space per 1,000 population.  
This information is provided within typology specific chapters 4 to 12.  

 
2.33 In order to ensure that any standards set are reflective of local community 

needs and opinions, key themes emerging from consultations in each analysis 
area relating to the quantity of each type are analysed.  The key issues for 
each type of open space are assessed within chapters 4 to 12.  Local 
standards are subsequently proposed taking into account the current level of 
provision compared to the perceived community need. 

 
2.34 The overall aim of the quantity assessment is to: 

• Provide an understanding of the adequacy of existing provision for each 
type of open space in the city; 

• identify areas of the city with a deficiency of provision of each type of open 
space; 

• provide a guide to developers as to the amount of open space expected in 
conjunction with new development. 

 
2.35 This assessment measures the quantity of provision against the population of 

799,256 (based on 2008 ONS mid year population estimates).  Consideration 
is also given to the likely implications of future population growth up to 2026, 
considering the impact of each of the three potential growth scenarios. 

 
2.36 It is important that the quantity of provision is not considered in isolation from 

access and quality, but that the interrelationship between the different 
standards is identified and evaluated. 

 
Accessibility 
 
2.37 Accessibility is a key criterion for open space sites.  Without good 

accessibility, the provision of good quality or sufficient quantity of open space 
would be of limited value. The overall aim of accessibility standards should be 
to identify: 
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• How accessible sites are; 
• how far people are willing to travel to reach open space; 
• areas of the city that are deficient in provision (identified through the 

application of local standards). 
 
2.38 Similar to quantity standards, accessibility standards should be derived from 

an understanding of the community views.  
 
2.39 Distance thresholds (ie the maximum distance that typical users can 

reasonably be expected to travel to each type of provision using different 
modes of transport) are a very useful planning tool.  PPG17 encourages any 
new open space sites or enhancement of existing sites to be accessible by 
environmentally friendly forms of transport such as walking, cycling and public 
transport. 

 
2.40 Accessibility standards are proposed in the form of a distance in metres where 

walking is the most popular mode of travel, and a drive time (or public 
transport standard) where driving to the open space site is the most popular 
mode.  

 
Quality 
 
2.41 The quality and value of open space are fundamentally different and can 

sometimes be completely unrelated.  Two examples of this are:  
• A high quality open space is provided but is completely inaccessible.  Its 

use is, therefore, restricted and its value to the public limited; 
• a low quality open space may be used every day by the public or have 

some significant wider benefit such as biodiversity or educational use and, 
therefore, has a relatively high value to the public. 

 
2.42 The site assessment matrix and assessment sheet can be found in Appendix 

B and C.  The overall aim of a quality assessment should be to identify 
deficiencies in quality and key quality factors that need to be improved within: 
• The geographical areas of the city; 
• specific types of open space. 

 
2.43 Scores achieved during site visits are translated into scores out of 10 or 

percentages and then benchmarked against each other.  The application of 
the process for each typology can be found in typology specific chapters. 

 
Step 5 Drafting Policies – recommendations and strategic priorities 
 
2.44 Chapter 13 presents the basis for drafting planning policies, recommendations 

for additional research and consideration, strategic issues requiring action and 
implications for the future growth of the city in regard to open space, sport and 
recreation. 
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Chapter 3 Strategic Overview 
 

Background 

3.1 This chapter reviews the strategic context and provides background on the 
national, regional and local picture relevant to open space, sport and 
recreation facilities.  It provides details on the context in which the findings of 
this PPG17 study sit and the key strategic documents included that reference 
or influence the provision of open space, sport and recreation facilities in the 
city. 
 

3.2 As stated in chapters 1 and 2, this document follows the key principles of 
PPG17 and its companion guide.  PPG17 reflects a recognition from the 
Government of the wider benefits derived from the provision of open space, 
sport and recreation facilities. 

 
3.3 Local strategic documents specific to only a single typology are introduced 

within the individual typology sections.  Specific strategic objectives that link 
into this study have been referenced where appropriate.  Local strategic 
documents impacting on the delivery of more than one type of open space, 
have been summarised later in this chapter. 
 

3.4 A short summary of the relevant strategic documents with key influences 
highlighted with regard to open space, sport and recreation follows below. 
 

 
National – Department for Culture, Media and Sport 

3.5 In May 2010, a new coalition Government was formed.  This has caused a 
move away from the previous Government’s Public Service Agreement 
targets to a new business planning approach.  Although sport and active 
recreation has cross-cutting impacts, for example improved health through 
increased physical activity levels (tackling childhood obesity etc) - its key 
policy agenda and accountability is allocated to the Department for Culture, 
Media and Sport (DCMS).  The aim of the DCMS is: 

‘To improve the ‘quality of life’ for all through cultural and sporting 
activities, support the pursuit of excellence, and champion the tourism, 
creative and leisure industries.’ 

3.6 To address this aim, the DCMS Business Plan 2011 – 2015 has been 
produced.  Key areas of relevance are: 

Create a sporting legacy from the Olympic and Paralympic Games 
Encourage competitive sport in schools by establishing an annual 
Olympic and Paralympic-style schools event, improve local sports 
facilities and establish a lasting community sports legacy. 
 

3.7 To deliver this, the focus is upon developing new school based sport 
competitions, re-aligning Lottery funding to sport, protecting and developing 
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playing fields, and delivering community sport legacy plans, along with the 
delivery of Olympics and Paralympics (2012).  Impact focus is upon increasing 
participation in sport, however, a number of lead indicators are applicable, 
such as the number of school sport competitions organised etc.  This policy 
(PPG17) is important in that it looks to secure and develop the infrastructure 
for sport in Leeds, supporting DCMS outcomes. 

Fair Society, Healthy Lives, the Marmot Strategic Review of Health Inequalities 
in England post 2010 

3.8 Professor Sir Michael Marmot conducted a study on behalf of the Secretary of 
State for Health into health inequalities in England.  It seeks to increase 
awareness of the importance of good access to quality green spaces, in 
improving people’s mental and physical health, social interaction, play and 
contact with nature through recommendations to improve access to, and the 
quality of green space and indoor sport facilities available.  The policy is 
summarised below: 

Figure 3.1 Marmot Strategic Review of Health Inequalities in England post 2010 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.9 Specifically, the policy looks to ‘create and develop healthy and 
sustainable places and communities’.  This is to encourage a greater level 
of physical activity amongst children, young people and adults, it recommends 
that public open space and indoor sport facilities should be accessible by 
walking and cycling and that spaces are maintained to a high standard, safe, 
attractive and welcoming to everyone. 

3.10 It goes on further to state that local communities should be involved during the 
development control process to ensure the potential for physical activity is 
maximised. 
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Department for Health Business Plan 2011 – 2015 

3.11 The new business plan has been driven by the White Paper ‘Equity and 
Excellence: Liberating the NHS’ published on the 12th July 2010.  In general 
terms, both are focused upon improving public health outcomes and 
developing the preventative health agenda.  This means it is important to 
secure the right quantity, quality and accessibility of facilities in the area, 
including parks and indoor sport facilities to improve public health outcomes. 

 
National – Sport England 

3.12 Sport England will continue to play a key role in delivering the sporting 
elements of the DCMS’s strategic intent. ‘Grow, Excel and Sustain’ is Sport 
England’s strategy to deliver improved sporting outcomes.  Key focus of the 
strategy is upon: 

• Grow 
One million people taking part in more sport. More children and young 
people taking part in five hours of PE and sport a week.  These targets 
account for 15% of  investment. 

• Sustain 
More people satisfied with their sporting experience. 25% fewer 16-18 
year olds dropping out of at least nine sports – badminton, basketball, 
football, hockey, gymnastics, netball, rugby league, rugby union tennis.  
These targets account for 60% of investment. 

• Excel 
Improved talent development in at least 25 sports.  This target accounts 
for 25% of our investment. 

3.13 Sport England provides the key measure of adult participation through its 
‘Active People Survey’.  They have also profiled the people within Leeds to 
give indicative sporting segments.  These profile segments are illustrated in 
the following diagram. 
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Figure 3.2 Market Segmentation Profiles for Leeds Local Authority, Sport 
England 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Market Segmentation Profiles for Leeds LA
Source: Sport England Active People Market Segmentation, Sept 2007, Experian
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3.14 These profiles can be broken down to wards and super output areas and offer 
insight into the catchment areas of the facilities.  It is important to ensure that 
facilities are appropriately designed to encourage participation by residents.  It 
is clear that the quality and type of facilities are particularly important to the 
residents of Leeds.  Access to facilities is also important and facilities must be 
appropriately priced and located. 

Leeds – Local Strategic Partnership (Leeds Initiative) 

3.15 Sport and active recreation has a key role in supporting community ‘quality of 
life’ outcomes.  The Improvement and Development Agency has recently 
developed its Culture and Sport Outcomes Framework that looks at 
measuring the impact of sport across the community.  In April 2011 a new 
structure for the Leeds Initiative was implemented.  The new structure is 
headed by a main Leeds Initiative Board, which is supported by five theme 
boards: 

• Health and Wellbeing Board; 
• Children and Families Board; 
• Safer and Stronger Communities Board; 
• Sustainable Economy and Culture Board; and 
• Housing and Regeneration Board. 
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3.16 The overarching long-term vision for the partnership has recently been 
updated in the ‘Vision for Leeds 2011 to 2030’. By 2030 the vision is:  

• ‘By 2030, Leeds will be locally and internationally recognised as 
the best city in the UK.’ 

3.17 Key elements of the vision will support: 
• A world-class cultural offer; 
• world-class, cultural, digital and creative industries; 
• high-quality, accessible, affordable and reliable public transport; 
• successfully achieved a 40% reduction in carbon emissions (by 2020); 
• healthy life choices are easier to make; 
• community-led businesses meet local needs; 
• local services, including shops and healthcare, are easy to access and 

meet our needs; 
• local cultural and sporting activities are available to all; 
• there are high quality buildings, places and green spaces, which are 

clean and looked after. 
 

3.18 In order to deliver the above, a number of boards have been established that 
link to the wider Leeds Initiative network.  Each of these five boards will have 
ownership of the new City Priority Plans, and will be responsible for 
implementing a partnership approach to delivery.  This structure is supported 
by series of wider partnerships and networks, illustrated in Figure 3.1 overleaf: 

Figure 3.3 – Hierarchy diagram of Leeds Initiative 
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3.19 Key areas relevant to this policy with regards to the City Priority Plans are: 
• Best City… for Business – Sustainable Economy and Culture Board. 
• Leeds will be a great place for people and businesses, where: 

• Significant new job opportunities are created; 
• businesses are supported to start up, thrive and grow; 
• people enjoy a high quality and varied cultural offer; 
• people choose sustainable travel options; and 
• we all benefit from a low carbon economy. 

 
• Best City… for Health and Wellbeing – Health & Wellbeing Board. 
• Leeds will be a healthy and caring city for all ages where: 

• everyone lives longer, healthy lives; 
• everyone has the opportunity to improve their health; 
• people will live safe and fulfilling lives in their own homes; and 
• everyone has active and independent lives. 

 
Leeds – Sport Leeds

3.20 In terms of the above hierarchy, Sport Leeds forms a wider ‘network and 
partnership’ that supports the delivery of priorities for the Sustainable 
Economy and Culture Board.  ‘Taking the lead’ is the partnership’s strategy 
for sport and active recreation in the city.  The vision is: 

3.21 ‘By 2012, Leeds will be a leading city for sport and active recreation, 
recognised for the opportunities it provides from participation to excellence.  
Leeds will be a city where more people want to play sport, more people can 
play sport, and more people do play sport.’ 

3.22 Key priorities are: 

Theme 1 – Increasing participation 

Aim: to increase participation levels across all sections of the community. 

Theme 2 – Widening access 

Aim: To ensure equality of opportunity and to narrow the participation gap 
in sport and active recreation between different sectors and groups within 
the community.  

Theme 3 – Fulfilling potential 

Aim: To ensure effective talent identification and development structures 
are in place to enable people to achieve their full potential. 

Theme 4 – Achieving excellence 

Aim: To improve levels of performance and achieve and celebrate success 
in national and international competition. 

Theme 5 – Raising awareness 
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Aim: to ensure increased awareness of the opportunities and benefits in 
sport and active recreation through improved marketing and 
communication. 

Theme 6 – Linking to health 

Aim: to ensure the health benefits of sport and active recreation are 
recognised and developed. 

Theme 7 – Developing the infrastructure of sport 

Aim a): Places – to ensure that: there is a network of appropriately 
located quality facilities, including built facilities, playing pitches and 
open spaces which are accessible to the community; and facilities are 
of appropriate specification to meet the training and development 
needs of high-performance athletes in selected sports. 

Aim b): People – to ensure that: there is an effective network of 
voluntary sport clubs, organisations and volunteers which meets the 
needs of all sectors of the community; and there are sufficient 
appropriately qualified coaches and officials to meet the needs of sport 
in Leeds. 

3.23 Critically this policy will support the development of better quality, more 
accessible and appropriate quantities of sport facilities in the city, helping 
deliver theme 7. 

3.24 Participation in sport across the city is generated by many providers and 
understanding trends and change is complicated.  Many factors influence 
participation, such as economic cycles, the demography of the population, 
cultural background and health.  However, one critical factor most agree upon 
is that quality, quantity and accessibility of facilities are key drivers.  In terms 
of the adult population (16+), the following participation trends have occurred 
(Source - ‘Active People Survey’): 
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Figure 3.4 National Indicator 8 Participation in Sport and Active Recreation 3 
times a week for 30 minutes (Moderate Intensity), Sport England  
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Source: Sport England 

3.25 Across the city, inequalities in participation by different demographic groups 
persist, this is illustrated below on a geographic basis (facility distribution 
partly reflects these trends): 
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Figure 3.5 Leeds City Council Participation (3x30 minutes) Estimates by Middle 
Super Output Areas (MSOA) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.26 Both the Department for Culture Media and Sport (DCMS) Business Plan and 
the Department for Health (through its ‘Public Health Responsibility Deal’) 
focus upon reducing ‘rates of avoidable diseases that are the major causes of 
ill health and premature death’ and make a commitment to increasing 
participation rates by children and young people.  Previous performance is 
illustrated below.  It is a general policy principle that this level needs to 
increase to improve health and sporting outcomes.  It is worth noting health 
inequalities and deprivation in the city have clear synergies with the previous 
map: 
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Performance Indicator Baseline Current  Target  

Participation of children in sport 
(percentage of 5 – 16 year olds 
in school sports partnerships 
engaged in two hours a week 
minimum on high quality PE 
and school sport within and 
beyond the curriculum). 

63% 2004 
(academic 
year 2003 – 
2004 Sept - 
July).  

91% 2008 
(academic 
year 2007 – 
2008). 

90% by 2012 Sport 
Leeds. 

90% by July 2008 Leeds 
Local Area Agreement 

 
3.27 Childhood obesity presents a key challenge to the city along with 

overweight/obese adults.  This performance indicator has key role in 
promoting a healthy lifestyle and in helping to highlight sustainable health 
provision in the city. 

Leeds Unitary Development Plan (Review 2006) 
 

3.28 The plan provides a framework for development across Leeds, with key 
policies and goals of relevance to this study set out below: 

• SA1 maintain and enhance the character of Leeds 
• SA6 encourage the provision of facilities for leisure activities 
• SP1 and SP2 key principles of the plan are to protect and enhance 

green space and the countryside 
• Policies N1 and N1a state that development of land identified on the 

proposals map as protected green space or currently used as allotment 
gardens will not be permitted, unless there is sufficient green space in 
the area, an alternative site in an area of deficiency or for the purpose 
of outdoor recreation 

• Policy N2 supports the development of a green space hierarchy in 
residential areas.  The following minimum standards are: 

o Local amenity space (including informal amenity space and 
formal children’s play areas) – 0.2 hectares per 50 dwellings 

o Local recreational areas – 2.8 hectares within 400m 
o Neighbourhood/District Parks (including formal equipped 

playgrounds, playing pitches, courts and greens) – 12 hectares 
within 800m 

o Major City Parks – support for additional provision where 
possible 

• Policy N3 prioritises increasing the provision of green space in priority 
residential areas identified on the proposals map or in locations 
accessible on foot to those residing in the identified areas 

• Policy N4 states that new development proposals will be required to 
ensure appropriate access for residents to the hierarchy of open 
spaces identified in Policy N2 

• for local amenity space the minimum standards identified in Policy N2.1 
should be achieved.  Where the number of dwellings is not specified, 
10% of the total site area.  A lower proportion of green space may be 
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acceptable on developments unsuitable for under 18’s.  On larger 
developments, other levels within the hierarchy may be sought 

• the council may seek planning obligations to secure additional or 
enhanced green space on site or within close proximity to the 
development.  Obligations are likely to be sought where no green 
space protected under Policy N1 is accessible to the site within the 
thresholds identified in Policy N2 or where green space in the locality is 
of poor quality. 

• Policy N5 indicates that the council will seek and work in partnership 
with other agencies to improve the quantity and quality of green space  

• Policy N6 seeks to protect playing pitches unless there is a net gain to 
overall pitch quality and provision through redevelopment on site or 
suitable relocation or that there is no shortfall of pitches 

• Policy N7A supports the provision and enhancement of playing pitches 
in areas of shortfalls.  Provision may be sought through planning 
obligations 

• Policy N7B indicates that the council will pursue opportunities to 
address playing pitch deficiencies 

 
3.29 The key policies of relevance from the UDPR as detailed, must be considered 

in the development of the PPG17 study. 
 

Leeds Parks and Green Space Strategy (2009) 
 

3.30 In developing the Parks and Green space strategy, a large scale survey was 
conducted with 30,000 households, targeting mainly adults. 

 
3.31 The survey found that: 

• 54% of respondents in 2006 indicated that they visit a park or open 
space at least once per week 

• when accessing a park or open space, 59% walk and 37% travel by car 

• the majority of respondents (83%) travel less than 15 minutes to reach 
their chosen park or open space 

• 67% of residents feel safe or very safe when accessing a park or open 
space, a further 21% did not consider it to be an issue 

• from a satisfaction perspective the following results were identified: 
- country parks and city parks scored very highly when looking at 

design and appearance, cleanliness and maintenance and the 
quality of trees/flowers/ shrubs/grass areas  

- the range of visitor facilities at community parks, local green 
spaces and recreation grounds were only deemed fair 

- the average ratings across all parks and open spaces show that 
respondents were least satisfied with the sports facility provision 
within the sites  
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• when looking at parks specifically, results show that Roundhay was 
visited most frequently by residents, followed by Temple Newsam and 
Golden Acre.  

3.32 Quality of selected open spaces in the city is assessed using the Green Flag 
appraisal process.  Whilst a small number of the city’s most popular parks 
exceed the target, the majority of sites fall below the standard.  In general the 
major parks achieved the standard, whereas community parks are, on 
average, below the standard. 

3.33 The strategy developed a number of strategic aims, as listed below, and 
details associated objectives and desired outcomes. 

• to engage the community in promoting parks and green spaces 
as accessible places for everyone to experience and enjoy  

• to provide good quality parks and green spaces that are well 
managed and provide a range of attractive facilities 

• to plan for, develop new and protect existing parks and green 
spaces that will offer lasting social, cultural and environmental 
benefits for the people of Leeds  

• to promote parks and green spaces as places to improve health 
and well-being and prevent disease through physical activity, 
play, relaxation and contemplation  

• to promote liveability and the economic benefits of quality parks 
and green space provision as an integral part of major 
regeneration projects 

• to engage partners in supporting and delivering the Parks and 
Green Space Strategy. 

3.34 The findings of the survey undertaken for the Parks and Green Space 
Strategy will be considered together with the survey findings from this study, 
to provide robust evidence of local views and needs. 

3.35 The detailed information underlying the Parks and Green Space Strategy has 
been used to inform this study and subsequent setting of standards. 

 
GreenSTAT  – Residential Survey 2009 – Adults 
 
3.36 GreenSTAT is a national system that gives local residents the opportunity to 

comment on the quality of their open spaces and how well they feel they are 
being managed and maintained.  The survey was sent out to 30,000 residents 
of which 3,738 responded, a response rate of 12.46%.  

3.37 The survey found that: 
• 96% of respondents use a park 
• Over 60% of park users walk to the park 
• There are 60.4 million visits a year to parks in Leeds  

 31



• Roundhay Park is the most popular park with over 8 million visits a 
year 

• Pudsey Park, Woodhouse Moor Park and Horsforth Hall Park all 
receive over 2 million visits a year, with Temple Newsam Park and 
Golden Acre Park following closely behind with over 1.9m visits per 
year  

• There has been a 12.6% increase in the number of visits to parks in 
Leeds since 2006 

• The top two reasons for visiting a park are to get some fresh air and 
to go for a walk 

• Visitor satisfaction to all green space nominated in the survey 
scores either very good or good 

• 73% of respondents felt safe or very safe when visiting green 
space, with 8% feeling unsafe or very unsafe 

 
Playing Pitch Strategy (2002) 
 

3.38 Although now dated, this study was undertaken in parallel with a similar 
strategy for Bradford Metropolitan Borough Council.  A major driving factor for 
the pitch assessment and strategy was the need to identify a hierarchy of 
investment priorities for pitch improvement and development.  The study used 
the relevant Sport England methodology. 

3.39 The study found that there are 818 playing pitches within the Leeds City 
Council boundary over 401 sites and the following issues emerged: 

 Quality 
• in general the overall quality of playing pitches in the city is poor 

and there is a lack of quality ancillary facilities across the city 
• it is the quality of sites, rather than the quantity of pitches that is 

the main issue for clubs 
• in general the majority of schools with playing pitches graded 

their facilities as “average” or below 
• the poor quality of ancillary facilities within clubs will have an 

impact on their ability to develop women’s and girl’s teams in 
future years. 

 
 Quantity 

• Leeds City Council is the main provider of playing pitches within 
the city, (the city council owns and manages 111 playing pitch 
sites across the city).  Within the 111 sites, there are 274 playing 
pitches - many are multi-pitch and multi-sport sites 

• within Leeds, the private/voluntary sports club sector currently 
provides 117 playing pitch sites within Leeds (total of 207 
pitches) 

• the education sector currently provides 88 community accessible 
playing pitch sites within Leeds.  These sites provide 226 playing 
pitches. 
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• Leeds City Council has a total of 433 teams playing fixtures on 
its pitches on a weekend.  The above table identifies that the 
majority of pitches in the city are used for football and rugby 
league 

• there is an insufficient supply of mini soccer pitches in the city  
• city-wide, there is a sufficient supply of cricket pitches to 

accommodate current demand as well as any future increase in 
demand 

• city-wide, there is a sufficient supply of rugby union and rugby 
league pitches to accommodate current demand  

• there are currently 8 artificial turf pitches in Leeds to 
accommodate a minimum of 20 home fixtures on a Saturday 

• there is a sufficient supply of pitches within the city to 
accommodate the current demand for hockey fixtures. 

 

 Accessibility 
• there is currently little formal dual-use provision through 

education sites.  Approximately 34% of schools have community 
use on their facilities.  This equates to an untapped resource of 
97 pitches throughout the authority. 

 
3.40 Strategic recommendations were made; those of particular relevance to this 

study are detailed below. 
• identify sports pitch provision and ancillary facilities as a priority 

for investment and seek to use the planning policy process to 
prioritise facility development and future provision in line with the 
identified priorities in this strategy. 

• develop a consistent approach across the city to the designation 
of informal recreational land, and the relationship between 
these, and potential key pitch sites 

• seek to develop the overall use of education pitches for 
community use, and in so doing, develop appropriate support to 
facilitate access and use especially for junior teams 

• in line with Community Club developments, seek to reduce the 
overall number of non-significant single pitch sites managed 
directly by local authorities, and where appropriate, initiate and 
encourage the development of local networks of ‘community 
clubs’, which reflect local priorities for sports development 
across pitch sports, and provide for junior, and senior teams, 
training and competitive play 

• seek to improve the overall quality of existing and new ancillary 
accommodation, with a particular emphasis on the need to 
provide adequately for juniors and women, girls and disabled 
users 

• ensure playing pitch and public access requirements are 
addressed at the initial stages of any future developments. 

• administer the quantity standards for sports pitches: 
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- Mini football - 1.6 pitches per 1,000 population 
- Junior Football - 2.6 pitches per 1,000 population 
- Senior Football - 0.32 pitches per 1,000 population 
- Cricket - 0.21 pitches per 1,000 population 
- Rugby Union - 0.07 pitches per 1,000 population 
- Rugby League - 0.16 pitches per 1,000 population 
- Hockey - 0.022 pitches per 1000 population. 

 
3.41 The key issues from the playing pitch strategy provide additional evidence 

and information for the PPG17 study, in relation to the adequacy of outdoor 
sports facilities.  The information collected as part of this assessment could 
also facilitate updates to the Playing Pitch Strategy. 

 
Leeds Leisure Centres – Capital Investment Plan 
Including the initial 5 year action plan (2008-2013) 
 
3.42 The Leeds leisure centres capital investment plan outlines a clear vision for 

the city’s leisure centre stock  
“To provide high quality leisure centres, accessible to all, across the 
Leeds district.” 

 
3.43 The plan developed an indicative action plan for the 5 years from 2008/09 

until 2012/13.  The action plan focused on addressing the findings of the 
condition surveys, while also considering the outcome of the prioritisation 
exercise and where and when major investment should take place.  The 
action plan included best estimate costings based on the information 
available. 
 

3.44 The action plan proposed that: 
 

Centre Proposal 1 

Aireborough,  

Pudsey, Bramley 

Scott Hall,  

Kirkstall, Otley 

Rothwell 

Wetherby  

To undertake works required as detailed on table 3 (26 August 2009 
Executive Board report that illustrated a lack of investment in these sites - 
which are strategically well located and therefore require investment) of 
this report, and to seek to include these schemes within the reserved 
capital programme, so that, should resources be identified, they can be 
considered alongside other projects within the reserved programme. 

Centre Proposal 2 

East Leeds  

 

Fearnville  

(i)  To re-provide Fearnville and East Leeds Leisure Centres in the form of 
one new, purpose built, wellbeing centre, and to include this scheme within 
the reserved capital programme, so that should resources be identified, 
this scheme can be considered alongside other projects within the 
reserved programme. 

(ii)  Seek expressions of interest to transfer East Leeds and Fearnville 
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Leisure centres to a community organisation. 

(iii) East Leeds Leisure Centre and Fearnville Leisure Centre to remain 
under council management until such time that  a) a new wellbeing centre 
is confirmed / delivered and/or b) a suitable community organisation has 
been identified to whom to transfer the asset(s). 

Richmond Hill 
Sports Hall 

(iv) To seek to transfer the management of Richmond Hill Sports Hall to the 
English Table Tennis Association. 

Centre Proposal 3 

Kippax  

Garforth  

(i)  To re-provide Kippax and Garforth Leisure Centres in the form of a new 
or refurbished swimming pool, fitness suite and other appropriate dry side 
sports facilities to serve the communities of Garforth and Kippax. 

 

Centre Proposal 4 

South Leeds  (i)  Seek expressions of interest to transfer South Leeds Sports Centre to a 
community organisation. 

(ii) To close South Leeds Sports Centre (if no suitable community group is 
identified) when the new Morley Leisure Centre opens in 2010, and 
concentrate leisure provision at the John Charles Centre for Sport and 
Morley.  

Middleton  (iii) Seek to develop a new wellbeing facility for Middleton, at or in close 
proximity to the current St George’s Centre. 

iv) Seek expressions of interest to transfer the existing Middleton Leisure 
Centre (asset) to a community organisation. 

(v) Middleton Leisure Centre to remain under council management until 
such time that a) a new well being- being is confirmed /delivered (at or in 
close proximity to St George’s Centre) and/or b) a suitable community 
organisation has been identified to whom to transfer the existing Middleton 
Leisure Centre (asset). 

 

3.45 The Comprehensive Spending Review (October 2010), outlined a reduction in 
local government funding of 7.1% each year, for the next four years.  As a 
result, Leeds City Council must make savings of approximately £160 million 
over the next four years.  Additionally, the availability of capital funding has 
reduced, with the council losing around £3 million in leisure investment it had 
previously secured for three sites during 2010.  Therefore, delivering the 
above vision will be challenging. 

Sports Capital Investment Strategy – Options Appraisal (2006) 
 
3.46 Independent consultants were commissioned to produce an assessment of 

current indoor facilities covering the following key areas: 
• Physical Condition 
• Operational Effectiveness 
• Financial Economy 
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• Contribution to Corporate Priorities 
• Strategic Role 

 

3.47 The consultants were asked to produce a report which clearly outlines future 
options for each site considering maintaining the status quo (2 facilities), 
refurbishing (8 facilities), demolishing (4 facilities, including 1 rebuild) or 
transferring (1 facility to education, 1 to a community group). 

 

3.48 The document cautions that the options appraisal has resulted in a 
rationalisation and reduction in council sports and leisure centres.  If the 
portfolio cannot be maintained and remain competitive in relation to the quality 
of provision, in what is already a competitive market, there may be a need to 
review this options appraisal and further rationalise. 

 
3.49 The key issues and recommendations identified in the options appraisal and 

Facilities Planning Model (FPM) runs provide additional evidence and 
information to guide the PPG17 study, in relation to indoor sports facility 
provision.  The recommendations identified should be considered at the audit 
and standard setting stages to test out ‘what if’ scenarios and the impact on 
provision per 1,000 population. 

Children and Young People's Plan 2009-2014 

3.50 The plan sets out the approach the council  and its partners are taking to 
improving outcomes for children and young people in Leeds over the next five 
years.   

 
3.51 The plan contains 10 action priorities: 

Improving outcomes 
1 Improving outcomes for looked after children 
2 Improving attendance and reducing persistent absence from school 
3 Improving early learning and primary outcomes in deprived areas 
4 Providing places to go and things to do  
5 Raising the proportion of young people in education or work 
6 Reducing child poverty  
7 Reducing teenage conception  
8 Reducing the need for children and young people to be in care 
Working together better 
9 Strengthening and safeguarding 
10 Enabling integrated working 

 
Reducing obesity and raising activity 
 

Areas for development 
• Increase Weight Management Services and interventions. 
• On-going implementation of the Leeds School Meals Strategy. 
• Make sure that 95% of schools achieve the National Healthy Schools 

standard by December 2009. 
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• Increase community based obesity prevention interventions. 
What we have learned 

 
3.52 The vital roles that parenting, emotional well-being, physical activity, diet, 

school meals, play, parks, indoor sport facilities, green space and community 
safety strategies have in reducing childhood obesity. 

 
Our vision for 2014 
 
3.53 By 2014 we aim to achieve: 

• Reduced barriers for children and young people to access activities 
and places, including ensuring affordable and accessible transport for 
every child and young person in Leeds. 

• A lasting 2012 legacy for the city, with every young person active and 
regularly engaged in physical activity including sport. 

 
3.54 Promote sport and the PE Curriculum through the Leeds PE and School Sport 

Strategy. 
 

Staying healthy and leading a healthy lifestyle 
 
3.55 We promise to: 

• support and encourage you to enjoy a healthy life style, play sports, 
take part in leisure activities, avoid second-hand tobacco smoke, and 
enjoy a healthy diet. 

 
3.56 Local age appropriate play, leisure and recreation opportunities that are 

selected freely. 
 
Older Better - A strategy to promote a healthy and active life for older people in 
Leeds 2006–2011 
 
3.57 Over the next twenty years, the growth of the older population in Yorkshire 

and Humber will be dominated by people in their sixties.  By 2011 they will 
total 580,000, an increase of 111,000 over the previous decade. 

 
3.58 The strategy sits under both Healthy Leeds Partnership, which is ultimately 

accountable to the Leeds Initiative Board, and the Older People’s 
Modernisation Team which is accountable to the NHS Modernisation 
Executive. 

 
3.59 The Vision for the strategy is for “A life worth living for older people in Leeds is 

one where: they are respected and included; their contributions are 
acknowledged; and they are enabled to remain independent and enjoy as 
good mental and physical health as possible” 

 
3.60 The aim of the strategy is to promote a healthy and active life for older people 

in Leeds, by providing leadership to influence policy and practice, and 
supporting partners to deliver coordinated action to enable the strategy 
aspirations to be met. 
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3.61 The strategy involved extensive consultation and the needs relevant to this 

study, identified at events in Leeds are: 
• Preventative services; 
• to feel safe and secure in a healthy environment; 
• to be able to keep healthy and active. 

 

3.62 The provision of appropriate open space, sport and recreation facilities will 
contribute to the achievement of the goals of this strategy.  In particular, the 
evaluation of provision for older people will contribute to the objectives set out 
in the vision. 

 
Leeds Local Development Framework – Core Strategy (2009) 
Preferred Approach 
 
3.63 The proposed vision is - “For Leeds to be a distinctive, competitive, inclusive 

and successful city, for the benefit of its communities, now and in the future.”  
To be achieved through: 

• The continued regeneration & renaissance of the main urban area 
(including the city centre) and settlements; 

• meeting the need for homes and economic development; 
• protecting & enhancing the distinctiveness of the built and natural 

environment; 
• adapting to climate change; 
• the provision of physical & community infrastructure. 

 
3.64 Policies proposed include those to: 

• Create and enhance green infrastructure to ensure that Leeds 
increases the amount, distribution and accessibility of green space 
as it grows; 

• increase the woodland cover across the district; 
• secure developer contributions towards enhancement of green 

infrastructure associated with development; 
• protect and promote the Leeds Habitat Network; 
• create an additional  wetland nature reserve in the Lower Aire Valley 

at St Aidan’s former open cast site; 
• protect playing pitches and green space pending the conclusion of 

the PPG17 study. 
 
3.65 The core strategy will provide the spatial land use strategy for the provision of 

open space, sport and recreation facilities in Leeds. 
 
Supplementary Planning Guidance 4. Green space relating to new housing 
development (1998) 
 

3.66 Where new housing development is proposed, the provision of adequate 
green space must be provided by developers as a cost on the development, 
as much a part of the infrastructure as sewerage, land drainage or highways. 
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3.67 The general policy approach towards the provision of green space in 
residential developments is conditioned by the following major considerations: 
• the council seeks to achieve provision and standards in accordance with 

the Unitary Development Plan 
• green space is to be freely accessible by the public, not reserved for the 

private use of residents of the new development.  It is to be provided and 
maintained at the cost of the developer, in accordance with design and 
maintenance schemes agreed by the council 

• new green space should be accessible to all users including the least 
mobile 

• green space should provide for a range of both passive and active 
recreational 

• quality of green space provision, as well as quantity, is important 
• green space should be designed to be easy and economic to maintain 

 
3.68 This guidance may require replacement to ensure it reflects up-to-date 

standards and policies resulting from this study. 
 

Summary 

3.69 The provision of open spaces, sport and recreation facilities should contribute 
to the achievement of objectives such as social and community cohesion, 
urban renaissance and promoting a healthy and enjoyable life.  The effective 
provision of open space, sport and recreation facilities offers multiple benefits 
to local residents.  As well as providing a visual amenity, open spaces can 
also be central to the local community and provide an opportunity to 
participate in physical activity.  The provision of open spaces can, therefore, 
contribute towards the creation of additional opportunities to improve the 
health and well being of communities. 

3.70 Any development of open spaces (ie. provision of either new or enhancement 
of existing spaces) should take into account bio-diversity and nature 
conservation opportunities and develop an increasing environmental 
awareness, as well as facilitating the objective for increasing participation in 
sport and active recreation. 

3.71 Many organisations are willing to work in partnership together to manage and 
develop existing open spaces and share similar aims and objectives eg 
protecting, enhancing and maximising the use and nature conservation value 
of open spaces.  The importance of enhancing biodiversity across the region 
as well as maintaining and improving the green network is a key feature of 
many regional strategies. 
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Chapter 4 Parks and Gardens 
 
Introduction and Definition 
 
4.1 As a consequence of the industrial revolution, public parks were a reactive 

policy intervention, created to alleviate the ills of the period.  Their creation 
could be achieved quickly, and their impact was relatively immediate.  They 
created healthier towns and cities as a result of their existence, and the 
grandeur of the park could be used as a measure of a city’s success and 
status.  Public parks have now become a regular part of many people’s lives.  
Over 30 million people in England use them, making over 2 billion visits per 
year.  70% of people visit parks regularly, with many going every day. 

 
4.2 The first public, and still best known parks in Leeds, were adapted from 

former private estates such as Temple Newsam, Roundhay and Lotherton 
Hall.  Leeds is fortunate to have six large city parks compared with other UK 
cities, and these parks create a significant contribution to the character and 
environmental quality of the city. 

 
4.3 This chapter will consider the existing quantity, quality and accessibility of the 

Parks and Gardens sites.  The results of the needs assessment and other 
consultation results will inform the preparation and justification for the 
proposed standards.  The proposed standards will be used to identify areas of 
deficiency and surplus. 

 
4.4 PPG17 refers to ‘parks and gardens’ including urban parks, country parks and 

formal gardens.  These are defined as accessible spaces, offering high quality 
opportunities for informal recreation and community events. 

 
4.5 For the purposes of auditing, the council have broken down this classification 

into local recreation ground, neighbourhood park and city park.  These sub-
categories relate to the functionality of the space and the potential strategic 
catchment. 

 
4.6 Parks usually contain a variety of facilities and amenities, including some that 

fall within different classifications of open space.  The larger city parks can 
perform almost all the functions of other spaces within the typology.  For 
example, Roundhay Park contains a sports ground, allotments, golf course, 
extensive natural woodland areas, children’s equipped play facilities, courts 
and greens.  This site is considered a city park as it offers a wide variety of 
facilities and, therefore, attracts users from a city wide catchment and beyond. 

 
Strategic Context 
 

Leeds Unitary Development Plan (Review 2006) 
4.7 The plan provides the existing framework for development across Leeds.  The 

key policy areas of relevance to this study are: 
• SG6 - encourage the provision of facilities for leisure activities; 
• SP1 & 2 - protect and enhance green space provision and the 

countryside; 
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• Policy N1 & N1a protects green space and allotments identified on 
the proposals map; 

• Policy N2 sets out the green space hierarchy: 
o Amenity 0.2 Hectares per 50 dwellings  
o Local Recreation Areas 2.8 Hectares within 400m 
o Neighbourhood/District Parks 12 Hectares within 800m 
o Major City Parks – support for additional provision where 

possible 
• Policy N3 prioritises increasing the provision of green space in 

priority residential areas as identified on the proposals map; 
• Policy N4 requires new residential development to deliver green 

space provision in regard to the green space hierarchy policy N2; 
• Policy N5 establishes the council’s intention to improve quantity and 

quality of green space either on its own or in partnership where 
appropriate; 

• Policy N6 protects playing pitches from development as identified 
on the proposals map; 

• Policy N7A encourages the provision and enhancement of playing 
pitches in areas of recognised shortfall; 

• Policy N7B indicates the council will  pursue opportunities to 
address deficiencies in playing pitch provision. 

 
Parks and Green Space Strategy (2009) LCC Parks and Countryside 

4.8 In developing the Parks and Green Space Strategy, a large scale survey was 
conducted with 30,000 households, targeting adults.  The survey found that: 

• 54% of respondents in 2006 indicated that they visit a park or open 
space at least once per week; 

• when accessing a park or open space, 59% walk and 37% travel by 
car; 

• the majority of respondents (83%) travel less than 15 minutes to 
reach their chosen park or open space; 

• 67% of residents feel safe or very safe when accessing a park or 
open space, a further 21% did not consider it to be an issue; 

• from a satisfaction perspective, the following results were identified: 
- country parks and city parks scored very highly for design 

and appearance, cleanliness and maintenance and the 
quality of trees/flowers /shrubs/ grass areas 

- the range of visitor facilities at community parks, local green 
spaces and recreation grounds were only deemed fair 

- the average ratings across all parks and open spaces show 
that respondents were least satisfied with the sports facility 
provision within the sites  

• when looking at parks specifically, results show that Roundhay was 
visited most frequently by residents, followed by Temple Newsam 
and Golden Acre.  

 
4.9 In the course of developing the strategy, 150 green space sites were selected 

for detailed quality assessment using the Green Flag standard.  The majority 
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of sites fell below the standard.  In general, the major parks achieved the 
standard (a score of 49), whereas, on average, community parks were well 
below the Green Flag standard. 

 
4.10 The strategy developed a number of strategic aims, as listed below, and 

details associated objectives and desired outcomes: 
• to engage the community in promoting parks and green spaces as 

accessible places for everyone to experience and enjoy;  
• to provide good quality parks and green spaces that are well 

managed and provide a range of attractive facilities; 
• to promote parks and green spaces as places to improve health 

and well-being and prevent disease through physical activity, play, 
relaxation and contemplation; 

• to promote liveability and the economic benefits of quality parks and 
green space provision as an integral part of major regeneration 
projects; 

• to engage partners in supporting and delivering the Parks and 
Green Space Strategy. 

 
Consultation – Assessing Local Needs 

4.11 Consultation undertaken as part of the PPG17 study highlighted that:  
• parks are highly valued across the community.  The wide range of 

facilities available at this type of open space was seen as particularly 
important and perceived to provide a wide range of recreational 
opportunities for residents; 

• 50% of respondents to the household survey, and 60% of 
respondents to the on-street survey identify parks and gardens as 
their most frequently visited open space, 80% of respondents in both 
surveys stated that they visit a park at least once a month.  Only 5% 
of household respondents never visit parks at all; 

• the top ten most used open spaces and recreation facilities in the 
city are all parks; 

• 28% of young people and children indicated that parks were their 
favourite type of open space.  The range of facilities and amenities 
offered in parks was a particularly attractive feature.  However, 34% 
stated there were not enough parks; 

• parks are visited for exercise, contemplation and relaxation and to 
take children to play. 

 
Current Provision Quantity 
 
4.12 The largest parks in the city are Roundhay, Temple Newsam, Middleton, 

Golden Acre, Lotherton Hall and Kirkstall Abbey.  The most popular parks 
measured by volume of visits per annum (in order) are Roundhay Park, 
Woodhouse Moor, Temple Newsam, Pudsey and Horsforth Hall (source: A 
Parks and Green Space Strategy for Leeds 2009). 

 

 42



4.13 The audit data on each of the sub categories of parks and gardens is 
presented in the below table.  The three sub categories are also aggregated, 
to present a parks and garden total.  The information is available by analysis 
area to show the spatial distribution across the city. 

 
Table 4.1 Total provision of Parks and Gardens in Leeds by Analysis Area 
 

Analysis 
Area 

Population 
all ages 

2008 mid 
year 

estimate 

Local 
Rec’n 

Area Ha 
Neigh’hood 

Park Ha 

Parks and 
Gardens 
exc. City 
Parks Ha. 

Parks and 
Gardens 
Exc. City 
Parks- Ha 
per 1,000 

pop  
City 

Park Ha 

Parks and 
Gardens 
inc. City 

Parks Ha. 

Parks and 
Gardens 
inc. City 

Parks – Ha 
per 1,000 

pop 
East Inner 80,578 18.61 31.4 50.01 0.62 0 50.01 0.62 
East Outer 85,392 24.61 45.02 69.63 0.82 339.61 409.24 4.79 
North East 
Inner 70,909 6.67 50.07 56.74 0.8 148.09 204.83 2.89 
North East 
Outer 62,281 25.95 0.25 26.2 0.42 57.13 83.33 1.34 
North West 
Inner 106,127 41.47 48.11 89.58 0.84 24.16 113.74 1.07 
North West 
Outer 87,305 39.13 79.68 118.81 1.36 42 160.81 1.84 
South Inner 74,683 59.63 30.07 89.7 1.2 143.07 232.77 3.12 
South Outer 90,587 74.81 33.56 108.37 1.2 0 108.37 1.2 
West Inner 50,297 20.91 73.47 94.38 1.88 0 94.38 1.88 
West Outer 71,097 35.17 44.65 79.82 1.12 0 79.82 1.12 
Leeds 779,256 346.95 436.28 783.23 1.01 754.05 1537.28 1.97 

 
4.14 The key issues emerging from the above Table 4.1 and consultations relating 

to the quantity of provision of formal parks across the city include: 
 

• respondents to the household survey expressed an overall 
satisfaction with the provision of parks and gardens, with 61% of 
residents stating that provision is about right as compared to 22% 
who stated there was not enough; 

• findings within the individual analysis areas are consistent with the 
city wide results, with the majority of residents in all areas stating 
that provision is sufficient.  The greatest level of dissatisfaction is in 
the East Inner and South Inner areas, where a significant proportion 
of residents indicate provision is insufficient (36% and 34% 
respectively).  This is despite the South Inner area having one of 
the highest levels of provision, both including and excluding the 
contribution of Middleton Park (city park); 

• parks are unevenly distributed across the city; 

• due to their large size, city parks have a dramatic influence over the 
green space provision in the areas in which they are located; 

• the largest city park is Temple Newsam at 340 hectares.  The 
dramatic affect of this single space increases the provision in the 
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East Outer area by a factor of eight times.  Consequently, the area 
goes from below average provision, excluding city parks (0.82 
Hectares per 1,000 population), to the area with the largest 
provision of all parks at 4.79 Hectares per 1,000 population; 

• the lowest current provision (including city parks)  per 1,000 
population is located in the East Inner area at 0.62 Hectares per 
1,000 population; 

• the areas of East Inner, East Outer, North East Inner, North East 
Outer, North West Inner, all have provision of less than 1 Hectares 
per 1,000 population (excluding city parks); 

• 34% of respondents to the young people’s survey state that the 
provision of parks is sufficient. 

 
4.15 The below table shows how the current provision of parks and gardens in 

each analysis area performs when assessed against a range of possible 
future population projects to the year 2026.  The Leeds Core Strategy uses an 
end date of 2026: 

 
Table 4.2 – Provision of Parks and Gardens per 1000 Population based on the 
Three Population Growth Scenarios 
 

Analysis 
Area 

Parks and 
Gardens 
Ha. Exc. 
City Parks 

No. of 
sites  

Smallest 
site (Ha)  

Largest 
site 
(Ha)  

Scenario A 
Provision 
per 1000 
population 
(2026)  

Scenario B 
Provision 
per 1000 
population 
(2026)  

Scenario C 
Provision 
per 1000 
population 
(2026)  

East Inner 50.01 8 1.96 20.23 0.53 0.49 0.51 
East Outer 69.63 15 0.36 34.46 0.61 0.56 0.67 
North East 
Inner 56.74 7 0.22 34.15 0.78 0.75 0.66 
North East 
Outer 26.2 14 0.17 4.68 0.41 0.39 0.35 
North West 
Inner 89.58 18 0.31 22.72 0.82 0.76 0.69 
North West 
Outer 118.81 23 0.27 22.33 1.25 1.17 1.12 
South Inner 89.7 20 0.46 17.3 0.95 0.76 0.99 
South Outer 108.37 31 0.32 22.2 1.12 1.01 0.98 
West Inner 94.38 14 0.28 34.55 1.82 1.71 1.54 
West Outer 79.82 19 0.14 16.17 1.07 1.01 0.92 
Leeds 783.23 169 0.14 34.55 0.90 0.83 0.83 

Explanatory note: 
Scenario A – Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) based on initial employment led 
population projection data which realigned population levels from 2001 to 2010 with locally derived 
data sources and projected growth based on employment projections.  Distribution of future 
population across the city is aligned with housing units identified through the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and application of selected planning policy constraints identified in 
the Core Strategy Preferred Approach.  Average household size is derived from the SHMA 
assumptions. 
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Scenario B – Strategic Housing Market Assessment based on ONS population estimates 2001 to 
2010 and ONS projections to 2026.  Distribution of future population aligned with housing units 
identified through the SHLAA with limited planning policy constraints applied to site selection. 
Scenario C – 22% increase in population of 169,700 between 2008 and 2026 using ONS population 
projections evenly distributed between the analysis areas. 
 
Setting a Quantity Standard 
 
4.16 The recommended local quantity standard for parks and gardens has been 

derived from the local needs consultation and audit of provision and is 
summarised below. 

4.17 In line with the key themes emerging from the consultation, the standard for 
parks and gardens is set at the existing level of city wide provision, reflecting 
the overall satisfaction with existing provision.  However, there remains an 
unequal distribution as highlighted above in table 4.2 and table 4.3. 

Existing level of provision = 1 Hectare per 1,000 population 
Proposed level of provision = 1 Hectare per 1,000 population 

 
4.18 The proposed standard excludes the contribution of the six city parks.  

However, city parks function as neighbourhood parks, recreation grounds and 
amenity space at a local level.  To exclude them entirely would introduce 
another data skew.  Proximity of city parks to local communities will be 
considered in the accessibility assessment. 

 
4.19 The city parks contribute a combined 754 hectares of green space supply, but 

are largely the result of several large historic donations to the city.  There are 
no plans that additional city parks would be created from new development 
sites.  Nor is it anticipated that additional city parks would be created where 
existing gaps in provision exist.  City parks serve the city as a whole, and 
attract visitors from beyond the city boundaries.  The existing level of 
provision of city parks, as shown in table 4.1 is 1 hectare per 1,000 
population.  This level of city park provision will gradually decrease over time 
as the city population grows, whereas the above standard for Parks and 
Gardens should increase the total quantity in parallel with population growth 
to ensure that provision remains at 1 hectare per 1,000 population.   

 
Current Provision - Quality 

4.20 The Green Flag Award is a national standard for parks and green space.  The 
last round of awards were presented in August 2010.  In Leeds, Pudsey Park, 
Lotherton Hall, Temple Newsam, Golden Acre Park, Roundhay Park, Otley 
Chevin Forest Park and Kirkstall Abbey currently hold this status. 

4.21 For the purposes of this study, the quality of existing parks and gardens in the 
city was assessed through site visits against a reduced and localised variation 
of the national Green Flag standard.  Although it should be noted that the full 
range of criteria were used for the 150 sites assessed through the Leeds 
Quality Parks Initiative.  Each site was assessed against various relevant 
criteria.  A copy of the site assessment form is available at Appendix C.  The 
assessment can be presented as either a score out of 10 or a percentage.  
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The results are summarised in Table 4.3 below.  It is important to note that 
site assessments reflect the quality of the site on the day they were visited. 

 
Table 4.3 Quality of Parks and Gardens by Analysis Area 
 

Analysis Area 

Average 
Quality 
Score 

Range of 
Scores 

Lowest Quality 
Site 

Highest 
Quality Site Number of 

sites 

East Inner 5.26 3.61 - 6.69 
The Rein, 
Seacroft 

Ebors 
Playing 
Fields 

8 

East Outer 5.68 3.84 – 7.06 Whinmoor Park 
Manston 

Park 15 

North East Inner 5.72 4.16 – 6.86 Miles Hill 
Hollin Drive, 
Meanwood 7 

North East Outer 5.92 3.69 – 8.46 

Hatfield Lane 
Recreation 

Ground 

Adj Clifford 
Village Hall 14 

North West Inner 4.96 3.53 - 7.69 
Woodhouse 
Moor, Park 

North West 
Road, Little 

London 
18 

North West Outer 5.54 3.26 - 7.33 Holt Park 

Micklefield 
Park, 

Rawdon 
23 

South Inner 5.17 3.4 – 7.23 Hunslet Lake 

Winrose 
Crescent, 
Belle Isle 

20 

South Outer 5.82 2.92 - 8.76 Adwalton Moor 

Springfield 
Hill Park, 
Churwell 

31 

West Inner 4.72 2.5- 6.53 

Ley Lane 
Recreation 

Ground, Armley 

Ganners 
Lane, 

Bramley 
14 

West Outer 5.95 3.53 – 7.81 
Roker Recreation 
Ground, Pudsey 

Adjacent to 
Southroyd 

Primary 
School 

19 

Leeds 5.50 2.5 - 8.76 

Ley Lane 
Recreation 

Ground, Armley 

Springfield 
Hill Park, 
Churwell 

169 

 
4.22 The results demonstrate the range of quality across the city’s park and garden 

sites.  On average, the highest scoring sites are located in the North East 
Outer and the lowest in the West Inner area.  The following table 4.4 breaks 
down the quality scores by the parks and gardens sub type. 
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Table 4.4 – Quality of Parks and Gardens by Typology Sub Type 
 
Sub Type Average Score Range Lowest Highest 

City Parks 6.79 4.20 – 7.73 Middleton Park 
Lotherton Hall 

Estate 

Local Recreation 
Areas 5.42 2.5 – 8.61 

Ley Lane 
Recreation 

Ground 

Moor Knoll 
Recreation 

Ground, East 
Ardsley 

Neighbourhood 
Parks 5.7 3.26 – 8.76 Holt Park 

Springfield Mill 
Park 

Leeds 5.55 2.5 – 8.76 

Ley Lane 
Recreation 

Ground 
Springfield Mill 

Park 
 
4.23 The audit results reflect that average quality is higher for the larger city parks, 

over the more local recreation grounds.  It is important to note that this is not a 
reflection of the wider range of facilities offered by those parks.  Spaces were 
assessed against factors relevant to that space being assessed.  For 
example, it would be unreasonable, to expect a small local park to have all the 
facilities of a city park.  Small sites, providing all the facilities that they could 
be expected to offer, would receive a similarly good score even if it did not 
offer the wide range of facilities of a city park.  The scores are more likely a 
result of the daily staff presence at the city parks. 

 
4.24 The key issues emerging from the consultations and data relating to the 

quality of provision of parks across the city include:  
• 54% of the on-street survey and 72% of the household survey 

respondents rating parks and gardens as good/very good; 
• 32% of the on-street survey and 19% household survey respondents 

rating parks and gardens as average; 
• Only a small minority of respondents (10% of the on-street survey 

respondents and 7% of the household survey respondents) rated parks 
and gardens as very poor/poor; 

• Survey respondents were consistently positive across the city with the 
exception of inner East and inner South; with 13% and 24% of the 
households surveyed considering the current provision to be poor/very 
poor; 

• The main issues stated by respondents related to dog fouling, 
vandalism/graffiti, litter problems and misuse or abuse of the site 

• Respondents noted that the features in providing good quality parks 
were, clean and litter free, flowers and trees, well kept grass, toilet 
provision and footpaths 

• The audit data revealed the current average quality score for parks and 
gardens is 5.55 out of 10 or 55% 

 
Setting a Quality Standard 
 
4.25 The Green Flag award is assessed in two key ways, firstly by reviewing a site 

management plan, and secondly a field assessment based primarily on 
observation during a site visit.  Each category is given a score out of 10, with 
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a maximum of 30 points for the desk assessment and 70 points for the field 
assessment.  To achieve the standard a minimum of 15 on the desk 
assessment  and 42 on the field assessment is needed, however, an award 
can only be given if the overall score is greater than 65.   

 
4.26 The council’s Parks and Countryside Service operate a rolling programme of 

assessing 150 of the city’s most popular parks and green spaces against an 
amended Green Flag standard.  This exercise is known as Leeds Quality 
Parks (LQP) and assesses 50 sites every year, or 150 sites over 3 years. 
 

4.27 In assessing sites for LQP, the Green Flag desk assessment is not carried out 
as most sites do not have a management plan.  Thus, only the field based 
assessment is conducted, and as explained above, the score required to 
reach the standard is in effect 48.  On average, each category must, 
therefore, achieve 7 out of 10 to reach the standard, although there is no 
minimum score for each category. 

 
4.28 In 2007/08, 17%  of the sites assessed under LQP passed the adopted 

standard. 
 
4.29 As the PPG17 audit considered on-site quality using a field based 

assessment, the proposal is that the Green Flag quality standard, for the field 
assessment, is extended to all the green space that can be considered as 
Parks and Gardens.  To account for the absence of the desk assessment and 
retain the disproportionate Green Flag emphasis on an overall pass mark, it is 
proposed to set the quality standard at 7 out of 10, or 70%.  This is consistent 
with the council’s existing LQP standard. 

 
4.30 As the audit criteria were assessed on a range of 0 to 10, then the standard to 

achieve is an average of 7 (ie. 70% of 10) for all applicable criteria. 
 

Existing Quality average is 5.55 
Proposed Quality Standard is 7 out of 10 (70%) 

 
Current Provision - Accessibility 

4.31 The accessibility of sites is key to making the site widely available to the 
maximum number of potential park users.  The recommended local standard 
is set in the form of a distance threshold and is derived from the findings of 
local consultations. 

4.32 Site specific accessibility issues were also analysed as part of the site visits, 
where information and signage and general access issues were assessed. 

4.33 Consultation and analysis has shown that the key accessibility issues are: 

• Results of the Green Stat 2009 resident survey indicate that 74% of 
users travel to community parks on foot and 23% by car; 

• in the Needs Assessment, walking is identified as the mode of travel 
whereby most respondents ‘expect’ to reach parks and gardens.  69% 
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of the household survey and 81% in the on-street survey expect to 
walk to parks; 

• driving is identified as the second most popular expected mode of 
travel whereby respondents ‘expect’ to reach parks and gardens, 26% 
of the household survey and 13% in the on-street survey expect to 
drive to parks; 

• results of the Green Stat survey 2009 reveal that 88% of respondents 
travel less than 15 minutes to access a community park; 

• the 75 percentile of respondents to the Needs Assessment indicate a 
10 minute expected walk time to access parks and gardens; 

• the 75 percentile of respondents who favoured to travel to parks & 
gardens by car indicated a preferred journey time of 15 minutes; 

• findings of site assessments reveal that while on the whole parks are 
easily accessible, scores are polarised, ranging from 0% to 100% 
indicating that improvements are required.  The average score attained 
for the access scoring criteria was 6.  While many sites were perceived 
to be easily accessible with numerous entrances and well signed, 
others were considered to be poorly signed. 

 
Setting an Accessibility Standard 
 
4.34 The recommended local accessibility standard for parks and gardens is 

summarised below.  The standard reflects local aspirations, with regard to 
‘expected’ travel mode, as well as the focus on improving the physical access 
to parks and gardens across the city. 

 
Recommended Accessibility Standard 

15 minute walk time 

4.35 There is a clear expectation from respondents that they would prefer to walk 
to parks and gardens.  Therefore, a walk time standard is recommended.  The 
standard has been set at a 15 minute (720 metres) walk time to local Parks 
and Gardens.  Whilst the third quartile (ie. 75% of respondents) identified a 
preferred walk time of 10 minutes.  The average response time is 11 minutes.  
The access to this typology also has to consider, access to amenity space at 
the lower level of the green space hierarchy.  Respondents to amenity space 
also identified a 10 minute expected access time (see chapter 5).  Setting the 
standard at 15 minutes provides a more realistic target and ensures a 
strategic distribution of the larger spaces with a greater range of facilities.  
This will enable a focus on the delivery of higher quality facilities, rather than a 
proliferation of smaller and poorly equipped parks.  Appropriate access to 
parks and gardens will be instrumental in the delivery of targets to increase 
physical activity and healthy lifestyles.  The standard recommended should be 
considered a minimum standard. 
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Applying the standards 
 
4.36 The application of the recommended quantity, quality and accessibility 

standards is essential in understanding the existing distribution of parks and 
identifying areas where provision is insufficient to meet local need.  Whilst it is 
important to consider the application of each standard in isolation, in reality 
they should be considered in the context of each other. 

4.37 The application of the local quantity standard for each area is set out in Table 
4.5.  This assumes that only the population will increase, but the Parks and 
Gardens provision remains constant.  The table illustrates the application of 
the standard against the current provision, and the likely implications of each 
of the three projected growth scenarios.  The minus figures show the shortfall 
in hectares between what the forecast population would require when 
applying a standard of 1 hectares per 1,000 population.  For example, the 
East Inner area is currently some 31 hectares in deficiency.  This deficiency 
increases to 43, 52 or 48 hectares depending on the growth scenario. 

 
Table 4.5 Application of Quantity Standard based on Existing Parks and 
Gardens provision (excluding city parks) to Show Deficits and Surplus by 
Analysis Area
 

Analysis Area 

Current 
balanced 
against 
local 
standard (1 
hectares 
per 1000 
population) 

Future 
balanced 
against 
local 
standard - 
Scenario A 
(1 hectares 
per 1000 
population) 

Future 
balanced 
against 
local 
standard - 
Scenario B 
(1 hectares 
per 1000 
population) 

Future 
balanced 
against 
local 
standard – 
Scenario C 
(1 hectares 
per 1000 
population)  

East Inner -30.57 -43.64 -52.11 -48.12 
East Outer -15.76 -44.10 -55.28 -34.36 
North East 
Inner -14.17 -15.79 -18.61 -29.61 
North East 
Outer -36.08 -38.35 -41.11 -49.65 
North West 
Inner -16.55 -19.82 -28.18 -39.66 
North West 
Outer 31.51 23.87 17.53 12.49 
South Inner 15.02 -4.65 -28.96 -1.25 
South Outer 17.78 11.79 0.60 -1.95 
West Inner 44.08 42.43 39.20 33.13 
West Outer 8.72 5.02 1.16 -6.76 
Leeds 3.97 -83.26 -165.77 -165.75 
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4.38 As can be seen in Table 4.5: 

• Overall there is adequate provision of parks and gardens to meet current 
demand.  In the event of any of the three population growth scenarios, the 
existing provision will become insufficient; 

• if the population is to increase as projected in scenarios A and B, the 
application of the quantity standard indicates that there will be a shortfall of 
83.26 hectares by 2026 using scenario A, or 165.77 hectares using 
scenario B; 

• based on the application of the quantity standard, the East Outer, North 
East Inner and South Inner have sufficient provision to meet current and 
future demand, however, this is primarily a reflection of the location of the 
larger city parks; 

• the greatest expected future shortfall is found within the North East Outer 
area, where a shortfall of 83 hectares is anticipated by 2026 (Scenario A); 

• in light of the wide catchment of parks and gardens, quantitative 
deficiencies are of limited significance unless the deficiency is sufficiently 
large to justify the development of a new park; which appears justified 
under the majority of the areas and scenarios put forward; 

• the application of the local accessibility standards for parks and gardens is 
set out overleaf in Plan 4.1.  Consideration is given to the interrelationship 
between parks and amenity green spaces in Plan 4.2. 

 
4.39 Analysis using GIS reveals that 86% of households in Leeds currently have 

access to a Park and Garden within a 15 minute walk of their home.  The 
average distance travelled by a Leeds household, to the nearest Park or 
Garden site is 426 meters as a straight line distance.  Assuming a 40% 
allowance for having to follow the road layout, this calculates to a probable 
walk distance of 596 metres. 

4.40 Plan 4.1 applies the 15 minute walk time catchment to parks and garden sites 
and city parks.  The plan illustrates that the vast majority of populated areas of 
the city have excellent access to this type of provision.  The most obvious 
gaps in provision are large industrial areas or unpopulated rural locations. 

4.41 In order to maximise the benefit of new parks, any new facilities should be 
targeted in locations that are currently lacking in provision where there is no 
overlap with the catchment of existing parks.  While across the city there is 
currently sufficient provision to meet the needs of residents in quantitative 
terms, population growth will mean that in certain areas additional provision 
will be required over the LDF period.  It is, therefore, imperative to plan for 
new green space in parallel with future housing growth in the Core Strategy 
and future site allocations development plan document. 
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4.42 For the purposes of this assessment, all Parks and Garden sites have a 15 
minute walk time catchment.  However, some sites (City Parks) draw 
residents from outside the Leeds authority boundary.  It is important that all 
residents have access to a site within a 15 minute walk time, as well as 
facilitating access by sustainable modes of transport to larger sites.  This 
should ensure that parks are located on public transport routes as well as 
maximising green links between sites. 

4.43 While the strategy should focus on improving the quality of key sites, if the 
overall aim of ensuring that the majority of residents are within 15 minutes of a 
quality park is to be achieved, qualitative improvements will be required at 
sites across the city, as well as new provision in key areas of deficiency, as 
the population grows. 

4.44 As discussed later in chapter 5, where parks are provided within a 10 minute 
catchment (the recommended distance threshold for amenity green space as 
proposed in chapter 5) this may negate the need for further provision of 
amenity green space as a higher order facility, such as parks, provide a 
greater range of formal facilities than amenity space. 

4.45 The presence of amenity green space in areas deficient of parks provides an 
opportunity to formalise these spaces to better meet the needs of local 
residents.  Plan 4.1 can be used to illustrate the location of accessibility 
deficiencies ie. those areas falling outside the 15 minutes walk time 
catchments, and the availability and location of amenity green space.  Further 
detailed assessment will be required to ascertain if specific amenity spaces in 
areas of identified deficiency are capable of appropriate enhancement to allow 
the transformation from amenity space to park. 
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4.46 Appendix D includes a series of ten plans which present each of the analysis 
areas at a detailed, larger scale.  This permits more detailed examination of 
the gaps in provision and identifies which amenity green spaces could be 
considered for enhancement .  Using these accessibility plans, it is possible to 
identify the following residential neighbourhoods and communities as 
locations where households do not have 15 minute walk time access to a park 
or garden. 

 
Table 4.6  Communities in Accessibility Standard Deficit to Parks or Gardens 
by Analysis Area 
 

Analysis Area Neighbourhood / Community in Accessibility Deficit 
East Inner 
(Appendix D.1) Parts of Fearnville and Gipton to the south of Easterly Road 

East Outer 
(Appendix D.2) 

Swillington, East Kippax, Old Micklefield, parts of Great 
Preston and Allerton Bywater and the smaller villages of 
Ledston, Ledsham, Lower Mickeltown and Methley Junction. 

North East Inner 
(Appendix D.3) Carr Manor, Moortown 

North East Outer 
(Appendix D.4) 

Nothern Alwoodley, Slaid Hill, Shadwell, Scholes, Scarcroft 
and the smaller settlements of Thorner, Aberford, East 
Keswick, Harewood, Barsdsey, Collingham, Linton, Thorp 
Arch and Walton. 

North West Inner 
(Appendix D.5) A small area of Ireland Wood and central Headingley. 

North West Outer 
(Appendix D.6) 

Bramhope, North Horsforth around The Brownberries and the 
smaller settlement of Arthington 

South Inner 
(Appendix D.7) Leeds City Centre 

South Outer 
(Appendix D.8) Hill Top and Haigh Moor area of West Ardsley 

West Inner 
(Appendix D.9) The Poplars area of Armley 

West Outer 
(Appendix D.10) Gamble Hill, Wortley 

 
4.47 In considering the identification of specific amenity sites for transformational 

enhancement, it is essential that the following factors are considered: 
 

• Level of accessibility deficit eg. 16 minutes (minor deficit just outside 
the accessibility standard) or 26 minutes (substantial deficiency).  A 
minor deficit is unlikely to justify the level of investment required; 

• number of affected households / residents; 
• quantity of provision in the immediate area; 
• potential of amenity spaces to undergo enhancement and 

transformation, some sites are steeply sloping or riparian zones and, 
therefore, incapable of appropriate enhancement; 
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• capacity of amenity spaces to accommodate formal park equipment, as 
not all communities and residents would consider this type of formal 
provision as an enhancement; 

• historical function of the site as green space; 
 
4.48 The majority of the areas identified at paragraph 4.46 for further assessment 

to tackle existing accessibility deficits are small settlements in rural locations.  
Whilst this study did not present a dual standard for urban and rural locations, 
the application of the parks standards in rural locations is an important 
consideration.  In many areas there is insufficient population to justify the 
provision of a park.  Historically, some Parish Councils have tackled this issue 
by providing formal park facilities on a number of small sites.  Some sites 
being so small that the facility is the entire site, such as the play area adjacent 
to the river in Aberford. 
 

4.49 In these locations, where there is no alternative amenity green space for 
enhancement, new residential development may represent the most realistic 
opportunity of creating park provision. 

 
Summary 

4.50 Parks and gardens are particularly valuable to local residents.  Parks are one 
of the most frequently used open spaces in Leeds.  They are used by 
residents of all ages and all sectors of the local community.  The wide range 
of facilities available at this type of open space is seen as particularly 
important and perceived to provide a wide range of recreational opportunities 
for residents. 

 
4.51 The wider benefits of parks are extensive.  The role of parks and gardens in 

meeting targets to increase levels of physical activity and improve health 
should not be underestimated. 

 
4.52 The quality of parks and gardens is of particular importance to local residents.  

Respondents highlighted that the functionality of sites, along with the 
maintenance and perception of safety is of particular importance. 

 
4.53 There is currently sufficient provision of parks across the city.  However, 

distribution is not equal.  Application of quantity standards suggests that 
currently, citywide quantity of provision is sufficient to meet demand, although 
population growth will see demand increase and new provision will be 
required to meet this additional need. 

 
4.54 Whilst the strategy should focus on improving the quality of key sites, if the 

overall aim of ensuring that the majority of residents are within 15 minutes of a 
quality park is to be achieved, qualitative improvements will be required at 
sites across the city, as well as new provision in some areas of acute 
deficiency. 
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4.55 It is, therefore, recommended that the key priorities for the future provision of 
Parks and Gardens to be addressed through the Leeds Development 
Framework (LDF) and / or other delivery mechanisms, are: 

• Ensure that the LDF contains policies that protect parks from 
development; 

• if the LDF proposes a strategy of accommodating significant levels of 
population growth, plan for provision of large new parks and gardens 
(as per the proposed standards) in association with urban extensions; 

• in allocating new development sites in locations which fail to meet the 
proposed standards, consider how the development can improve 
access and increase provision to parks; 

• prepare a strategic programme of qualitative improvements across the 
city; 

• maximise the role of parks to increase participation in health and 
physical activity across the city; 

• facilitate access to parks through the development of public transport 
links to parks and the creation of green linkages, from areas of lower 
provision. 

 

 57



Chapter 5 - Amenity Green Space 
 
Introduction and definition 
 
5.1 Amenity green spaces are most commonly found in residential areas and 

function as informal recreation areas, green space in and around housing 
estates and village greens.  Amenity green space is usually publicly 
accessible and serves the immediate local community providing a space for 
children’s informal play, jogging and dog walking.  Amenity space can also act 
as a buffer, reducing the noise from a busy road or providing shelter from 
prevailing winds.  Amenity areas should always be highly accessible and, 
therefore, very close to where people live or work. 

 
5.2 This assessment records amenity sites over 0.2 hectares.  However, amenity 

sites under 0.2 hectares should also be recognised for providing an important 
function to the local community, often providing small spaces of greenery for 
visual amenity, improving biodiversity and informal play space.  

 
Strategic Context 
 
5.3 Leeds Unitary Development Plan (Review 2006) 

The Leeds Unitary Development Plan (UDP) provides the existing local 
planning policy framework for development across Leeds.  The key policies 
relevant to amenity green space are: 

• SP1 and 2, protect and enhance green space provision and the 
countryside; 

• Policy N1 protects existing green space; 
• Policy N2 sets out the green space hierarchy; 

 Local amenity Space 0.2 hectares per 50 dwellings 
 Local recreational areas 2.8 hectares within 400m 
 Neighbourhood/district park 12 hectares within 800m 
 Major City Parks support for additional provision where 

needed 
• Policy N3 prioritises increasing the provision of green space in 

priority residential areas; 
• Policy N4 requires new residential development to deliver green 

space provision in regard to the green space hierarchy policy N2; 
• Policy N5 establishes the council’s intention to improve quantity and 

quality of green space either on its own or in partnership where 
appropriate. 

 
Consultation – Assessing Local Need 
5.4 Consultation undertaken as part of the PPG17 study identified that most 

people are generally  satisfied with the current quantity and quality of amenity 
areas.  However, some comments suggest particular problems with amenity 
space, i.e. that there is not enough green space within housing estates, most 
of it is not suitable for play, areas suffer from graffiti and litter and that more 
places are needed for children to play.  Points made as part of the needs 
assessment are as follows:  
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• The majority of people surveyed felt that the quality of amenity 
areas were either ‘adequate’ or ‘good/very good’; 

• problems identified relating to the quality of the site were often 
regarding litter, graffiti or dog fouling; 

• the provision of toilets and litter bins are felt to be important in 
providing good quality amenity space; 

• the majority of people would expect to walk 10 minutes to an 
amenity space; 

• stakeholders were concerned that much of the spaces are small, 
serve little or no function and often have evidence of vandalism, 
which, influenced their quality.  They also identify the potential for 
amenity spaces to provide improved provision for children and 
young people; 

• 29% of children and young people surveyed said that the amenity 
areas located close to their home was their favourite place to play. 

 
Current Provision Quantity 
5.5 Current amenity green space provision within the Leeds district covers 355.83 

hectares over 370 sites, ranging in size from 0.2 hectares to 10.93 hectares.  
The table below shows the provision and distribution of amenity green space, 
as a primary function, throughout the Leeds district.  

 
Table 5.1 Total Provision of Amenity Green Space in Leeds by Analysis Area 

Analysis Area 

Population 
all ages 2008 
mid year 
estimate 

Number 
of Sites 

Amenity 
Area Ha 

Amenity 
Ha per 
1,000 
pop 

East Inner 80,578 66 62.65 0.78 
East Outer 85,392 38 35.72 0.42 
North East Inner 70,909 25 51.57 0.73 
North East Outer 62,281 36 27.73 0.45 
North West Inner 106,127 35 30.58 0.29 
North West Outer 87,305 32 30.84 0.35 
South Inner 74,683 39 31.44 0.42 
South Outer 90,587 40 38.15 0.42 
West Inner 50,297 27 17.61 0.35 
West Outer 71,097 32 29.54 0.42 
Leeds 779,256 370 355.83 0.46 

 
5.6 The East Inner area has the largest amount of amenity green space with 

62.65 hectares and the most sites (66).  The West Inner area has the lowest 
amount of amenity green space with 17.61 hectares from 27 sites.  Over 30% 
of the total amenity green space is in the East Inner and North East Inner 
areas, resulting in the largest ratio of amenity green space per 1,000 
population with 0.78 hectares and 0.73 hectares per 1,000 population 
respectively.  These areas are the only areas to be above the Leeds average. 

 
5.7 The majority (almost 90%) of amenity green space sites are small sites of less 

than 2 hectares.  The 38 sites above 2 hectares are relatively well distributed 
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around the district and are between 2.02 hectares and 10.93 hectares. 
However, these larger sites account for 42.6% of the total area of amenity 
green space. 

 
5.8 35% of household and 51% of on street respondents surveyed, stated that the 

amount of amenity green space was ‘about right’.  Only 15% of on street 
respondents considered there was ‘not enough’ amenity green space.  This 
doubled to 31% for household respondents.  Considering both survey results, 
would indicate adequate overall provision, although local deficiencies are 
perceived by household respondents. 
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5.9 Plan 5.1 demonstrates the distribution of all amenity sites within Leeds.  A 
high concentration of amenity green spaces are located in the North and East 
main urban areas.  Clear deficiencies can be identified to the North East and 
South East of the main urban area. 

 
5.10 Existing green space provision is set out in Table 5.2 below.  The table 

illustrates the current provision against each of the three projected growth 
scenarios. 

 
Table 5.2 Provision of Amenity Green Space per 1000 Population based on 
Three Population Growth Scenarios by Analysis Area. 
 

Analysis Area 
Amenity 
Area Ha 

Current 
provision 
per 1,000 
population

Scenario 
A per 
1,000 
population 
(2026) 

Scenario 
B per 
1,000 
population 
(2026) 

Scenario 
C per 
1,000 
population 
(2026) 

East Inner 62.65 0.78 0.67 0.61 0.64 
East Outer 35.72 0.42 0.31 0.29 0.34 

North East Inner 51.57 0.73 0.71 0.68 0.60 
North East 
Outer 27.73 0.45 0.43 0.41 0.37 
North West 
Inner 30.58 0.29 0.28 0.26 0.24 
North West 
Outer 30.84 0.35 0.32 0.30 0.29 
South Inner 31.44 0.42 0.33 0.26 0.35 
South Outer 38.15 0.42 0.39 0.35 0.35 
West Inner 17.61 0.35 0.34 0.32 0.29 
West Outer 29.54 0.42 0.39 0.38 0.34 
Leeds 355.83 0.46 0.41 0.37 0.37 
Explanatory note: 

Scenario A – Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) based on initial employment led 
population projection data which realigned population levels from 2001 to 2010 with locally 
derived data sources and projected growth based on employment projections.  Distribution of 
future population across the city is aligned with housing units identified through the Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and application of selected planning policy 
constraints identified in the Core Strategy Preferred Approach.  Average household size is 
derived from the SHMA assumptions. 
Scenario B – Strategic Housing Market Assessment based on ONS population estimates 
2001 to 2010 and ONS projections to 2026.  Distribution of future population aligned with 
housing units identified through the SHLAA with limited planning policy constraints applied to 
site selection. 
Scenario C – 22% increase in population of 169,700 between 2008 and 2026 using ONS 
population projections evenly distributed between the analysis areas. 

 
5.11 Table 5.2 above demonstrates that future provision would reduce to 0.37 

hectares per 1,000 population if higher population growth occurs. 
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Setting the Standard - Quantity 
 
5.12 The current standard for amenity green space is 0.2 hectares per 50 dwellings 

as set out in Policy N2 of the Leeds UDP, or approximately 1.6 hectares per 
1,000 population.  Currently, city wide provision is 0.46 hectares per 1,000 
population.  This figure is almost two thirds lower than the standard in the 
UDP, however, the residents which responded to the needs assessment felt 
that current provision was about right.  

 
5.13 The recommended local quantity standard is 0.45 hectares of amenity green 

space per 1,000 population.  This figure is rounded down from the existing city 
wide provision figure of 0.46 hectares per 1,000 population, recognising the 
disproportionate amount of amenity green space in the East Inner and the 
North East Inner analysis areas. 
 
Existing level of provision = 0.46 Hectares per 1,000 population 
Proposed level of provision = 0.45 Hectares per 1,000 population 

 
Current provision Quality 
 
5.14 Table 5.3 examines the quality of amenity green space in the Leeds district.  

The scores ranged from 0 (Kilburn Road, Wortley) to 9.5 (Jubilee Gardens, 
Wetherby).  The poorer sites are often not maintained, not fit for use, have 
evidence of fly tipping, have issues regarding dog fouling and some sites are 
poorly managed and have allowed encroachment.  The amenity space sites 
with higher scores are well maintained and have a variety of planting in 
comparison to the poor sites. 

 
5.15 The needs assessment identified conflicting views regarding the quality of 

amenity space.  The majority of residents surveyed (over 60%) felt that the 
quality was very good/good or average, whilst stakeholders identified quality 
as a key issue for amenity sites raising concerns over the evidence of 
vandalism on site and existing poor layout. 
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Table 5.3 Quality of Amenity Green Space by Analysis Area 
 

Analysis 
Area 

Average 
Quality 
Score 

Range 
of 
Scores 

Lowest Quality 
Site 

Highest Quality 
Site 

East Inner 4.96 1-8.25 
Neville Public 
Open Space 

York Road Bridle 
Path 

East Outer 5.12 
1.18-
7.81 

Halton Moor 
Public House 

Millennium Village 
Flood Area 

North East 
Inner 5.38 

1.63-
7.38 

Church Avenue 
Green space 

Brackenwood 
Community Centre 

North East 
Outer 4.71 1-9.5 

Boundary Farm 
Road, 
Deanswood Jubilee Gardens 

North West 
Inner 5.34 2.5-8.45 

Woodhouse Lane 
Green space 

Woodsley Road 
(Leeds Uni) 

North West 
Outer 5.91 

2.37-
7.84 

High Royds 
Hospital 3 Union Court 

South Inner 5.32 
2.38-
8.61 Queen Square Merrion Gardens 

South Outer 5.01 
2.38-
8.38 Granny Place Carlton Green 

West Inner 4.68 1-7.27 Cockshott Drive 
St Marys Park 
Crescent 

West Outer 4.19 0-7.69 Kilburn Road Claremont Grove 
Leeds 5.05 0-9.5 Kilburn Road Jubilee Gardens 

 
5.16 As shown in the table 5.3 above, the district wide average was 5.05 and all 

areas scored below the 7 points which would be needed to establish a ‘good’ 
score.  13% (41 out of 371) of amenity green space sites scored a 7 or above.  

 
Setting the Standard – Quality 

 
5.17 The Green Flag award is assessed in two key ways, firstly by reviewing a site 

management plan, and secondly a field assessment based primarily on 
observation during a site visit.  Each category is given a score out of 10, with 
a maximum of 30 points for the desk assessment and 70 points for the field 
assessment.  To achieve the standard, a minimum of 15 on the desk 
assessment  and 42 on the field assessment is needed, however, an award 
can only be given if the overall score is greater than 65. 
 

5.18 The council’s Parks and Countryside Service operate a rolling programme of 
assessing 150 of the city’s most popular parks and green spaces against an 
amended Green Flag standard.  This exercise is known as Leeds Quality 
Parks (LQP) and assesses 50 sites every year, or 150 sites over 3 years. 
 

5.19 In assessing sites for LQP, the Green Flag desk assessment is not carried 
out as most sites do not have a management plan.  Thus, only the field 
based assessment is conducted, and as explained above, the score required 
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to reach the standard is in effect 48.  On average, each category must, 
therefore, achieve 7 out of 10 to reach the standard, although there is no 
minimum score for each category. 

 
5.20 As the PPG17 audit considered on-site quality using a field based 

assessment, the proposal is that the Green Flag quality standard, for the field 
assessment, is extended to all the green space that can be considered as 
Parks and Gardens.  To account for the absence of the desk assessment and 
retain the disproportionate Green Flag emphasis on an overall pass mark, it 
is proposed to set the quality standard at 7 out of 10, or 70%.  This is 
consistent with the council’s existing LQP standard. 
 

5.21 As the audit criteria were assessed on a range of 0 to 10, then the standard 
to achieve is an average of 7 (ie. 70% of 10) for all applicable criteria. 

 
Existing Quality average = 5.05 
Proposed Quality Standard = 7 out of 10 (70%) 

 
Current Provision Accessibility 
 
5.22 70% of the Leeds population are within a 10 minute walk time (480 meters) of 

an amenity green space.  Leeds households are on average 414m away from 
a piece of amenity green space over 0.2 hectares. 

 
5.23 The map below shows amenity sites with 480 meters buffer to demonstrate a 

10 minute walk time.  Over 70% of residents surveyed as part of the Needs 
Assessment expect to walk to an amenity space and the 75th percentile 
expect to walk for 10 minutes.   

 
5.24 Access to amenity green space should also be viewed in conjunction with the 

parks and gardens typology as these higher level multi-function spaces can 
also perform the basic function of amenity space.  This is shown in Plan 4.2 
Access to Parks and Gardens and Amenity Space, in Chapter 4 Parks and 
Gardens.
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Setting the Standards – Accessibility 
 
5.25 The majority of respondents expect to walk 10 minutes to an amenity green 

space.  70% of the Leeds population live within 480 meters (equivalent to a 10 
minute walk time) from their nearest amenity area. 

 
5.26 The recommended local accessibility standard is an amenity site within 480 

meters (10 minute walk time). 
 
Recommended Accessibility Standard 

10 minute walk time 

 
Applying the standards of quantity, quality and accessibility 
  
5.27 The application of the recommended quantity, quality and accessibility 

standards are essential to understand the existing distribution of amenity 
green space and identify areas of deficiency and surplus.  Whilst it is useful to 
consider the application of the standards for amenity space in isolation, in 
reality they should be considered in the context of other types of green space. 

 
5.28 The application of the local quantity standard is set out in Table 5.4, illustrates 

the application of the standard against the current provision, and the likely 
implications of the three projected growth scenarios. 
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Table 5.4 Application of Quantity Standard for Amenity Space to Show Deficits 
and Surplus by Analysis Areas 
 

Analysis Areas 

Current 
balanced 
against local 
standard 
(0.45 
hectares per 
1,000 
population)  

Future 
balanced 
against local 
standard - 
Scenario A  

Future 
balanced 
against local 
standard - 
Scenario B  

Future 
balanced 
against local 
standard – 
Scenario C 

East Inner 26.39 20.51 16.70 18.49 
East Outer -2.71 -15.46 -20.49 -11.08 
North East 
Inner 19.66 18.93 17.66 12.71 
North East 
Outer -0.3 -1.32 -2.56 -6.40 
North West 
Inner -17.18 -18.65 -22.41 -27.58 
North West 
Outer -8.45 -11.88 -14.74 -17.00 
South Inner -2.17 -11.02 -21.96 -9.49 
South Outer -2.61 -5.31 -10.35 -11.49 
West Inner -5.02 -5.77 -7.22 -9.95 
West Outer -2.45 -4.12 -5.86 -9.42 
Leeds 5.16 -34.09 -71.22 -71.21 

Explanatory note: 
Scenario A – Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) based on initial employment led 
population projection data which realigned population levels from 2001 to 2010 with locally 
derived data sources and projected growth based on employment projections.  Distribution of 
future population across the city is aligned with housing units identified through the Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and application of selected planning policy 
constraints identified in the Core Strategy Preferred Approach.  Average household size is 
derived from the SHMA assumptions. 
Scenario B – Strategic Housing Market Assessment based on ONS population estimates 
2001 to 2010 and ONS projections to 2026.  Distribution of future population aligned with 
housing units identified through the SHLAA with limited planning policy constraints applied to 
site selection. 
Scenario C – 22% increase in population of 169,700 between 2008 and 2026 using ONS 
population projections evenly distributed between the analysis areas. 

 
5.29 Table 5.4 reveals the following issues: 

• Based on the application of the proposed quantity standard there is 
insufficient provision of amenity space in Leeds to meet current and 
future demand; 

• the two areas in surplus at present (East Inner and North East Inner) 
continue to be in surplus for any of the population growth scenarios; 

• North West Inner has the largest deficit (17.2 hectares) which could 
increase up to a further 10 hectares depending on the growth scenario. 
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Summary 
 
5.30 Amenity green spaces are used by a large proportion of the population 

especially children, a third of whom recognise it as their favourite place to 
play. 

 
5.31 The key issues emerging from the analysis for amenity green space are as 

follows: 
• East Inner and the North East Inner analysis areas have a surplus of 

amenity space.   However, all other areas of Leeds have a shortfall with 
North West Inner and Outer areas show the greatest deficit of amenity 
green space.  

• Any sites considered surplus within these areas require further 
assessment to investigate their appropriateness in meeting deficiencies 
in other green space typologies.  If they cannot satisfactorily meet other 
green space needs then their development potential should be 
investigated. 

• Amenity space serves a limited function, but in areas deficient in other 
types there may be potential to diversify it for other green space 
purposes. 

• Amenity green spaces are used by a large proportion of the population 
especially children, a third of whom recognise it as their favourite place 
to play so these spaces will need to be protected through the LDF. 

• Amenity green space produced a wide range of scores from the quality 
assessment, with 13% of all amenity sites assessed as at least 7 out of 
10, further improvements are still required at valued amenity sites 
particularly within areas of deficiency. 
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Chapter 6 Equipped Play Provision for Children and Young People 
 
Introduction and definition 
 

‘We need to work together to make Leeds a child friendly and play 
friendly city, where children and young people can enjoy life through 
play, sports and arts.’ (Building brighter futures in Leeds, Children and 
Young People Plan 2009-2014) 

 
6.1 Green space for children’s play is an important part of any green space 

strategy.  The provision of play areas help the social development of children 
and the promotion of healthy living.  

 
Strategic Context 
 
 The Children’s Act (2004) 
6.2 The Children’s Act (2004) set out the proposals to reform children’s services 

with a duty on Local Authorities to improve children’s well-being.  The 
programme for change was laid down in Every Child Matters: Change for 
Children, and sets out the proposed actions at both the local and national 
level.  The Every Child Matters agenda identifies five universal ambitions for 
every child and young person, of being healthy, staying safe, enjoying and 
achieving, making a positive contribution, and achieving economic well-being.   

 
6.3 The provision of green space helps to achieve these ambitions by providing 

play spaces that are stimulating, encourage social interaction and provide 
opportunities for exercise and education.  

 
 Leeds Play Strategy (2007) 
6.4 Leeds Play Strategy (2007), Playing our Part: Creating the Play Friendly City 

embraces the Every Child Matters agenda and sets the strategy of providing 
play at the local level.  It seeks to establish a network of small, easily 
accessible neighbourhood play spaces aimed at middle years, and younger 
children in particular, that will provide flexible environmental and physical play 
opportunities in places that have ‘informal oversight’, are close to their own 
homes, and which do not require the crossing of busy roads to reach them.  It 
seeks to establish a network of small, easily accessible neighbourhood ‘youth 
zones’ that are aimed at older children and young people in particular.  

 
6.5 It also proposes a network of larger playgrounds that cater for children and 

young people of all ages in separate ‘zoned’ spaces, which support the 
smaller neighbourhood play spaces and youth zones.  These playgrounds will 
provide a wide range of environmental and physical play opportunities 
including space for ball games, wheeled play, landscaping and planting to 
play in / with, and sheltered communal seating places to sit and talk.  

  
Building brighter futures in Leeds, Children and Young People Plan 
2009-2014, 

6.6 Building brighter futures in Leeds, Children and Young People Plan 2009-
2014, encompasses all the needs of children as set out in Every Child 
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Matters: Change for Children, within which children had said that the council 
needs to improve the quality of existing activities for children and young 
people. 

 
6.7 One of the visions of this plan is that by 2014, all children are able to access 

local and high quality play opportunities.  This is actioned through the 
promotion of play through the Leeds Play Strategy and the Play ‘Builder’ 
funding for 22 new play sites and wider projects.  Half of the play sites have 
been developed, however, due to the Government’s current review of all 
funding streams there is uncertainty about the remaining 11 being developed.  

 
National Standards  
 
6.8 Within PPG17, green space for children and teenagers/young people is 

defined as ‘play areas, skateboard parks, outdoor basketball hoops, and other 
more informal areas (e.g. 'hanging out' areas, teenage shelters)’.  This study 
defines green space for children and young persons as equipped play areas, 
multi use games areas, skate parks and teenage shelters. 

 
6.9 Areas of open green space are acknowledged as play areas as they provide 

for more informal and spontaneous play (i.e. kicking a ball about, meeting 
friends, etc) and this type of green space is considered under the amenity 
green space chapter. 

 
 Fields in Trust 
6.10 Fields in Trust (FiT) (formally National Playing Fields Association) is a charity, 

which was set up in 1925 to ensure that people have access to outdoor 
recreational activity within a reasonable distance of their home.  Their current 
standard recommends 0.8 hectares per 1,000 population for children’s playing 
space, which includes fixed equipped play areas, causal or informal playing 
space within housing areas.  Of this 0.25 hectares is recommended as a 
designated playing space i.e. with play equipment, and 0.55 hectares as 
informal play space.   

 
6.11 The standard is then broken down further to take into consideration the 

different categories of play. 
 
6.12 Local Area Play (LAP) are local spaces for play and informal recreation for 

children aged 4-6 years old.  These should be located within 100 metres 
walking distance (60 metres in a straight line) of households and are 
recommended to be provided at a rate of 0.25 hectares per 1,000 population.  

 
6.13 Local Equipped Areas for Play (LEAPs) for children aged 5 years old and 

above.  These are larger areas for play and are usually characterised by play 
equipment.  These should be located within 400 metres (240 metres in a 
straight line) of households. 

 
6.14 Neighbourhood Equipped Areas for Play (NEAPs) are the top tier of areas for 

play recommended by FiT.  These are play and recreation areas for children 
and young people aged 8 years old and above.  They should be located within 
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1,000 metres (600 metres in a straight line) of households.  Only this top tier 
considers the needs of young people. 

 
6.15 Whilst this chapter does not consider the size of a play area it does consider 

the age range which each facility caters for and this is explained in the 
paragraph below on existing quantity.  

 
 Leeds Unitary Development Plan Review 2006 
6.16 The Leeds Unitary Development Plan Review (LUDPR) 2006, sets out the 

current standards in policy N2. Part 1 of policy N2 refers to local amenity 
space which is designed for immediate local needs, including formal children’s 
play areas and informal amenity space within or adjacent to housing.  This is 
provided at a rate of 0.2 hectares per 50 dwellings.  This equates to 0.9 
hectares for children’s play per 1,000 population.  This rate is based on the 
provision of new housing.  

 
6.17 The standard is broken down from 0.9 hectares per 1,000 population into 0.32 

hectares of formal fixed equipped play space and 0.6 hectares for 
amenity/informal buffer area surrounding the equipped play area. 

 
6.18 The council recognises the need for a hierarchy of play spaces.  There are 

four types of formal equipped play space for children and teenagers/young 
people in Leeds.  These play spaces cater for different age groups as their 
facilities reflect the appropriate age of the equipment. 

 
Children’s Equipped Play Area – This is for toddlers and young 
children and consists of equipment ranging from traditional swings and 
slides, to zip lines and more advanced play equipment for older 
children.  This type of equipment also caters for disabled children. 
Multi-Use Games Area (MUGA) – This is aimed at children aged 8 
years old and above.  They consist of all weather courts with multiple 
play functions, including goal ends and basket ball hoops. 
Skate Park – This is aimed at children aged 12 years old and above 
and consists of a couple or a series of ramps depending on the size of 
the facility. 
Teen Zone – This is aimed at teenagers/young people aged 13 years 
old and above and is a shelter for them to meet each other and ‘hang 
out’. 

 
Consultation - Assessing local needs 
 
6.19 The consultation process sought to provide a better understanding of local 

communities needs in terms of quality, quantity and accessibility.  A city wide 
household survey was conducted and an on-street survey was carried out in 
the inner analysis areas.  Further assessment of local need was carried out 
involving children from schools around Leeds and Leeds Youth Council.  
Leeds City Council employees, councillors, parish councils and key 
stakeholders were also consulted. 

 
6.20 The results of the consultation process revealed the following: 

 72



 
Children’s equipped play provision 

 
• 44% of households surveyed stated there is not enough equipped play 

provision whilst only 45% of on-street respondents stated there is 
enough provision; 

 
• 40% of children and young people think that there could be more play 

areas whilst 36% consider there to be enough; 
 

• 63% of East Inner, 57% of South Inner and 51% of West Inner 
respondents consider there is ‘not enough’ play areas for children;  

 
•  50% of Council staff consider there is not enough play areas for 

children; 
 

• 29% of household respondents and 21% of on-street respondents 
stated that the quality of play areas for children is very poor/poor; 

 
• There was a split of opinion regarding the quality factors of play areas, 

with 29% of children stating that they are clean, safe and nice to use. 
33% stated that they are sometimes unclean and 20% stated that they 
always have litter/rubbish on them; 

 
• 48% of East Inner and 42% of South Inner respondents rated the 

quality of children’s play areas as poor/very poor; 
 

• Key stakeholders said there is a need to improve the quality and 
maintenance of children’s play areas; 

 
• The consultation carried out with children (aged 6-11 years old) 

indicated that they would like to see a better range of play equipment 
(24%) and more open space (21%);   

 
• Children’s favourite type of green space provision is the grass near to 

their home (29%) and the park (28%);  
 

• 87% of household and 86% of on-street respondents expect to be able 
to walk to a children’s play area. 

 
Teenage facilities  

 
• 67% of household respondents consider there to be ‘not enough’ 

teenage facilities, in particular in East Inner and Outer and North East 
Inner; 

 
• Only 21% of young people stated that there are enough facilities for 

young people; 
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• 41% of young people state that there could be a greater provision of 
facilities;  

 
• Key stakeholders stated that there is a lack of opportunities/diverse 

provision for teenagers and young people; 
 

• 70% of Council staff consider there is not enough facilities for 
teenagers and young people; 

 
• 12% of young people consider facilities to be clean, tidy and well-

maintained; 
 

• 47% of household respondents and 27% of on street respondents 
consider the quality of teenage facilities to be poor/very poor, in 
particular in East Inner and Outer.  This is higher than any other type of 
green space;  

 
• 72% of household respondents and 80% of on street respondents 

would expect to walk to a facility. 
 
Current Provision Quantity 
 
6.21 Table 6.1 below shows the current amount of equipped play provision for 

children and teenagers/young people in Leeds.  The table has been split into 
public and private equipped play facilities.  Private facilities have limited public 
access e.g. a school and, therefore skew the data to make it appear that 
public provision is greater than actually exists.  For the remainder of this 
chapter, only facilities that are publicly available are considered.   

 
Table 6.1 Current Level of Equipped Play Provision in Leeds  
 
Type of facility Children’s equipped play MUGA Skate Park Teen Zone
Public 158 67 25 28 
Private  170 72 0 2 
 
6.22 The above table shows that the number of facilities varies significantly 

between the type of facility.  The most common facility is children’s equipped 
play areas.  

 
6.23 Plans 6.1 to 6.5 illustrate the distribution of each type of play provision for 

children and young people in Leeds, which are publicly accessible.  These 
provide a visual description of the location of the sites.  The data is then 
further analysed in a number of subsequent tables.  
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6.24 Table 6.2 below sets out the number of publicly accessible children’s 
equipped play areas, multi-use games areas (MUGAs), skate parks and teen 
zones as shown in plans 6.1 to 6.5.  The facilities for children and young 
people have been split to show provision for each play type and consequently 
what is available to each age group.  These figures exclude play facilities 
which are not publicly available.  The table also provides information on the 
number of children (0 to 16 years old) living in each analysis area and the 
number of facilities per 1,000 children within each area. 

 
Table 6.2 Provision of Public Facilities by Analysis Area 
 

Analysis 
Area  

Population 
of children 
aged 0-16 
(2008 mid 
year 
estimates)  

Children’s 
Equipped 
Play MUGA

Skate 
Park 

Teen 
zone Total  

Facilities 
per 1,000 
children 

East 
Inner  

18,800 
(13.22%) 10 11 2 6 29 1.54 

East 
Outer 

17,043 
(11.98%) 26 8 2 4 40 2.35 

North 
East 
Inner  

13,421 
(9.44%)  11 5 2 1 19 1.42 

North 
East 
Outer  

11,330 
(7.97%) 19 1 3 0 22 1.94 

North 
West 
Inner  

9,730 
(6.84%) 16 9 2 4 31 3.19 

North 
West 
Outer  

16,301 
(11.46%) 22 3 5 3 33 2.02 

South 
Inner  

15,259 
(10.73%) 12 16 2 4 34 2.23 

South 
Outer  

17,157 
(12.06%) 22 5 4 3 34 1.98 

West 
Inner  

9,883 
(6.95%) 5 7 1 1 14 1.42 

West 
Outer  

13,234 
(9.30%) 15 2 2 2 21 1.59 

Leeds 142,158 158 67 25 28 277 1.94 
 
6.25 As the table and plans show, there are contrasting areas of concentration and 

scarcity.  However, the distribution of facilities needs to be compared to the 
child population of the area to make the data meaningful.  East Outer has one 
of the largest child populations in Leeds and the second best child facility 
ratio, behind North West Inner, which has the lowest number of children in the 
city but the best child to facility ratio at 3.19 facilities per 1,000 children.  The 
data shows that there is no direct relationship to the number of children living 
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in an area and the provision of children’s equipped play facilities, which 
reaffirms the need to set a standard to ensure that the provision of facilities 
reflects the number of children living in the area. 

 
6.26 The key issues from the consultation, plans and the above table are: 
 

• East Outer analysis area has a lot of villages, each with a play area 
for comparatively fewer children, which skews the data; 

 
• On average there are 1.94 facilities per 1,000 children across Leeds; 

 
• The data shows that North East Inner, West Inner and Outer and East 

Inner have a low ratio of provision of children’s play equipment 
compared to the other analysis areas and the Leeds average; 

 
• Children and teenagers/young people are reluctant to use facilities 

because there are too many people using the same equipment; 
 

• Children and teenagers/young people are unable to use facilities 
because they are too far from home; 

 
• There is a significant difference in the provision of facilities for children 

and teenagers/young people within each analysis area and across 
Leeds; 

 
• Barriers to use, include fear of safety and a lack of facilities.  

 
Setting the standard – Quantity 
 
6.27 It was evident in the consultation process that children and young people, and 

respondents to the household surveys, considered that there was not enough 
facilities for children and young people.  Whilst the average number of 
facilities across Leeds is 1.94 per 1,000 children, the table above shows that 
there is no consistency in provision across the city.  As such the current 
provision is not considered to be adequate to meet the needs of Leeds’ 
residents.  A balanced approach needs to be sought as many equipped play 
areas were removed due to petitioning of the council by local residents due to 
vandalism and anti-social behaviour.  As a result of this, Parks and 
Countryside are focusing on quality over quantity, and ensuring that the right 
facilities are placed in suitable locations. 

 
Existing level of provision = 1.94 facilities per 1,000 children 
Proposed level of provision = 2 facilities per 1,000 children 

 
6.28 It is recommended that the number of facilities provided is based at a rate of 2 

per 1,000 population.  This will bring about an improvement in the provision of 
play facilities across Leeds without dictating what type of facility is provided. 
The justification for grouping the facilities together is that child demographics 
vary between analysis areas and the decision about what type of facilities are 
provided should be in consultation with the local community.  This will ensure 
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that new provision is suitable for the children they are aimed at and in a 
location the community is happy with, thereby avoiding a proliferation of 
unused equipment that could become subject to vandalism or requests for 
removal.  

 
Quality 
 
6.29 The quality of the facilities for children and teenagers/young people have 

been assessed within the context of the green space that they are located in, 
for example, as a city park or local recreation area.  Therefore, the data 
referred to in this chapter is a reflection of the quality of the area of green 
space as a whole, which takes into account the play facilities provided.  This 
PPG17 study has not assessed the play equipment on their own merits.  
Parks and Countryside and Children’s Services are intending to conduct a 
separate survey, to compliment the PPG17 study, specifically designed to 
assess equipped play facilities. 

 
6.30 It is important to note that in this instance, the information set out below is with 

reference to formal facilities, not areas of green space for informal play, which 
are considered in the parks and gardens and amenity green space sections. 

 
Multi-Use Games Areas (MUGAs) 
 
6.31 The table below sets out the quality scores for sites with a MUGA within the 

10 analysis areas: 
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Table 6.3 Quality of Sites with a Multi-Use Games Area by Analysis Area 
 

Analysis 
Area 

Average 
Quality 

Score for 
MUGAs 

 
 

Range of 
Scores  

 
Lowest 
Quality 

Site 

 
 

Highest 
Quality Site 

Number 
of sites 

East 
Inner 6.10 4.38-8.30

Seacroft 
Gardens 

David Young 
Academy, 

Bishops Way 9 

East 
Outer 5.93 3.92-7.46

Saville 
Road 

Recreation 
Ground 

Roman Road 
Recreation 

Ground 
8 

North 
East 
Inner 6.07 5.53-6.53

Chapel 
Allerton 

Park 

Stonegate 
Approach 

Recreation 
Ground 5 

North 
East 
Outer 4.26 4.26 

The Ings 
Wetherby 

The Ings 
Wetherby  

1 

North 
West 
Inner 5.37 3.53-8.36

Woodhouse 
Moor Park 

St. Mathias 
Primary 

School, Burley 
Road 9 

North 
West 
Outer 5.90 4.53-7.33

Pool 
Recreation 

Ground 

Micklefield 
Park, Rawdon 

3 

South 
Inner 4.74 1.93-7.23

Cranmore 
Recreation 

Ground 

Winrose 
Crescent, 
Middleton 16 

South 
Outer 5.30 2.92-7.20

Adwalton 
Moor 

Scatcherd 
Park 5 

West 
Inner 5.11 3.14-7.40

Rodley 
Park 

Recreation 
Ground 

Parliament 
Road MUGA 

7 

West 
Outer 6.60 5.80-7.40

New 
Farnley 

Park 

Western Flatts 
Cliff Park 

2 

Leeds  
5.53 

 1.93-7.46

Cranmore 
Recreation 

Ground 

St. Mathias 
Primary 

School, Burley 
Road 67 

 
6.32 The key issues emerging from the consultations and data relating to the 

quality of MUGA facilities for children and teenagers/young people across the 
city include:  

• The above table shows that the average score for a green space site 
which contains a MUGA is between 1.93 and 8.36, with the Leeds 
average at 5.53; 
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• Whilst there are some good quality sites across Leeds, a number 
perform poorly and require improvement; 

• 23% of the children surveyed as part of the needs assessment felt that 
the facilities for young people are poor quality and need improvement 
and only 12% considered the facility to be clean, tidy and well 
maintained. 

 
Children’s Equipped Play 
 
6.33 Children’s equipped play tends to cater for the younger child, predominantly 

toddlers. However, more recently new children’s equipped play facilities have 
addressed the need to provide play equipment for older children and there are 
now an increasing number of sites that provide a range of facilities which 
cater for all children under 14 years of age.  

 
6.34 The table below sets out the quality scores for sites with children’s equipped 

play areas within the 10 analysis areas: 
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Table 6.4 Quality of Sites with a Children's Equipped Play Facility by Analysis 
Area 
Analysis 

Area 
Average 

Quality Score 
for children’s 

equipped 
play 

Range of 
Scores 

Lowest 
Quality Site 

Highest 
Quality Site 

Number 
of sites 

East 
Inner 6.02 4.86 -6.69 

East End 
Park, 

Richmond 
Hill 

Ebors Playing 
Field, Rigton 

Drive 
10 

East 
Outer 6.00 2.07 -8.45 

East Leeds 
Leisure 
Centre, 

Halton Moor 

Millenium 
Village 

Playground, 
Allerton 
Bywater 26 

North 
East 
Inner 5.53 3.83-7.46 

Scott Hall 
Pitches, 

Scott Hall 

Roundhay 
Park, 

Roundhay 11 
North 
East 
Outer 6.02 3.69-8.46 

Hallfield Lane 
Recreation 

Ground 

Clifford Village 
Hall, Clifford 

19 
North 
West 
Inner 5.62 3.53-8.36 

Woodhouse 
Moor Park, 
Woodhouse 

St Mathias 
Primary School 

16 
North 
West 
Outer 5.90 3.26-8.36 

Holt Park, 
Farrar Lane 

CoE Primary 
School, Pool-in-

Wharfdale 22 

South 
Inner 4.92 3.40-7.50 

Hunslet 
Lake, 

Hunslet 

Two Willows 
Nursey Centre 

12 

South 
Outer 6.46 3.93-8.76 

Drighlington 
Park 

Springfield Hill 
Park, 

Hargreaves 
Close 22 

West 
Inner 4.74 3.14-5.46 

Rodley Park 
Recreation 

Ground, 
Rodley 

Armley Park, 
Armley 

5 

West 
Outer 5.66 3.26-7.81 

Farsley 
Recreation 

Ground 

Adjacent to 
Southroyd 

Primary School, 
Pudsey 15 

Leeds 6.25 2.07-8.76 

East Leeds 
Leisure 
Centre, 

Halton Moor 

Springfield Hill 
Park, 

Hargreaves 
Close 158 
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6.35 The key issues emerging from the consultations and data relating to the 
quality of children’s equipped play facilities across the city include:  

 
• The average score for the sites which include children’s equipped play 

facilities are between 2.07 and 8.76, with the Leeds average at 6.25; 
 
• Only 29% of children (aged 6-11) stated that they are clean, safe and 

nice to use compared to 33% stating that they were sometimes 
unclean with litter and 20% stating that there is always litter on the site. 

 
Skate Parks 
 
6.36 Skate parks predominantly attract children from around 12 years old to older 

teenagers.  The table below sets out the quality scores for sites with skate 
parks within the 10 analysis areas: 
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Table 6.5 Quality of Sites with a Skate Park by Analysis Area 
 

Analysis 
Area 

Skate Park 
Average 

Quality Score 

Range 
of 

Scores 
Lowest 

Quality Site 
Highest 

Quality Site 
Number 
of sites 

East 
Inner 5.20 

4.90 -
5.50 

Wykebeck 
North, 

Wetherby 
Road 

Bow Street 
Recreation 

Ground 
2 

East 
Outer 6.63 

6.33-
6.93 

Glebelands 
Recreation 

Ground 

Allerton 
Bywater Sport 

Ground 2 
North 
East 
Inner 6.59 

5.73 -
7.46 

Potternewton 
Park 

Roundhay 
Park 

2 
North 
East 
Outer 5.16 

4.26-
6.53 

The Ings 
Wetherby 

 

Deepdale 
Community 

Centre 3 
North 
West 
Inner 4.72 

3.53-
5.92 

Woodhouse 
Moor Park 

Becketts Park 

2 
North 
West 
Outer 6.31 

4.53-
7.33 

Pool 
Recreation 

Ground 

Micklefield 
Park, Rawdon 

5 

South 
Inner 4.84 

4.69-
5.00 

South Leeds 
Sports 
Centre 

Cottingley 
Drive 

 2 

South 
Outer 6.02 

2.92 -
7.20 

Adwalton 
Moor 

Scatcherd 
Park 

Springhead 
Park 4 

West 
Inner 5.46 5.46 

Armley Park 
 

Armley Park 
 1 

West 
Outer 6.46 

5.53-
7.40 

New Wortley 
Recreation 

Ground 

Pudsey Park 
 

2 

Leeds 5.73 
2.92-
7.46 

Adwalton 
Moor 

Roundhay 
Park 25 

 
6.37 The key issues emerging from the consultations and data relating to the 

quality of skate park sites across the city include:  
• Average score is between 2.92 and 7.46 indicating that there are 

significant differences between the quality of sites;  
• The average score across Leeds is 5.73;  
• There are a small number of skate parks distributed across Leeds 

as a whole; with the exception of North West Outer which has 5; 
• Children and teenagers/young people perceived Glebelands skate 

park and Wharfemeadows skate park as the top two facilities in 
Leeds where they felt unsafe;  

 87



• Improvements recommended to make facilities feel safer include 
security cameras, more/better lighting and being close to housing.  

 
6.38 Whilst the consultation raised safety issues of skate parks, Leeds City Council 

has carried out other consultations that refute the desire to have skate parks 
close to housing along with lighting (which could encourage use into the late 
evening) and cameras which are often ineffective and not sustainable. 

 
Teen Zones  
 
6.39 Teen zones are also a relatively new facility in Leeds.  They are sheltered 

areas of seating designed for teenagers to meet together and are often 
located nearby other formal play facilities.  

 
6.40 The table below sets out the quality scores for sites with a teen zone within  

the 10 analysis areas: 
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Table 6.6 Quality of Sites with a Teen Zone by Analysis Area 
 

Analysis 
Area 

Teen Zone  
Average 

Quality Score 
Range of 
Scores 

Lowest 
Quality 

Site 
Highest 

Quality Site 
Number 
of sites 

East 
Inner 5.47 4.84-6.69 Nowell 

Mount 
Ebors Playing 

Fields 6 

East 
Outer 5.72 2.63-7.06 

Coronation 
Parade 
Amenity 
Space 

Manston Park 4 

North 
East 
Inner 

4.16 4.16 Miles Hill Miles Hill 1 

North 
East 

Outer 
- - - - 0 

North 
West 
Inner 

6.61 6.00-7.30 
Hartley 
Avenue 

Park 

Little London 
Play Area 4 

North 
West 
Outer 

5.87 4.92-7.33 
Grove Hill 

Cricket 
Ground 

Micklefield 
Park, 

Rawdon 
3 

South 
Inner 5.12 4.23-6.15 

Cottingley 
Road / 
Drive 

(Rear of) 

Throstle 
Recreation 

Ground 
4 

South 
Outer 6.55 4.84-7.61 

John 
O'Gaunts 

Recreation 
Ground 

Sheyfield 
Lane, Oak 

Road 
3 

West 
Inner 3.23 3.23 

Jaily 
Fields, 
New 

Worltey 

Jaily Fields, 
New Wortley 1 

West 
Outer 7.45 7.40-7.50 Pudsey 

Park 

Calverley 
Park 'Victoria 

Park' 
2 

Leeds 5.01 2.63-7.61 

Coronation 
Parade 
Amenity 
Space 

Sheyfield 
Lane, Oak 

Road 
28 

 
6.41 The key issues emerging from the consultations and data relating to the 

quality of teen zones across the city include: 
• There are no teen zones in North East Outer; 

 
• Across Leeds there are very few teen zones with the exception of 

East Inner which has 6 teen zones; 
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• The average score for a teen zone site is between 2.63 – 7.61 

which indicates a significant difference in the quality of sites; 
 

• 45% of respondents (teenagers/young people) indicated that the 
quality of provision is average and could do with some 
improvements.  This is reflective of the Leeds average of 5.01; 

 
• 5% of teenagers/young people surveyed suggested more teenage 

shelters are needed (5th most popular answer); 
 

• 14% of teenagers/young people stated that a teenage shelter was 
their favourite type of facility. 

 
Setting the standard – Quality  
 
6.42 In setting a standard for quality, children and teenagers/young people were 

asked what improvements could be made to facilities, the following 
improvements were put forward: 

 
Children’s equipped play facilities (14 years old and below) 
 

Essential  
• Clean and litter free 
• Toilets 
• Equipment maintenance 
• Well kept grass 

 
 
Teenager/Young Peoples play facilities (up to and including 16 year olds) 
 

Essential 
 

• Clean and litter free 
• Good access 
• Provision of toilets  

 
6.43 Clean and litter free and good access, both form part of the Green Flag Award 

assessment criteria, which was used to assess all sites as part of the green 
space audit.  Toilets and the provision of a café are available at City Parks. 
Due to cost and maintenance issues, it is not feasible to provide these 
facilities at all green space locations that have children and teenager/young 
people’s play provision.  

  
6.44 Green Flag comprises a desk based assessment which examines the 

management, community involvement and marketing, and a field assessment 
which considers the practical operational delivery.  A minimum of 50% must 
be achieved on the desk assessment (15 out of 30 points) and 60% on the 
field assessment (42 out of 70 points), with an overall pass mark of 66%.  A 
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minimum pass on one assessment requires a disproportionately high pass on 
the other to achieve the overall minimum of 66%.  As the PPG17 audit only 
considered on-site quality using a field based assessment, the proposal is that 
the Green Flag quality standard for the field assessment is extended to all the 
green space that can be considered as Parks and Gardens.  To account for 
the absence of the desk assessment and retain the disproportionate Green 
Flag emphasis on an overall pass mark it is proposed to increase the quality 
standard to 7 out of 10, or 70%. 

 
Existing Quality of sites with fixed play provision average is 5.01 
Proposed Quality Standard is 7 out of 10 (70%) 

 
6.45 As stated, Parks and Countryside are intending to conduct a more detailed 

assessment of the quality of children and teenagers/young people facilities, 
focusing solely on the equipment provided.  The assessment will compliment 
this study.  

 
Accessibility  
 
6.46 The majority of respondents from both the household and on street surveys 

stated that they would choose to walk to a facility (87% and 86% 
respectively).  A walking distance of 480m (10 minutes) was the most 
frequently given survey response to how far people expect to walk to a facility.  

 
6.47 Plans 6.6 and 6.7 show the existing locations of facilities across Leeds and 

their catchment based on both a 10 and 15 minute walk. 
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Setting the standard – Accessibility  
 
6.48 The following table sets out the percentage of Leeds households that have 

walking access to existing facilities within 10 and 15 minutes. 
 
Table 6.7 Accessibility of Households within 10 and 15 Minute Walk of a 
Children’s/Young People Play Facility 

 
 

Analysis 
Area 

Total number 
of facilities 

Percentage 
of 
households 
within 10 
minutes 
walk 

Percentage 
of 
households 
within 15 
minutes 
walk 

East Inner 29 60 79 
East Outer 40 50 78 
North East 
Inner 19 48 72 
North East 
Outer 22 45 67 
North West 
Inner 31 50 75 
North West 
Outer 33 48 72 
South Inner 34 58 83 
South 
Outer 34 59 82 
West Inner 14 43 68 
West Outer 21 48 72 
Leeds 277 51 74 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.49 The above table shows that the percentage of households with access to a 

facility within 10 minute walk is between 43% and 60%, with a Leeds average 
of 51%.  The percentage of households with access to a facility within a 15 
minute walk is between 72% and 82% with a Leeds average of 74%.   

 
6.50 The desire to access a play facility within a 10 minute catchment of every 

household is not realistic.  Previous experience demonstrates a conflict 
between users of facilities and those who live adjacent.  Generally, people do 
not want to live immediately adjacent to facilities. In addition, the level of 
provision could resurrect the previous problems where a proliferation of 
facilities resulted in vandalism and petitions to the council for their removal, as 
referred to in the introduction to this chapter. 
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6.51 Based on the table and the above factors the recommended standard is to 

provide a facility within a 15 minute walk of households. 
 
15 minute walk time 

 
Applying the standards of quantity, quality and accessibility  
 

Recommended children’s/young peoples play provision standards 
 
Quantity –       2 facilities per 1,000 child population 
Quality –       7 out of 10 (70%) 
Accessibility -  15 minute walk time 

 
6.52 The overall standard proposed for children and teenager/young peoples 

facilities is based on the three components of quantity, quality and 
accessibility to enable a meaningful assessment of where additional facilities 
are required. 

 
6.53 The application of the recommended standard for quantity is set out in Table 

6.8 below: 
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Table 6.8 Provision of children's and young people's equipped play per 1,000 
population based on the three population growth scenarios 
 

Analysis 
Area 

Number of 
children 
based on 

2008 
estimates 

Number 
of sites 

Current 
provision 
per 1,000 
children 

Scenario 
A 

Provision 
per 1,000 
children 
(2026) 

Scenario 
B 

Provision 
per 1,000 
children 
(2026) 

Scenario 
C 

Provision 
per 1,000 
children 
(2026) 

East 
Inner 

18,800 
(13.22%) 29 1.49 1.33 1.22 1.27 

East 
Outer 

17,043 
(11.98%) 40 2.35 1.76 1.60 1.93 

North 
East 
Inner 

13,421 
(9.44%) 19 1.42 1.38 1.33 1.16 

North 
East 

Outer 
11,330 
(7.97%) 22 1.94 1.87 1.80 1.59 

North 
West 
Inner 

9,730 
(6.84%) 31 3.19 3.09 2.87 2.62 

North 
West 
Outer 

16,301 
(11.46%) 33 2.02 1.86 1.75 1.66 

South 
Inner 

15,259 
(10.73%) 34 2.23 1.76 1.40 1.83 

South 
Outer 

17,157 
(12.06%) 34 1.98 1.86 1.67 1.63 

West 
Inner 

9,883 
(6.95%) 14 1.42 1.37 1.29 1.16 

West 
Outer 

13,234 
(9.30%) 21 1.59 1.51 1.43 1.30 

Leeds 
142,158 276 1.94 1.75 1.60 1.60 

Scenario A – Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) based on initial employment led population 
projection data which realigned population levels from 2001 to 2010 with locally derived data sources 
and projected growth based on employment projections.  Distribution of future population across the city 
is aligned with housing units identified through the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
(SHLAA) and application of selected planning policy constraints identified in the Core Strategy Preferred 
Approach.  Average household size is derived from the SHMA assumptions. 
Scenario B – Strategic Housing Market Assessment based on ONS population estimates 2001 to 2010 
and ONS projections to 2026.  Distribution of future population aligned with housing units identified 
through the SHLAA with limited planning policy constraints applied to site selection. 
Scenario C – 22% increase in population of 169,700 between 2008 and 2026 using ONS population 
projections evenly distributed between the analysis areas. 

 
6.54 Table 6.9 uses the provision ratios from table 6.8 to calculate the number of 

facilities required to meet the recommended standard of 2 facilities per 1,000 
children.   
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Table 6.9 Application of the Quantity Standard for Children and Young 
People’s Equipped Play Provision to show Deficits and Surplus by Analysis 
Area
 

Analysis Areas 

Current 
balanced 
against local 
standard (2 
sites per 
1,000 child 
population)  

Future 
balanced 
against local 
standard - 
Scenario A  

Future 
balanced 
against local 
standard - 
Scenario B  

Future 
balanced 
against local 
standard – 
Scenario C 

East Inner -9 -15 -19 -17 
East Outer 6 -5 -10 -2 
North East 
Inner -8 -8 -10 -14 
North East 
Outer -1 -1 -2 -6 
North West 
Inner 12 11 9 7 
North West 
Outer 0 -2 -5 -7 
South Inner 3 -5 -14 -3 
South Outer 0 -3 -7 -8 
West Inner -6 -6 -8 -10 
West Outer -5 -7 -8 -11 
Leeds -7 -39 -69 -69 

 
6.55 Tables 6.8 and 6.9 present the following results; 
 

• Based on the application of the proposed quantity standard, there is 
insufficient provision of children and young people’s facilities in Leeds 
to meet current and future demand; 

• only North West Inner would meet the recommended standard for all 
population growth scenarios. 

 
6.56 In terms of quality, it is recommended that sites that fall below a score of 7 are 

improved prior to the provision of new equipment, with the exception of areas 
that are significantly devoid of any play facilities.  

 
6.57 Plan 6.8 demonstrates a hypothetical situation identifying where new facilities 

could be located to gain the maximum number of households with a 15 minute 
catchment.  A target of 90% coverage of the Leeds area has been 
recommended to ensure that the whole urban area is covered.  The rural area 
of Leeds is not included, as providing facilities within 15 minutes of every 
household would result in a proliferation of facilities throughout the rural 
environment, which in some cases may only provide a facility for just a 
handful of residents. 
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6.58 The key outcome of plan 6.8 is that an extra 17 facilities in optimum locations 
(assuming green space sites are available) would increase the number of 
households in the urban area with access to a facility within 15 minutes from 
79% to 90%. 

 
Summary  
 
6.59 The provision of children’s and young peoples play facilities is important to 

residents of Leeds.  Respondents indicated that there are not enough 
facilities, in particular for teenagers/young people across Leeds and the 
condition of existing facilities are largely considered to be poor.  

 
6.60 The application of the quantity, quality and accessibility standards highlighted 

a need to improve facilities across Leeds to meet the recommended 
standards, in particular the quality of existing and quantity of additional 
facilities to cater for growth. 

 
6.61 The distribution of facilities also needs significant improvement as Plan 6.7 

shows that there are urban areas of Leeds which have no access to facilities 
within the proposed 15 minute access standard. 

 
6.62 The following key priorities for the future delivery of children and 

teenage/young people facilities in Leeds are recommended: 
 

• Improve the number and distribution of facilities; 
• consult the community on the type and location of facilities; 
• seek to improve the quality and the variety of facilities available. 
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Chapter 7 Outdoor Sports 
 
Introduction and definition 
 
7.1 This section considers the provision of outdoor sports facilities.  There is a separate 

chapter that deals with the various indoor sports facilities. 

7.2 Outdoor sports facilities are a wide-ranging category of open space which includes 
both natural and artificial surfaces for sport and recreation that are either publicly or 
privately owned. 

7.3 Facilities included within this category are: 
 

• playing pitches (including football, rugby, cricket, hockey)  
• synthetic turf pitches (STP) 
• tennis courts 
• bowling greens 
• athletics tracks 
• golf courses 

 
7.4 Outdoor sports facilities often function as a recreational and amenity resource, in 

addition to a formal sports facility.  This is particularly true of public grass pitches, 
which often have a secondary function for walking and kick about area.  Many 
recreation grounds double up as local parks.  Taken together, the large city parks of 
Roundhay and Temple Newsam provide 27 public grass playing pitches, while 
Roundhay provides five public cricket pitches.  When these pitches are not in formal 
use, which is for most of the week and over the summer months, they are available 
as open parkland, although this does impact on quality, as will be discussed later in 
this section. 

7.5 Private facilities and sports clubs play a crucial role in the provision of outdoor sports 
facilities and several large clubs provide opportunities for player progression from a 
young age through to veterans. 

7.6 The effective provision of formal and informal facilities for sports will be instrumental 
if participation in sport is to increase in line with national Sport England and local 
Active Leeds targets at a rate of 1% a year.  This will place greater demand on the 
facility stock and emphasises the need to ensure that facilities are fit for purpose. 

 

Strategic Context 

Active People Survey 
7.7 The Active People Survey 2009 is a survey of adults aged 16 and over, living in 

England.  The survey gathered data on the type, duration and intensity of 
participation in different types of sport and active recreation, as well as information 
about volunteering, club membership (member of a club where they play sport), 
people receiving tuition from an instructor or coach, participation in competitive sport 
and satisfaction with local sports provision. 

 
7.8 Leeds falls within the West Yorkshire Partnership, which is in the Yorkshire Sport 

England region.  Table 7.1 shows the results of the 2009 Active People Survey to 
allow comparison between the city, neighbouring local authorities, county, regional 
and national averages. 
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Table 7.1 2009 Active People Survey Results 
 
Area Adult participation, 

at least 3 days a 
week x 30 mins 
moderate intensity 
sport 
% 

Adult participation, at 
least 3 days a week x 
30 mins moderate 
intensity sport 
(excludes recreational 
walking) 
% 

Satisfied with local 
sports provision 
% 

England 21.6 16.6 68.4 
Yorkshire 
(Sport England 
Region) 

22 16.8 67.8 

West Yorkshire 
(County Sport 
Partnership) 

22.9 18.1 65.2 

Leeds 24.1 21.2 66.2 
Kirklees 26.3 17.1 71.3 
Bradford 18.6 14.5 60.9 
 
7.9 Leeds was recorded as having a participation (3 x 30 minutes sport and active 

recreation in a week) rate of 24.1%, which, is above the regional average of 22% and 
national average of 21.6%. 

7.10 The Active People survey results indicate that the proportion of adults in Leeds that 
participate in physical activities on a regular basis is above the England average, the 
county (West Yorkshire) and Sport England region (Yorkshire).  Locally, the survey 
reveals that residents of Kirklees are more active and residents of Bradford 
substantially less active.  The participation rates, excluding recreational walking, 
place Leeds as the most active authority locally. 

 
7.11 Leeds has marginally lower satisfaction of local sports provision than England and 

Yorkshire, but higher satisfaction when compared against West Yorkshire.  
Generally, the results appear to paint a similar picture for Leeds as for the county, 
Sport England region and England. 

 
Sport England - National 

7.12 Sport England is the government agency responsible for building the 
foundations of sporting success, by creating a world-leading community sport 
system of clubs, coaches, facilities and volunteers.

7.13 Their focus is around three outcomes - growing and sustaining the numbers of 
people taking part in sport and improving talent development to help more people 
excel.  Their work is aimed at delivering against five targets: 

Grow 
• One million people taking part in more sport 
• More children and young people taking part in five hours of PE and 

sport a week 
Sustain 

• More people satisfied with their sporting experience 
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• 25% fewer 16-18 year olds dropping out of at least nine sports - 
badminton. basketball, football, hockey, gymnastics, netball, rugby 
league, rugby union tennis 

Excel 
• Improved talent development in at least 25 sports 

 
Health - National 
 
7.14 The National Institute for Clinical Excellence (NICE) has brought out a number of 

guidance notes on the promotion of physical activity.  Of particular relevance to this 
PPG17 study is the guidance on the promotion and creation of physical 
environments that support increased levels of physical activity (January 2008).  

 
7.15 To encourage a greater level of physical activity amongst children, young people and 

adults, it recommends that public open space should be accessible by walking and 
bicycles and that spaces are maintained to a high standard, safe, attractive and 
welcoming to everyone. 

 
7.16 It goes on further to state that local communities should be involved during the 

development control process to ensure the potential for physical activity is 
maximised.  

 
7.17 ‘Fair Society, Healthy Lives, The Marmot Review, Strategic Review of Health 

Inequalities in England post 2010’ was carried out on behalf of the Secretary of State 
for Health by Professor Sir Michael Marmot into health inequalities in England.  It 
seeks to increase awareness of the importance of good quality and good access to 
green spaces, in improving people’s mental and physical health, social interaction, 
play and contact with nature through recommendations to improve access and 
quality of open and green spaces available. 

 
Regional 
7.18 Our Region, Our Health  - A consultation report on the state of the Region's health 

in Yorkshire and the Humber by the Regional Director of Public Health 2004 
 
7.19 The report aims to support the Yorkshire and Humber regional framework for health, 

providing recommendations and suggestions for action to improve health and to 
reduce inequalities. 

 
7.20 The report and associated recommendations reinforce the importance of physical 

activity.  Recommendations of particular relevance include:  
• to promote the benefits of physical activity on a regional basis  
• to create a regional strategic partnership to ensure a co-ordinated approach 

to attract and retain more public and private sector investment in physical 
activity  

• to implement regular monitoring, including levels of smoking, diet and 
physical activity  

• to focus investment on increasing physical activity in the region  
• to develop a coordinated approach to attract and retain more public and 

private investment in physical activity.  
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 West Yorkshire Sports Partnership Strategy 2009 - 2012 
7.21 The West Yorkshire Sports Partnership (WYSP), comprises many sport delivery 

agencies and organisations, including the city council.  By collectively working 
together, the organisations will be striving towards the following three headline 
targets as set out in the West Yorkshire Sports Partnership Strategy and Business 
Plan 2009-2012: 
 

• 26% of adults regularly participating in sport three times 30 minutes per 
week 

• 40% of 5-19 year olds participating in 5 hours of PE and Sport per week 
• 40% of regional or equivalent squads will consist of West Yorkshire 

athletes 

Active Leeds 'A Healthy City' - A Physical Activity Strategy for Leeds 2008 - 2012  

7.22 This presents a vision for the future where, by ‘2012 the people of Leeds will enjoy 
the health benefits of having a physically active life’.  Individuals and families should 
be able to take part in regular activities and stay healthy throughout their lives. 

7.23 In order to aspire towards the vision, Active Leeds will work towards achieving an 
average increase of 1% year on year in adult participation. 

7.24 An increase in participation will enable individuals and families to take responsibility 
for their everyday living, travel, recreation and sporting opportunities. To make this 
step change possible, a greater level of investment is required in the development of 
this strategy. 

7.25 The key issues arising from a review of the strategic context which influence the 
provision of sports facilities include: 

• there are national and regional targets to increase participation at a rate of 
1% per annum – these will impact on the supply and demand for facilities 

• increase the contribution of sport and active recreation to overall levels of 
physical activity – this includes maximising the roles of parks and other 
open spaces as well as building on formal sports participation 

• reduce the participation gap and increase voluntary and community sector 
involvement. 

 
7.26 The provision of outdoor sports facilities is essential to the achievement of the above 

priorities, as well as contributing to the delivery of wider local and regional objectives. 
 
7.27 More recently, Leeds City Council’s Scrutiny Board for Health proposed to embrace 

NICE recommendations and The Marmot Review in council policy.  This is to be 
reflected in the updated Vision for Leeds. 

 

Consultation – Assessing Local Needs 

7.28 The consultation process sought to provide better understanding of what local 
communities wanted in terms of quality, quantity and accessibility to green space.  A 
survey of Leeds’ households was carried out and an on-street survey was carried out 
in the inner city areas to ensure participation.  Further assessment of local need was 
carried out involving children from schools and the Leeds Youth Council.  Local 
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sports clubs and recreation user groups, Leeds City Council employees, ward 
councillors, parish councils and key stakeholders were also asked for their views.  

7.29 Consultation undertaken as part of the PPG17 study highlighted that: 

• 53% of respondents to the household survey do not use outdoor 
sports facilities; however, 31% of residents state they use this type of 
facility at least once a month; 

• A higher proportion of household survey respondents participate in 
physical activity at least once a month, than on-street respondents; 

• 44% of on-street survey respondents stated that they never 
participate in physical activity; 

• in light of the specific nature of this typology, the views of sports clubs 
and other sport specific consultees are particularly important.  A 
variety of issues are raised relating to both the quality and quantity of 
provision. 

 
7.30 In addition to facility related issues, several other opportunities and issues were also 

highlighted by clubs, including: 
• 40% of sports clubs surveyed perceived that the existing quantity of 

provision was poor or very poor; 
• 62% of responses from clubs/organisation highlight quality of sport facilities 

as the biggest issue in Leeds, above both access and quantity. 

7.31 The priority for clubs and organisations is to improve the quality of the facility.  In 
particular, the condition of grass pitches, ancillary facilities and the cleanliness and 
quality of changing provision. 

 
Current Provision Quantity 
 
7.32 The quantity of outdoor sports facilities is summarised in Table 7.2 below and their 

location shown in plan 7.1.  Consideration will be given to the specific type of facility 
provided during the application of local standards.  The figures for Roundhay (North 
East Inner) and Temple Newsam (East Outer) are skewed by the existence of large 
numbers of playing pitches in the two largest city parks. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 105 



 106

 
Table 7.2 – Provision of Outdoor Sports per 1,000 Population Based on Three 
Population Growth Scenarios 
 

Analysis Area 

Outdoor 
Sports 

(Ha) 

Current 
provision 

Ha per 
1,000 pop 

Future 
Population 
Scenario A 

(hectares per 
1,000 

population) 

Future 
Population 
Scenario B 

(hectares per 
1,000 

population) 

Future 
Population 
Scenario C 

(hectares per 
1,000 

population) 
East Inner 120.52 1.5 1.29 1.18 1.23 
East Outer 178.08 2.09 1.57 1.43 1.71 
North East Inner 112.44 1.59 1.55 1.49 1.30 
North East Outer 164.16 2.64 2.54 2.44 2.16 
North West Inner 185.99 1.75 1.70 1.58 1.44 
North West Outer 209.05 2.39 2.20 2.06 1.97 
South Inner 100.23 1.34 1.06 0.84 1.10 
South Outer 157.92 1.74 1.64 1.47 1.43 
West Inner 67.75 1.35 1.30 1.23 1.11 
West Outer 146.97 2.07 1.96 1.87 1.70 
Leeds 1443.13 1.85 1.67 1.52 1.52 

Nb.  This outdoor sports spatial data excludes golf courses, but includes the outdoor sports areas within other 
typologies ie. tennis courts, bowling greens and playing pitches in parks. 

Scenario A – Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) based on initial employment led 
population projection data which realigned population levels from 2001 to 2010 with locally derived 
data sources and projected growth based on employment projections.  Distribution of future 
population across the city is aligned with housing units identified through the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and application of selected planning policy constraints identified in 
the Core Strategy Preferred Approach.  Average household size is derived from the SHMA 
assumptions. 
Scenario B – Strategic Housing Market Assessment based on ONS population estimates 2001 to 
2010 and ONS projections to 2026.  Distribution of future population aligned with housing units 
identified through the SHLAA with limited planning policy constraints applied to site selection. 
Scenario C – 22% increase in population of 169,700 between 2008 and 2026 using ONS population 
projections evenly distributed between the analysis areas. 

 
7.33 It is simplistic to assume that all growth will be evenly distributed across the city.  

Some areas of the city have limited capacity to accommodate additional growth, 
even on the scale suggested by scenario C.  Further incremental growth on small 
previously developed sites in the existing urban area places greater pressure on the 
existing spaces and facilities, and it is these areas which are already in greatest 
need and have the greatest restrictions on growing outdoor sport opportunities.  In 
these areas, quality is likely to be the biggest issue. 

 
7.34 However, it would be expected that the majority of strategic growth, if it does occur, 

will occur on the urban fringe, in the outer areas, as already indicated in the 
emerging Leeds Core Strategy. 

 
7.35 The key issues emerging from the above table of information and consultations 

relating to the quantity of outdoor sports facilities across the city are as follows: 
• in total, the provision of outdoor sports facilities across the city equates to 

1,443 hectares.  This is spread across more than 400 sites including 
education facilities, city parks, recreation grounds and neighbourhood 
parks; 
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• there is an uneven distribution across the area boundaries, with a 
concentration of 70 pitches in Weetwood ward, primarily due to the location 
of both universities’ sports grounds; 

• the West Inner area contains no cricket pitches and the least number of 
grass pitches, but this is more a reflection that it is the smallest of the 
analysis areas both in terms of size and population; 

• as may be expected, in light of the broad range of facilities included within 
the outdoor sports typology, the size of sites ranges hugely from 0.14 
hectares to 34 hectares; 

• the household survey indicates that residents generally believe that the 
provision of outdoor sports facilities; grass pitches, synthetic pitches, 
bowling greens and golf courses is sufficient to meet demand, but there is a 
perceived shortage of athletics tracks and tennis courts; 

• 43% of respondents to the young people’s survey identify playing sport as 
their favourite activity, making it the most popular activity for young people.  
Despite this, 29% of respondents state there are not enough outdoor sports 
facilities in their local area.  Additionally, 34% of respondents to the 
children’s survey state that there are some outdoor sports facilities, but 
there could be more; 

• a greater proportion of respondents to the sports club survey feel that the 
quantity of provision is not sufficient (40%), only 22% feel provision is 
good/very good, with 37% stating the provision is average. 

 
7.36 In order to evaluate the supply of outdoor sports facilities in more detail, Table 7.3 

breaks down outdoor sports facilities by facility type.  However, it is important to note 
that this study considers the provision of all the different types of outdoor sport 
facilities as one and does not break down the typology into more detailed 
assessments for each sport, for example playing pitches can be used for many 
sports.  These more detailed sport specific assessments will be carried out by 
demand led studies such as the Playing Pitch Strategy. 

 
Table 7.3 Total Provision of Outdoor Sports Facilities in Leeds by Analysis Area 
 

Analysis Area 
Grass 

Playing 
Pitches 

Cricket 
pitches 

Tennis 
courts 

Bowling 
greens 

Junior & 
Mini 

Pitches 

Synthetic 
turf 

pitches 

East Inner 47 2 18 7 15 2 
East Outer 101 11 30 17 31 3 
North East Inner 47 12 58 7 12 1 
North East Outer 78 18 55 10 16 4 
North West Inner 99 6 44 8 8 5 
North West 
Outer 93 23 52 12 16 3 
South Inner 55 1 10 15 17 13 
South Outer 75 12 21 11 26 0 
West Inner 34 0 10 8 1 18 
West Outer 75 15 26 14 17 1 
Leeds 704 100 324 109 159 50 
 
7.37 It can be seen that: 
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• The distribution of both outdoor sports space and facilities is uneven.  Most 
outdoor sports facilities in Leeds are located in the East Outer area, whereas 
West Inner contains the lowest provision; 

• of the five facility types surveyed during the household survey, residents 
showed the greatest dissatisfaction with the quantity of tennis courts (33%), 
synthetic turf pitches (25%) and athletic tracks (36%).  In contrast, residents 
perceive the provision of grass pitches (44%) and bowling greens (29%) to 
be about right.  Over 13% of residents thought there were more than enough 
golf courses and 30% thought the quantity to be about right; 

• when considering the level of satisfaction across the city, residents in the 
East Inner area showed the highest level of dissatisfaction with three of the 
six types of sports facilities, stating that there is insufficient provision of 
athletic tracks (47%), golf courses (28%), and bowling greens (40%); 

• residents in the North East Outer area display the highest level of 
satisfaction in two of the six types of sports facilities, suggesting that there is 
sufficient provision (enough/about right amount) of grass pitches (64%) and 
golf courses (72%). 

 
National Benchmarking 
 
7.38 Active Places Power (a strategic planning tool provided by Sport England) enables 

the comparison of the provision of certain outdoor sports facilities with other areas.  
As shown in Table 7.4 below, Leeds compares favourably to the Yorkshire and 
Humber Region and the national levels of provision.  Leeds has more golf courses 
than both the national and regional levels.  However, the provision per 1,000 
population of athletics tracks and synthetic turf pitches is lower than the national 
average, but equal to the regional figure. 

 
Table 7.4 - Outdoor Sports Provision at a Local, Regional and National Level 
 

Geographical area Athletics 
tracks/1,000 
population 
(lanes)  

Golf courses/ 
1,000 
population 
(holes)  

STPs/1,000 
population 
(pitches)  

National  0.05  0.68 0.04 

Yorkshire and Humber 
Region  

0.04  0.68  0.03 

Leeds 0.04 0.75 0.03 

Source: Active Places Power Sport England (November 2010) 
 
7.39 The distribution of specific facilities will be considered later in this section as part of 

the application of standards. 

Setting provision standards Quantity  

7.40 The recommended local quantity standard for outdoor sports facilities has been 
derived from the local needs consultation and audit of provision and is summarised 
below. 
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7.41 In line with the key themes emerging from the consultation, the standard for outdoor 
sports (excluding golf courses) is set at the existing level of city wide provision, 
reflecting the general satisfaction with most types of outdoor sports provision.  
However, the main issue remains an unequal distribution, as highlighted in the above 
tables 7.2 and 7.3. 

Current level of provision = 1.85 Hectares per 1,000 population 
Proposed level of provision = 1.85 Hectares per 1,000 population 

 
7.42 This reflects the overall focus on a need to improve access to existing provision, 

rather than develop new facilities and to enhance the quality of existing sites.  In 
many instances, facilities of improved quality will have a greater capacity for matches 
than existing poor to average quality sites, and as a consequence, can be opened up 
to a wider variety and number of users which can increase access to sites.  Despite 
this, it is clear from the results of the local consultation that there are excessive 
demands being placed on grass pitches and a local perception that there are 
insufficient facilities for tennis.  These specific areas of deficiency will be considered 
during the application of standards. 

 
7.43 Golf courses have been removed from calculations due to their large size and 

subsequent tendency to skew figures. Although many school sports sites are not 
accessible at the current time, they are identified as important resources.  School 
facilities have been included within the overall calculations, to ensure that their 
contribution is considered and there are policy measures which seek to improve 
community access. 

 
Current provision Quality 

7.44 The quality of existing outdoor sports facilities in the city was assessed through site 
visits and is set out in Table 7.5.  It is important to note that site assessments are 
conducted as a snapshot in time and reflect the quality of the site on the day of the 
visit. 

7.45 The site visits undertaken assess the outdoor sport site as a whole and do not 
specifically consider the degree to which individual facilities can be considered fit for 
purpose.  Assessments considering this issue would be required as part of more 
detailed, facilities specific study, for example a playing pitch strategy would 
specifically examine the quality of the playing surface and changing rooms.  Several 
sites were inaccessible (eg. primary schools). 

 
7.46 Generally, the education establishments scored highest due to their higher than 

average maintenance, and in the case of the universities, the presence of on-site, full 
time grounds maintenance staff. 
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Table 7.5 – Quality of Outdoor Sports Facilities by Analysis Area 

Area  Range of 
quality 
scores (%)  

Average 
quality 
scores 

Lowest quality 
site  

Highest quality site  

East Inner 0.66 - 8.6 5.50 
Cross Green 
Lane Former 
Rugby Pitches 

Shakespeare Primary, 
Primrose High 

East Outer 2.66 - 9 6.36 Ash Lane Pitch Methley Cricket Ground
North East 
Inner 1.84 - 9.4 6.06 Highbury Cricket 

Club 
Chapel Allerton Tennis 
Club 

North East 
Outer 2.75 - 9.27 6.51 Walton Road 

Sports Pitches Alwoodley Golf Club 

North West 
Inner 1.90 - 9.5 6.82 Cambridge Road Headingley Stadium 

cricket and rugby pitch 
North West 
Outer 0.9 - 9.3 7.12 Cricket Ground, 

Pool Road Mills 
Woodhouse Public 
School Playing Fields 

South Inner 2 - 8.58 6.07 Skelton Grange 
Road Pitch South Leeds Stadium 

South Outer 3.83 - 9 6.84 Woodkirk Cricket 
Ground 

Rothwell West Junior 
School 

West Inner 4.36 - 8.45 6.27 
Christ the King 
Roman Catholic 
Primary School 

Goals Football Centre 

West Outer 0.66 - 8.6 6.56 Oldfield Lane Cobden Primary School

Leeds 0.66 - 9.5 6.46 
Oldfield Lane / 
Cross Green 
Former Rugby 
Pitches 

Headingley Stadium 
cricket and rugby 
pitches 

 
7.47 The key issues emerging from Table 7.5 and the consultation relating to the quality 

of outdoor sports facilities are as follows:  
• 29% of respondents to the household survey regard the quality of outdoor 

sports facilities to be average and a further 26% of residents indicate that the 
quality of this type of open space is good or very good; 

• the quality of outdoor sports facilities is average to good, with a mean score of 
65%; 

• the East Inner area has the lowest average quality of outdoor sports sites and 
North West Outer area the highest average; 

• the best quality sites are private or education sites with restricted or no public 
access; 

• as would be expected, the lowest quality sites are mainly former pitches which 
have been abandoned by the current owner; 

• the quality of sites is wide ranging with scores varying between 7% and 95%; 
• reflecting the findings of the household survey, 48% of sports club 

respondents rate the quality of sports facilities as average, 18% feel they are 
good, and 21% state that facilities are of poor quality.  The quality of facilities 
is the key concern for 62% of respondents to the sports club survey; 

• 27% of council staff regarded the quality of outdoor provision to be poor/ very 
poor, with 19% regarding it to be good/very good; 
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• Councillors and parish councils rated the key quality issues as vandalism, dog 
fouling, maintenance of grass cutting and the lack of, or poor quality changing 
facilities; 

• quality issues were also apparent at the key stakeholders workshop, with pitch 
maintenance and ancillary accommodation being the key concerns; 

• a split in opinion regarding the quality of outdoor sports facilities is evident 
when considering responses to the children’s IT survey, with only 19% of 
children indicating facilities are clean, safe and nice to use, while 37% 
consider quality to be average, but could benefit from improvements and 20% 
feel that facilities are sometimes unclean, being in need of lots of 
improvement. 

 
Setting provision standards Quality 

7.48 The standard highlights the key aspirations of local residents and current users of 
sports facilities.  The overall aspirational standard is set at a minimum of 7 out of 10 
for all sites, but it is expected that many sites will exceed this average. 

 
Existing Average Quality Standard 6.46 
Proposed Quality Standard  7 out of 10 (70%) 

 
7.49 The Green Flag award for parks is assessed in two key ways, firstly by reviewing a 

site management plan, and secondly a field assessment based primarily on 
observation during a site visit.  Each category is given a score out of 10, with a 
maximum of 30 points for the desk assessment and 70 points for the field 
assessment.  To achieve the standard a minimum of 15 on the desk assessment  
and 42 on the field assessment is needed, however, an award can only be given if 
the overall score is greater than 65.  The audit assessment for this study did not 
carry out a desk assessment due to the lack of a management plan for the vast 
majority of sites and reduced the field assessment to key, largely generic quality 
criteria applicable to open space sites, including outdoor sports. 

 
7.50 As the PPG17 audit considered on-site quality using a field based assessment, the 

proposal is that the Green Flag quality standard, for the field assessment, is 
extended to all the open green space.  To account for the absence of the desk 
assessment and retain the disproportionate Green Flag emphasis on an overall pass 
mark, it is proposed to set the quality standard at 7 out of 10, or 70%.  The proposed 
standard is consistent with the approach for other open spaces in seeking to raise 
the overall quality of the site. 

 
7.51 It is further proposed, that future quality assessments adopt specific facility related 

quality standards.  Sport England have already developed non-technical visual 
quality tools which enable specific facility assessment of grass playing pitches and 
changing accommodation.  Under these standards a score of 60% to 89% would 
achieve a ‘good’.  Relevant facility demand studies such as the Playing Pitch Study 
will establish the appropriate quality standard for each individual sport facility.  In 
addressing the quality of each sport facility available at a site, the overall quality will 
also be effected. 

 
7.52 Publicly accessible outdoor sites are generally below, and in some cases, 

substantially below this standard.  There are currently 233 (59%) outdoor sport sites 
that fall below the proposed overall quality standard.  At present 161 (41%) sites are 
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currently above 70%, reflecting the influence of education or private sites that have 
limited or no public access. 

 
7.53 The outdoor sport site issues highlighted in both the site surveys and need 

assessment consultation, include improvement to: 

• grass maintenance 

• pricing according to quality 

• level surfaces with good drainage 

• cleanliness 

• changing facilities 
 
Current Provision Accessibility 
 
7.54 To appreciate the accessibility of outdoor sports facilities, it is necessary to 

understand the nature of the provision.  The majority of outdoor sports facilities in 
Leeds are effectively private, being provided on education sites.  For example, the 
university sports grounds concentrate large numbers of good quality outdoor sports 
facilities in North West Leeds. 

 
7.55 The table below illustrates the total numbers of facilities across Leeds.  The average 

distance travelled (as the crow flies) from households to their nearest facility.  The 
results of the 75th percentile show the distance travelled for three quarters of 
residents to access their nearest facility.  This includes both the contribution from 
Education Leeds and the universities.   

 
Table 7.6 Accessibility of All Outdoor Sport Facilities in Leeds 

 
Facility No. of 

facilities
Ave Distance to 
access (mtrs) 

Access for 
75th centile 

(mtrs) 
Playing Pitch – Public 315 567 739 
Playing Pitch - Private 400 513 683 
Junior Pitch 159 1,344 1,744 
Cricket Pitch 100 1,931 2,750 
Bowling Green 109 665 917 
Athletics Track 18 2,117 2,451 
Golf Course 29 2,310 2,970 
Synthetic Turf 
Pitches 

39 1,952 2,459 

 
7.56 The analysis shows that access to sports facilities is generally good, with averages 

to the nearest playing pitch facility calculating at below 15 minutes walk.  However, 
this is based on the assumption that residents use the nearest facility to where they 
live.  In reality, this is rarely the case and the data should only be used as a general 
guide on overall accessibility when used in conjunction with other available 
information. 

 
7.57 The influence of education controlled sporting facilities on the overall number of 

facilities is highly significant.  There are 400 private playing pitches.  The primary and 
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secondary education sector account for 240 of these pitches, with further education, 
mainly the universities, accounting for an additional 42 pitches.  The remaining 178 
pitches are a combination of community and private sports clubs. 

 
Setting provision standards accessibility 

7.58 The accessibility of sites is paramount in maximising usage, as well as providing an 
opportunity for all people to use the site.  The recommended local standard is set in 
the form of a distance threshold and is derived from the findings of the local 
consultations and other relevant information. 

7.59 The expected method of travel highlighted in the household survey to grass pitches, 
tennis courts and bowling greens was on foot.  To access golf courses, synthetic turf 
pitches and athletics tracks, respondents indicated that they expected to travel by 
car. 

7.60 Young people, and respondents to the key stakeholders workshop highlighted that 
cost issues were problematic when accessing outdoor sports facilities.  However, the 
greatest barrier in the sports club surveys were stated as booking difficulties. 

 
7.61 There are several factors to consider in setting a standard for outdoor sports 

facilities.  In particular, the range of facilities that lie within this typology makes it 
difficult to set a meaningful standard that can be applied across the board as per 
PPG17 requirements.  For example, residents have significantly different 
expectations for synthetic turf pitches (to which they are willing to travel further) than 
they do for grass pitches (where there is a presumption of more localised provision).  
It is also important to consider how the pitches are used and by whom.  Sports clubs 
will travel further to access formal sport facilities; 50% of a team’s season comprises 
of away game travel and transportation of associated equipment.  However, informal 
use of a playing field for kick about or walking the dog is likely accessed by walking, 
but the green space need not necessarily be a formal marked out playing field.  An 
area of amenity space could be more appropriate for these informal uses. 

7.62 Findings from local consultation suggest a combination of standards.  A walk time 
standard has been set for tennis courts.  Whilst the majority of respondents to the 
household survey expected to walk (56%) to a tennis court, most on-street 
respondents expected to drive (50%).  The 75th percentile result was 15 minutes 
walk.  For those that would expect to travel by car, the 75th percentile result was also 
15 minutes. 

7.63 Expectations are higher in terms of playing pitches than other types of facility.  The 
third quartile for pitches in the household survey is 10 minutes walk, but the on-street 
survey is 15 minutes walk.  The third quartile for bowling greens is 15 to 20 minutes 
walk. 
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Recommended Accessibility Standards 
7.64 For athletics tracks and golf courses, the third quartile is a 20 minute drive.  STPs 

provided mixed results of a 15 to 20 minute walk or 20 minute drive. 
 

20 minute walk = tennis courts 
10 minute drive = public grass playing pitches and bowling greens 
20 minute drive = athletics tracks, golf courses and synthetic turf 
pitches 

 
7.65 The modal responses and average responses indicate that there are higher 

expectations from those who walk.  However, it is important to balance these 
expectations with the delivery of quality and fit for purpose facilities.  Consultation 
indicates that this is as important as localised facilities.  Consultation and information 
collected by the council at other times suggests that many residents drive to formal 
sports facilities.  The provision of accessible facilities at school sites is instrumental 
in the effective delivery of expectations surrounding quality outdoor sports facilities. 

 
7.66 The standard for tennis courts generally reflects the outcomes of the needs 

assessment.  However, the walk time has been extended to 20 minutes to reflect 
operational delivery.  Not every park or recreation ground will offer a tennis court 
facility due to lack of demand and, therefore, ultimately the level of use.  Therefore, 
the standard needs to be greater than the 15 minutes walking access time set for 
Parks and Gardens.  A drive time is not appropriate given the preference from the 
needs assessment for walking access.  In addition, the equipment needed for tennis 
can easily be carried on foot or using public transport. 

 
7.67 The 10 minutes drive time accessibility standard reflects the formal use of grass 

playing pitches and bowling greens.  The majority of users travel to these facilities by 
car despite the existing widespread distribution.  The needs assessment reveals that 
89% of sports and recreation clubs reported the majority of their members mode of 
travel to sports venues was by car.  This is possibly a reflection of the away game 
nature of formal sports leagues and the equipment required to participate in some 
sports. 

 
7.68 The council policy in the existing playing pitch strategy is to encourage community 

hub sites for sporting facilities so that the provision of capital infrastructure such as 
changing accommodation can be shared and better utilised.  The existing and 
proposed hub site locations, along with details of their recreation facilities are listed 
at Appendix E.  In encouraging shared facilities, hub sites discourage proliferation of 
small single facility sites, such as a site with only one pitch. 

 
7.69 Of those needs assessment respondents who expected to travel by car to playing 

pitches, most expect to travel between 5 to 10 minutes.  For those respondents who 
expect to access bowling greens by car, the most common response from 
respondents to the needs assessment was 10 minutes. 

 
7.70 A longer, 20 minutes drive time has been set for golf courses, athletics tracks and 

synthetic pitches.  These standards have been recommended in line with the 
expected travel modes from the needs assessment and to reflect the specialist 
nature of these facilities. 



Applying provision standards 

7.71 Given the broad nature of the outdoor sports facilities typology, standards should 
only be applied to provide an indication of planning need.  In light of the demand-led 
nature of each type of facility, specific studies identifying the nature of facilities 
required should be carried out to supersede this standard and provide further 
detailed evidence for informed decision making ie. a revised playing pitch 
assessment for playing pitches. 

7.72 The application of the recommended quality, quantity and accessibility standards 
helps to understand the existing distribution of outdoor sports facilities and identify 
areas where provision is insufficient to meet local need. 

7.73 The quantity standards enable the identification of areas that do not meet the 
minimum provision standards, while the accessibility standards will help determine 
where those deficiencies are of high importance.  Applying the standards together is 
a more meaningful method of analysis, than separate application. 

7.74 Table 7.7 below summarises the application of the quantity standard for outdoor 
sports facilities.  As highlighted, the broad range of facilities included within this 
typology means that the application of a quantity standard provides only an indication 
of provision.  The type of facility that is most appropriate for a given area will be 
derived from expressed demand and local participation trends.  These decisions 
should be made on a site by site basis, locally. 
 

7.75 The figures in the table show the application of the proposed standard of 1.9 
hectares per 1,000 population against the existing outdoor sport provision and 2008 
mid-year population estimate and each of the potential growth scenarios.  The 
positive figures show the number of hectares which exceed the applied standard and 
the negative figures show the deficiency against the proposed standard for that area. 

 

Table 7.7 Application of Quantity Standard for Outdoor Sport Facilities to show 
Deficits and Surplus by Analysis Area 

Analysis Area 

Outdoor 
Sports 

(Ha) 

Existing 
provision 
against 

local 
standard 

Future 
balanced 

against local 
standard - 
Scenario A 

Future 
balanced 
against 

local 
standard - 
Scenario B 

Future 
balanced 

against local 
standard – 
Scenario C 

East Inner 120.52 -28.55 -52.73 -68.40 -61.02 
East Outer 178.08 20.10 -32.33 -53.01 -14.30 
North East Inner 112.44 -18.74 -21.74 -26.96 -47.31 
North East Outer 164.16 48.94 44.74 39.64 23.85 
North West Inner 185.99 -10.34 -16.40 -31.87 -53.11 
North West 
Outer 209.05 47.54 33.41 21.68 12.36 
South Inner 100.23 -37.93 -74.33 -119.29 -68.03 
South Outer 157.92 -9.67 -20.76 -41.46 -46.17 
West Inner 67.75 -25.30 -28.35 -34.33 -45.57 
West Outer 146.97 15.44 8.59 1.45 -13.21 
Leeds 1443.13 1.51 -159.87 -312.52 -312.48 
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7.76 As can be seen in table 7.7 above: 

• if growth scenario A were to occur, this could lead to a need for 160 
hectares of additional outdoor sports provision; 

• the current quantity of outdoor sports facilities in four of the ten analysis 
areas is adequate to meet demand.  In addition, there is only a small 
shortage in South Outer and North West Inner; 

• the largest current and future shortfalls can be found in the South Inner 
area.  These shortfalls are significantly higher than any other area of the 
city. 

 
7.77 These calculations do not take into account the targeted 1% increase in participation 

per annum.  If this increase occurred, unmet demand would increase.  As 
highlighted, in light of the range of facilities included within this typology, 
consideration should be given to the application of the quantity standard for broad 
planning need only.  

 
Analysis of Outdoor Sports by Facility 
 
7.78 The application of the local accessibility standards for outdoor sports facilities is set 

out overleaf in plans 7.2 to 7.7.  These plans use the geographic extent of the site in 
which the facility is located to illustrate access.  This is appropriate because the site 
entrance, car park, changing rooms etc are frequently not adjacent to the recreation 
facility. 

 
 



  117 



  118 



  119 



 120 



 121 



 122 



 123

7.79 The key issues arising from the accessibility mapping regarding the provision of 
outdoor sports facilities are: 

• nearly all residents in Leeds have good access to a grass pitch within the 
target 10 minute drive time.  An area of deficiency exists in the rural area of 
Outer North East; 

• there are several significant areas of the city which are not within 20 minute 
walk of a tennis court.  The city centre, Outer West, Outer North West and 
Outer South have further to travel; 

• access to bowling greens is limited in specific rural areas of North East 
Outer, although these areas have little or no population; 

• nearly all residents are within a 20 minute drive of an athletics track, except 
those from North East Outer and North West Outer. 

7.80 Since the audit, the BSF programme has created high quality outdoor sports facilities 
across the city.  There is specific provision within the contracts for access by the 
local community. 

7.81 While consideration of the distribution of facilities is important, it is important to 
balance the desire to ensure that all residents have local access to facilities with the 
logistics of providing high quality facilities.  Sites containing multiple facilities are 
more cost effective as well as providing greater opportunities for residents. 

7.82 It is important to consider access to sport and recreation for residents with 
disabilities.  The provision of open space, sport and recreation facilities can play a 
key role in maintaining and increasing the good levels of participation for disabled 
residents in the city. 

 
Applying the quality, quantity and accessibility standards 
 
7.83 Quantity standards enable the identification of areas that do not meet the minimum 

provision standards, while the accessibility standards help determine where those 
deficiencies are of high importance.  Quality standards outline the key aspirations of 
local residents and provide an indication as to where sites may currently fall below 
expectations. 
 

7.84 Outdoor sports facilities provide important sport and recreation opportunities for local 
residents and can contribute to improving participation levels and health.  The role of 
many outdoor sports facilities in Leeds takes on even greater importance, as many of 
the larger recreation grounds have a dual function as a park. 

 
7.85 Consultation indicated that while the quantity of facilities is an issue in some areas, 

there is a real need to improve the quality of many existing sites.  In many instances, 
improvements to the quality of existing sites will impact on the capacity of the facility.  
A facility that is able to sustain more games will serve the local community to a 
greater extent and indeed, a high quality facility is more likely to encourage residents 
to participate.  Overall, city wide quantity is perceived to be about right by the Leeds 
community, although clearly issues of distribution persist, however, improvements to 
the quality of provision should be prioritised in the short term, over an increase in 
provision. 
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Grass Playing Pitches 
 
7.86 Analysis of the provision of outdoor sports facilities in the city indicates that there are 

just over 400 sites that contain grass pitches.  The majority of these sites, however, 
are education facilities that provide limited public access.  The influence of education 
controlled sporting facilities on the overall number of facilities is highly significant.  
The primary and secondary education sector account for 240 of these pitches, with 
further education, mainly the universities, accounting for an additional 42 pitches.  
The remaining 178 pitches are a combination of community and private sports clubs.   

 
7.87 The council’s Parks and Countryside Service control the letting of 281 pitches.  In the 

2010/11 season, 77% of the playable pitches available (216 of 281) are currently let 
to teams.  These 216 pitches are let to 465 teams.  Of the remaining 89 pitches 
which are not let, 15 are cricket pitches which at the time of the analysis were out of 
season. 

 
7.88 There has been a steady reduction in demand for pitch lettings through the parks 

service in recent years.  In the 2005/06 season, 554 teams requested pitches.  The 
number of teams has steadily reduced in every year since, to 465 teams in the 
2010/11 season; a 14% decrease in 5 years. 

 
7.89 In addition to letting pitches on a seasonal basis, the council also lease and licence 

clubs to use pitches on a longer term arrangement.  There are 66 pitches at 27 sites 
which are covered under these longer term arrangements. 

 
7.90 The quality of grass pitches in Leeds was one of the overriding criticisms raised 

during the consultation.  Key issues arising are:  

• lack of drainage at sites in areas prone to flooding or water logging 
• poor quality changing accommodation  
• lack of pitches with access to changing facilities 
• vandalism and misuse at sites including dog fouling and littering 
• lack of floodlighting (particularly relating to use during winter months) 
• changing demands for pitches arising from an increase in the number of 

female teams.  Due to child protection and Sport England guidelines, female 
changing requires separate rooms. 

 
7.91 Grass pitches not only serve a recreation purpose, but are also instrumental in 

providing informal opportunities and are often used as park land.  However, it is this 
dual use which generates many of the quality issues raised above.  For example, 
dog fouling is easily resolved if more dog owners were responsible for their animals. 

 
7.92 Provision of additional quality changing facilities is a capital intensive and longer term 

objective.  The council policy in the existing playing pitch strategy is to encourage 
community hub sites for sporting facilities so that the provision of capital 
infrastructure such as changing accommodation can be shared and better utilised. 

 
7.93 The existing and proposed hub site locations are shown on plan 7.8.  Collective 

provision of pitches and facilities at some sites is already well established, such as 
Roundhay and Temple Newsam.  Creation of new sites, such as Church Lane in 
Methley are currently underway.  Some sites, such as Stonegate Road in Moortown 
already exist and have previously provided formal sports provision, but due to 
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drainage problems or lack of other facilities, their use was reduced or suspended 
pending substantial investment and improvement.  Appendix E lists the facilities 
which will be available when the hub concept is fully implemented. 

 
Tennis Courts 
 
7.94 Application of the local standard of a 20 minute walk time as shown on plan 7.3, 

indicates there are some deficiencies.  Geographic analysis reveals that 69% of 
Leeds households have access to their nearest tennis courts within a 20 minutes 
walk.  When considering only public courts, this proportion reduces to 52% of 
households. 

7.95 In terms of quantity, sites are unevenly distributed, with the majority of courts (58) 
located in the North East Inner area.  The South Inner and West Inner have the 
lowest level of provision with 10 courts. 

 
7.96 Accessibility mapping reinforces this, highlighting that the main areas outside of the 

appropriate catchment for a tennis court are:  

• South Inner and specifically the city centre 
• West Inner 
• South Outer 
• North West Outer 

 
7.97 Consultation demonstrated that 33% of residents perceived there to be a shortfall of 

provision of tennis facilities. 

7.98 The council is currently engaged in a capital works programme funded by the Lawn 
Tennis Association (LTA) to improve the provision of tennis facilities in parks.  The 
focus is improving the quality of existing facilities at Dartmouth Park, Springhead 
Park and John Charles Centre for Sport. 

7.99 Provision and distribution of tennis courts was historically more widespread.  
However, lack of use and requests for alternate facilities has led to the removal of a 
number of courts.  In some circumstances, tennis courts have provided the base for 
alternate facilities such as Multi-Use Games Areas and skate parks.  These changes  
to alternate facilities have been the result of local public consultation with park users. 
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Bowling Greens 
 
7.100 The distribution of bowling greens is more even across the city than other facilities.  

They range from 7 greens in North East Inner to 15 greens in South Inner.  North 
East Outer is the only analysis area to have no public greens, but does have 10 
private greens; more than any other area. 

7.101 Application of the accessibility standard as shown on plan 7.4 demonstrates that 
there are some sparsely populated rural areas where residents are out of the 
proposed 10 minute drive time catchment to the nearest facility. 

7.102 The majority of bowling greens in the city are publicly accessible (67%) and are 
mainly located within parks and gardens.  Local consultation indicates that the 
provision of bowling greens is generally perceived to be sufficient with more than 
30% of respondents stating that provision is about the right.  More than 40% of 
respondents stated they had no opinion on the provision of bowling greens. 

Synthetic Turf Pitch (STP) 
 
7.103 Plan 7.5 indicates  there is excellent distribution of synthetic turf pitches in the city.  

Only the South Outer area lacks provision of an STP facility.  All other areas have at 
least one STP facility with West Inner having the highest provision due to the location 
of the private Goals facility.  North West Inner also has good provision due to the 
location of the universities’ STP facilities at Beckett Campus and Weetwood Athletics 
Ground. 

 
7.104 The Building Schools for the Future (BSF) programme will see an increase in the 

quantity of synthetic pitches provided with new school building.  Facilities are 
proposed at several sites such as Ralph Thoresby and Carr Manor. 

7.105 It can, therefore, be seen that the proposed provision of synthetic pitches through the 
BSF programme will increase the quantitative provision and further improve travel 
times in the future. 

7.106 Sports clubs commented on the lack of floodlit pitch facilities for winter training.  The 
advantage of STPs is their ability to be played in most weathers and high capacity for 
matches.  The addition of floodlighting builds on these design advantages making 
them up to 13 times more playable than grass pitches. 

7.107 Access to pitches at peak times was also highlighted as a key issue for clubs with 
demand believed to outstrip supply during the winter months in some locations. 

 
Athletics Tracks 
 
7.108 The John Charles Centre for Sport and South Leeds Stadium are the principal facility 

in the city for athletics provision.  The stadium provides 8 synthetic lanes which are 
floodlit.  The John Charles centre provides a 60 metre indoor track and in field 
facilities.  The indoor chapter contains more information on these facilities. 

7.109 The facility is located to the South of the city.  As shown on plan 7.6, the majority of 
residents in the main urban area of Leeds have access to this facility within the 
recommended 20 minute drive time.  However, residents to the North of the city are 
outside of the proposed drive time catchment.  Other tracks are provided at 
secondary schools and Temple Newsam Estate.  However, the redgra (all weather 
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surface) track at Temple Newsam is no longer maintained, but is still useable for light 
training and could be improved. 

7.110 The provision of an athletics facility at The Grammar School at Leeds site in 
Alwoodley provides the only facility in the North of the city, however, public access is 
restricted to outside school hours.  Both Otley to the North West and the Wetherby 
area to the North East do not have 20 minute drive time access to an athletics track. 

 
7.111 Over 35% of respondents to the household survey and 28% to the on street survey 

felt there were not enough athletics tracks.  Only 9% of the household survey and 
28% of the on-street survey felt that provision was about right.  However, almost 
50% of household respondents and 42% of on street respondents stated they had no 
opinion on the provision of athletics tracks. 

 
Golf Courses 
 
7.112 Consultation demonstrates that most residents are satisfied with the quantity of golf 

courses in the city.  Almost 13% of respondents to the household survey stated there 
were more than enough golf courses.  Most of these respondents are from North 
Leeds where the majority of private golf courses are located.  The city has a higher 
provision per 1,000 population of golf courses than the regional or national average. 

 

7.113 Over 30% of the respondents to the needs assessment indicate that they have no 
opinion regarding the provision of golf courses. 

 
Summary 
 
7.114 Outdoor sports facilities is a wide ranging category of open space, which includes 

both natural and artificial surfaces for sport and recreation.  Facilities can be owned 
and managed by the council, sports associations, schools and individual sports 
clubs, with the primary purpose of participation in outdoor sports.  Examples include:  

• playing pitches 
• athletics tracks 
• bowling greens 
• tennis courts 

 

7.115 PPG17 considers the provision of all the different types of outdoor sport facilities as 
one and does not break down the typology into more detailed assessments for each 
sport.  However, for the purpose of this study, each set of facilities has been 
considered individually.  The demand-led nature of sport specific facilities means that 
specialist studies (such as a playing pitch strategy) should be undertaken in order to 
accurately define shortfalls and surpluses.  The local quantity standard should be 
used for broad planning purposes only.  Future decision making should draw upon 
local sport specific, demand-led assessments. 

7.116 Consultation highlights issues with both the quantity and quality of facilities.  
However, the quality of facilities was the overriding issue taken from all the 
consultation material.  General maintenance, drainage and poor quality changing 
facilities were highlighted as the areas for improvement. 
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7.117 There is a good distribution of outdoor sports facilities across the city with most 
residents able to reach a choice of facilities within the appropriate travel time.  There 
are some deficiencies in access to athletics tracks and tennis courts and additional 
provision in areas devoid of existing facilities should be considered following further 
local consultation. 

7.118 Enhancement of the quality of existing outdoor sports facilities should be prioritised 
to ensure that the adequacy of the quantity of facilities is maintained, it is important 
to ensure that community use of facilities is maximised.  The BSF and extended 
schools programme will contribute to the achievement of this goal and the BSF 
programme will see the creation of significantly improved facilities. 

 
7.119 It is, therefore, recommended that the key priorities for the future delivery of provision 

for outdoor sports facilities should be addressed through the Leeds Development 
Framework and other appropriate delivery mechanisms.  The key priorities are as 
follows: 

• Protect all outdoor sports facilities from development unless it can be 
proven that the replacement of a facility will result in a higher quality facility 
in a nearby location; 

• seek to improve the quality of outdoor sports facilities through the delivery 
of the community hub sites.  Sites should meet National Governing Body 
criteria.  This includes the provision of appropriate changing facilities; self 
contained units satisfying Sport England guidelines; 

• focus on enhancing the quality of existing tennis courts in the city and 
provide additional facilities in areas devoid of provision if additional 
consultation indicates it is a local priority; 

• prioritise improvements to the quality of synthetic pitches and ensure that 
the pricing structure for these sites is accessible to all sectors of the 
community; 

• address issues surrounding the quality of grass pitches through a detailed 
programme of improvement focusing on ancillary accommodation and 
drainage; 

• allocate new sites to meet identified deficiencies; 
• facilitate the delivery of the proposals of the BSF programme through the 

planning system and maximise community use of the resulting facilities; 
• review the implications of population growth and changes in the 

participation profile on the demand for facilities; 
• encourage schools to make sports facilities available for community use, 

especially in areas of over playing.  It is acknowledged that the increase in 
academy and trust schools will mean individual schools, rather than the 
education authority, are responsible for letting facilities. 



Chapter 8 Allotments 
 
Introduction and definition 
 
8.1 In recent years there has been a revival of national interest in ‘growing your 

own’, which has reflected in allotments having lower vacancy rates and longer 
waiting lists.  Allotments are valuable green spaces and community assets 
that can help improve people’s quality of life by promoting healthy food, 
exercise and community interaction. 

 
8.2 Allotments are public or private open spaces dedicated to growing produce 

and gardening.  They should have a primary purpose of growing vegetables, 
fruit and flowers, however, some are used for grazing animals.  This 
assessment has included all forms of allotments whether they are private or 
public. They include those in use or disused, but which were last used for 
allotment purposes. 

 
8.3 The Department for Communities and Local Government aim ‘to ensure that 

all allotments are well managed, are considered as part of the overall green 
infrastructure, and only disposed of where there is no demand for them and 
established criteria have been met.’ 

 
8.4 A survey of allotment waiting lists from the English principal local authorities 

was carried out by The National Society of Allotment & Leisure Gardens 
Limited (NAG) in January 2010.  The survey found that waiting lists had 
increased nationally by 23% since 2009, an increase of almost 20,000 places.  
They argue that allotments should receive more attention and investment in 
the future because: 

• “food grown on allotments means fewer food miles and could be an 
important part of the new greener low-carbon economy; 

• allotment sites often provide a focus for a community, and improve 
community cohesion; 

• growing one’s own food is an important part of a healthy-eating 
programme; 

• allotment’s offer a productive activity for the unemployed 
• local and national government reports have been promoting the 

benefits of allotments for some time; 
• local authorities have a statutory duty to provide sufficient 

allotments.” 
 
Strategic Context 
 
8.5 Local Policy Framework  

The Vision for Leeds 2011-2030 is the Sustainable Community 
Strategy for Leeds. The Vision for Leeds has three priorities which 
all seek to have a positive impact on the health and well being of 
the community. They are: 

 
• People live longer and healthier lives, 
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• People are supported by high quality services to live full, active 
and independent lives; and,  

• Inequalities in health are reduced e.g. people will not have 
poorer health because of where they live, what group they 
belong to or how much money they have.  

 
Underneath the Vision for Leeds is the City Priority Plan which sets 
out the council’s aims for the next 5 years to assist it in achieving 
the vision. This is split up into sections, the most important to this 
paper being Health and Wellbeing.  The council is focusing on 
housing, education, transport, green space, work and poverty and 
what we can do to help everyone have the best chance to be 
healthy, to improve health and wellbeing across the city. 

 
8.5 Leeds Unitary Development Plan (Review 2006) 

The Leeds Unitary Development Plan (UDP) provides the existing planning 
policy framework for development across Leeds.  The key policy relevant to 
allotments is Policy N1A which protects allotments currently in use. 

 
8.6 Parks and Green Space Strategy (2009) 
 In the Parks and Green Space Strategy, allotments are noted as a way of 

providing opportunities for those people who wish to grow their own produce 
as part of the long-term promotion of sustainability, health and social 
inclusion.  Additionally, they are recognised as promoting healthy eating, 
recreation, exercise and links with education.  

 
8.7 Consultation – Assessing Local Need 

Consultation undertaken as part of the study identified a general satisfaction 
with the allotment provision in the district.  However, a few issues were 
identified as part of the residents survey.  Problems identified include 
vandalism, litter and the misuse of sites.  Points made as part of the Needs 
Assessment are as follows: 

• Over 90% of people surveyed, either in the street or using the 
household survey, do not use allotments; 

• over a third of those who responded to the surveys had no opinion 
regarding the quantity of allotments, but of those that did the majority 
thought there was about enough (24% householder survey, 41% on-
street survey);   

• provision of allotment land was felt to be adequate for most though in 
the West Inner and the North West Outer areas there were ‘not 
enough’ and more allotment spaces were needed; 

• over 40% of the population surveyed ‘didn’t know’ about the quality of 
allotments and of those that did, the majority were satisfied;  

• most people expect to walk to an allotment site; 
• stakeholders identified the need to increase provision and distribution 

to meet the waiting list and highlighted an insufficient supply in the 
East, North West and North of the district; 

• the majority of council workers feel that there is ‘not enough’ (39%) or 
‘nearly enough’ (39%) allotments regarding the quantity and that the 
quality is ‘average’ (28%). 

 131



 
Current Provision Quantity  
 
8.8 Within the Leeds district 143 allotment sites were surveyed as part of the 

PPG17 audit. Some very small allotment sites were not surveyed as they fall 
below the study size threshold (0.2 hectares).  These 143 audited sites 
covered 145 hectares, ranging in site size from 0.2 hectares (Woodlea 
Allotments, Boston Spa) to 6.53 hectares (Burley Mills Allotments, Kirkstall).  
These can be split into used and disused sites; of which 129 allotment sites 
are in use covering 134 hectares, whilst 14 sites (10%) are currently disused 
and cover a total area of 10.55 hectares. 

 
8.9 The majority of allotment sites in the Leeds district are owned by Leeds City 

Council.  Where there parish or town council is in existence they are the 
statutory allotment authority for the area they cover.  Many of the city council 
sites are leased to local allotment associations who self-administer the day-to-
day management of their sites.  Of all the sites identified in the audit, 108 are 
in public ownership (the Arms Length Management Organisation’s and Leeds 
City Council) and 35 are in private ownership.  District wide, there is a waiting 
list of 1,183 names for an allotment plot. This figure has already been 
discounted by 19% to take account of people adding their names to multiple 
allotment sites.  The waiting list applies to 54 sites, 50 of which are publicly 
owned and 4 are private. 

 
 
 
 
Table 8.1 Allotment Provision in Leeds by Analysis Area 
 

 In Use Disused  

Analysis 
Area 

Pop. 
2008 mid 
year 
estimate  

Allot. 
Area 
Total 
(ha) 

Total
No. 
of 
sites 

Number of 
sites in 
use 

Area of 
sites in 
use (ha) 

Allot. in 
use per 
1000 

Number 
of 
disused 
sites 

Area of 
disused 
sites (ha) 

Potential 
full plots 

Waiting 
List 

East Inner 80,578 11.04 10 7 8.8 0.11 3 2.24 80 78 

East Outer 85,392 25.28 23 22 23.04 0.27 1 2.24 80 152 
North East 
Inner 70,909 10.39 8 7 10.16 0.14 1 0.22 7 232 

North East 
Outer 62,281 6.69 11 11 6.69 0.11 0 0 0 26 

North West 
Inner 106,127 23.8 9 8 21.51 0.2 1 2.29 82 273 

North West 
Outer 87,305 16.99 26 24 16.2 0.19 2 0.79 28 224 
South 
Inner 74,683 13.08 8 7 12.79 0.17 1 0.29 10 78 
South 
Outer 90,587 24.02 30 27 22.56 0.25 3 1.46 51 119 
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West Inner 50,297 5.3 6 5 4.96 0.1 1 0.34 12 123 

West Outer 71,097 8.56 12 11 7.88 0.11 1 0.69 24 163 
Leeds 779,256 145.13 143 129 134.58 0.17 14 10.55 374 1468 
Waiting List after deducting 19% to take into account duplication between lists  1,183 

 
8.10 Table 8.1 above shows the total amount of allotments in the Leeds district and 

the breakdown between disused and in use sites.  The East Outer area has 
the largest area of allotments covering 25.28 hectares and the largest area in 
use at 23.04 hectares. However, in terms of the total number of sites, the area 
has 23, which is 7 fewer sites than the 30 sites within the South Outer area.   

 
8.11 Of the sites in use, the East Inner area has the lowest number of sites with 

only 5, whilst the West Inner area has the smallest amount of space at 4.96 
hectares. The North East Outer area is the only area to have no disused sites. 

 
8.12 District wide there is on average 0.17 hectares of allotments in use per 1,000 

population.  The highest ratios were for the East Outer area with an average 
of 0.27 hectares of allotment land per 1,000 people.  The lowest amounts of 
allotment land per 1,000 population were in West Inner with 0.09 hectares 
followed closely by East Inner, North East Outer and West Outer which all 
have 0.10 hectares per 1,000 population. 
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8.13 The key issues arising from the above table and the consultation are: 

• the West (Inner and Outer) and East Inner and North East Outer 
areas have a low provision of allotment land in use; 

• the highest demand for allotments is in the North West (Inner and 
Outer)  and North East Inner areas; 

• only the North East Outer area has no disused sites; 
• of those sites in use, there is an average of 0.17 hectares per 1,000 

population, ranging from 0.10 to 0.27 across the analysis areas. 
 
8.14 Plan 8.1 shows a wide distribution of sites across the urban area and obvious 

gaps in the rural North, Wetherby and central Leeds. 
 
8.15 54 of the sites have a waiting list ranging from 2 to 100 people.  The areas 

with the highest demand on the waiting list are North West Inner, North West 
Outer and North East Inner.  These three areas make up 49% of the demand 
for the whole district.  52% of allotment sites within these areas have a waiting 
list.  The five sites with the largest waiting lists are: 

• Roundhay Allotment gardens, North East Inner (waiting list of 100); 
• Parkside Road Allotments, North East Inner (waiting list of 72); 
• Burley Model Allotment, North West Inner (waiting list of 69); 
• Hollin Lane Allotments, North West Inner (waiting list of 62); 
• Firthfields Allotments, East Outer (waiting list of 54). 

 
8.16 The five most popular sites listed above contribute to approximately a quarter 

of the district wide waiting list.  In the North East Inner area, the waiting lists 
for Roundhay Allotment Gardens and Parkside Road account for almost 75% 
of the total number of people waiting for allotments.  Since the audit was 
conducted, Church Lane Allotments in Kirkstall, a previously disused site 
which had a waiting list of 16, is now operational with a waiting list of 22.  The 
waiting lists and the location of the five most popular sites suggest a localised 
demand within the North inner areas. 
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8.17 Between January 2010 and January 2011 the overall council waiting list for 

allotments increased by 25% (373 names) to 1,841 (1,491 if discounted).  On 
an area basis, the number of people waiting for an allotment site ranged from 
3 to 347.  The North East Inner area increased to 347, making it the area of 
largest increase, in excess of 100 names and the highest demand of all areas.  
Demand fell in East Outer, North East Outer, North West Inner, and South 
Inner.  District wide, 76 allotment sites had waiting lists, ranging from 1 to 100.  
The site with the highest waiting list (100) remained as Roundhay in North 
East Inner analysis area. 

 
8.18 Given most allotments are the same size (approximately 250 m²) once the 

total area of a disused site is known an estimate can be provided of how 
many allotment plots it could accommodate (this figure should be reduced by 
10% to take into account supporting facilities such as paths, highways, toilets 
etc). This would equate to 36 full plots per hectare.  Using this figure if all the 
disused sites were brought into use the majority of analysis areas would still 
be oversubscribed, as the waiting list outnumbers the potential new plots.  
The only area where the potential plots is greater than the waiting list is East 
Outer.  Unfortunately, as can be seen from Plan 8.1, the disused site is in the 
Micklefield area to the East, a considerable distance from the sites that have 
waiting lists.  The North East Outer area has no disused sites but has a 
waiting list of 26 in Boston Spa. 

 
8.19 Plan 8.2 shows that the areas with the largest waiting lists (all with a waiting 

list above 200) are concentrated together in the north and north west of the 
district.  The lowest levels of demand (with waiting lists below 100) are in 
North East Outer, East Inner and the South Inner areas. 

 
8.20 The application of the local quantity standard for each area is set out in Table 

8.2 below.  The table illustrates the application of the standard against the 
current provision, and the likely implications of each of the three projected 
growth scenarios. 
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Table 8.2 Provision of Allotments in Use per 1,000 Population based on the 
Three Population Growth Scenarios 

 

Analysis 
Areas 

Allotments 
Area Ha 

Current 
provision 
per 1,000 
population 

Scenario A 
Provision 
per 1,000 
population 
(2026) 

Scenario B 
Provision 
per 1,000 
population 
(2026) 

Scenario C 
Provision 
per 1,000 
population 
(2026) 

East Inner 8.8 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.09 
East Outer 23.04 0.27 0.20 0.18 0.22 
North East 
Inner 10.16 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.12 
North East 
Outer 6.69 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.09 
North West 
Inner 21.51 0.20 0.20 0.18 0.17 
North West 
Outer 16.2 0.19 0.17 0.16 0.15 
South Inner 12.79 0.17 0.14 0.11 0.14 
South Outer 22.56 0.25 0.23 0.21 0.20 
West Inner 4.96 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.08 
West Outer 7.88 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.09 
Leeds 134.58 0.17 0.16 0.14 0.14 

Explanatory note: 
Scenario A – Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) based on initial employment led population 
projection data which realigned population levels from 2001 to 2010 with locally derived data sources 
and projected growth based on employment projections.  Distribution of future population across the city 
is aligned with housing units identified through the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
(SHLAA) and application of selected planning policy constraints identified in the Core Strategy Preferred 
Approach.  Average household size is derived from the SHMA assumptions. 
Scenario B – Strategic Housing Market Assessment based on ONS population estimates 2001 to 2010 
and ONS projections to 2026.  Distribution of future population aligned with housing units identified 
through the SHLAA with limited planning policy constraints applied to site selection. 
Scenario C – 22% increase in population of 169,700 between 2008 and 2026 using ONS population 
projections evenly distributed between the analysis areas. 

 
8.21 The table shows three scenarios based on different population growth.  It 

demonstrates that future provision of allotments available to the public would 
reduce, reaching as low as 0.14 hectares per 1,000 population, if the city 
experiences very high population growth.  It should be noted that these 
scenarios are applied to only those identified allotment sites that are currently 
in use, and take no account of the existing waiting lists or disused sites. 

 
Setting the Standard Quantity 

 
8.22 It is recommended that the quantity standard for allotments should be derived 

from the local needs assessment and existing provision.  Current provision 
was viewed as “about right” from the residents surveyed.  However, the 
allotment demand is currently 1,183 (discounted) people on waiting lists for 
sites, and the potential number of full plots available are 396, which leaves an 
outstanding demand for 787 plots assuming the disused sites could be 
returned to use. 
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8.23 The majority of demand from the waiting lists are for sites in the North West 

Outer, North West Inner/Outer and the North East Inner areas with the latter 
having only 7 potential plots and 232 (discounted to 198) interested people 
already on the waiting list. 

 
8.24 Whilst Leeds currently has no quantity standard for allotments, current city 

wide provision is at a level of 0.17 hectares of allotment land (in use) per 
1,000 population or 0.19 hectares when also including disused sites, has a 
waiting list of 1,183 (discounted) and an unknown latent demand.  As a 
minimum, the latent demand should be calculated using a projected increase 
of 11%.  This is based on the amount of extra land required to satisfy the 
2010 waiting list in the East Outer analysis area.  This area requires the 
lowest proportional increase (11%) to its existing amount of in use allotment 
land increase to satisfy demand arising from the names on the waiting list.  
This is the lowest proportional increase of all the analysis areas and is in 
addition to demand identified on the waiting lists. 

 
Existing level of provision = 0.19 Hectare per 1,000 population 
Proposed level of provision = 0.24 Hectare per 1,000 population 

 
8.25 The recommended local quantity standard is 0.24 hectares of allotment land 

per 1,000 population.  As shown in table 8.2, East Outer and South Outer 
areas meet the recommended quantity standard of 0.24 hectares per 1,000 
population at present.  However, without an increase in provision, none of the 
areas will meet this standard by 2026 when compared to the three growth 
scenarios. 

 
Current Provision Quality 
 
8.26 The amended Green Flag criteria was used to assess the quality of sites 

during the audit process. The average score for allotment sites is 5.1 out of a 
potential 10 points.  In general the quality of sites throughout Leeds was 
considered to be good/average.  Through the consultation process, residents 
suggested that quality standards should consider the following essential 
facilities: 

• Clean and litter free environment  
• Toilet provision  
• Litter bins  
• Good site access 
• Free from dogs 
 

8.27 All the points above were assessed in the site audit, with marks being given 
for categories including good and safe access, litter and waste management, 
and grounds maintenance.  When auditing allotment sites the provision of 
particular facilities were considered as beneficial, including an information 
sign containing the name of the site and a contact number, the quality of 
paths and boundaries between the plots and building or infrastructure 
maintenance (this included water supply and communal structures). 
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8.28 Table 8.3 below presents the results of the quality assessment for allotment 
sites in use. It is expected that these are better maintained and kept to a 
higher standard than those that are currently disused.  Disused allotment sites 
are often overgrown and require substantial improvements to facilitate further 
allotment use.  The disused allotment sites scored on average 3.24 out of 10 
and were considered to be of poor quality.  The score ranged from 0 for St 
Barts Allotments  to 5.5 for Club Lane Allotments.  Over two thirds of disused 
allotment sites score less than 4 (considered to be of a poor or very poor 
standard). 

 
Table 8.3 Quality of Allotments in Use by Analysis Areas 
 

Analysis 
Area 

Average 
Quality 
Score 

Range 
of 

Scores 
Lowest 

Quality Site Highest Quality Site 
Number 
of Sites 

East Inner 3.73 
2.11 - 
5.23 

Red Road 
Allotments Fearnville Allotments 7 

East Outer 4.78 
2.40 - 
7.09 

Bank Row 
Allotments 

Byelaw men's Field 
Allotments 22 

North East 
Inner 5.87 

1.63 - 
8.16 

Bandstand 
Allotments 

Meanwood Valley 
Urban Farm 7 

North East 
Outer 5.03 

0.00 - 
7.60 

Deanswood 
Drive 

Allotments 
Woodlea (Primrose 
Lane) Allotments 11 

North 
West Inner 4.79 

2.45 - 
6.00 

Woodhouse 
Moor 

Allotments 
St Anne's Road 

Allotments 8 
North 
West 
Outer 5.32 

0.90 - 
7.83 

Gallows Lane 
Allotments 

Willow Green 
Allotments 24 

South 
Inner 5.69 

3.66 - 
7.41 

Shafton Lane 
Allotments 

Lady Pit Land 
Allotments 7 

South 
Outer 5.01 

1.42 - 
7.16 

Daisyvale 
Terrace 

Haigh Road 
Allotments 27 

West Inner 5.74 
3.54 - 
7.58 

Stanningley 
Road 

Allotments 
Hayley's Field 

Allotments 5 

West 
Outer 5.44 

1.77 - 
7.50 

Ring Road 
Lower Wortley 

Allotments 

Priesthorpe Lane 
Allotments/ Calverly 

(Gatescroft) 
Allotments 11 

Leeds  5.10 
0.00 - 
8.16 

Deanswood 
Drive 

Allotments 
Meanwood Valley 

Urban Farm 129 
 

 
8.29 As shown in table 8.3 above, all areas scored an average of less than 6 with 

the average Leeds score being 5.10.  In total, 11% of sites (15 out of 128) 
scored over 7 and are considered a good standard, over half ( 59%) scored 
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more than 5.  It would be reasonable to expect deliverable improvements to 
improve the majority of sites to a score of 7 or above. 

 
8.30 As demonstrated in table 8.3, East Inner and East Outer score 3.73 and 4.78 

respectively with North West Inner scoring 4.79.  These are the only areas 
that possess an average score below 5.  The highest area average score is 
North East Inner with a score of 5.87. 

 
Setting the Standard – Quality 

 
8.31 The Green Flag award is assessed in two key ways, firstly by reviewing a site 

management plan, and secondly a field assessment based primarily on 
observation during a site visit.  Each category is given a score out of 10, with 
a maximum of 30 points for the desk assessment and 70 points for the field 
assessment.  To achieve the standard a minimum of 15 on the desk 
assessment and 42 on the field assessment is needed, however, an award 
can only be given if the overall score is greater than 65.  The council’s Parks 
and Countryside Service operate a rolling programme of assessing 150 of the 
city’s most popular parks and green spaces against an amended Green Flag 
standard.  This exercise is known as Leeds Quality Parks (LQP) and 
assesses 50 sites every year, or 150 sites over 3 years. 
 

8.32 In assessing sites for LQP, the Green Flag desk assessment is not carried out 
as most sites do not have a management plan.  Thus, only the field based 
assessment is conducted, and as explained above, the score required to 
reach the standard is in effect 48.  On average, each category must, 
therefore, achieve 7 out of 10 to reach the standard, although there is no 
minimum score for each category. 

 
8.33 As the PPG17 audit considered on-site quality using a field based 

assessment, the proposal is that the Green Flag quality standard, for the field 
assessment, is extended to all allotment sites.  To account for the absence of 
the desk assessment and retain the disproportionate Green Flag emphasis on 
an overall pass mark, it is proposed to set the quality standard at 7 out of 10, 
or 70%.  This is consistent with the council’s existing LQP standard. 

 
Existing Quality average is 5.55 
Proposed Quality Standard is 7 out of 10 (70%) 

 
8.34 The overall perception of allotment sites within the study is average or good.  

The audit scores also reflect this and based on the current scores most sites 
are achieving or would be able to achieve a 7 with a few improvements.  

 
Accessibility 

 
8.35 The needs assessment surveys identify that most people expect to walk to 

allotments and on average most people would expect to walk 15 or 20 
minutes to an allotment site. 
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8.36 60% of Leeds households live within 720 metres (15 minute walk time) of an 
allotment site currently in use and larger than 0.2 hectares.  The only analysis 
area significantly below this level of access is North East Outer area with only 
32.23% of households within 720 metres of an allotment site.  The average 
distance to an allotment site is 766 metres. 

 
8.37 Plan 8.3 identifies areas of Leeds which are further than 15 minutes from an 

in use allotment site.  These areas include Middleton, central Leeds, 
Cookridge, and Wetherby, reinforcing the areas of deficit identified in the 
quantity analysis. 



 143 

 



 
Setting the Standard - Accessibility 

 
8.38 Accessibility is important to all allotment sites to maximise the number the 

potential users.  The survey found that the majority of people expect to walk 
between 10 (480 metres) and 15 minutes (720 metres) to an allotment site.  
The average distance to an allotment site is 766 metres. 

 
Recommended Accessibility Standard 
 
8.39 The recommended local accessibility standard for allotments is a 15 minute 

walk time. 
 

15 minute walk time 
 

Applying the Standards of quantity, quality and accessibility 
 
Recommended Allotment Standards 
Quantity =   0.24 hectares per 1,000 population 
Quality =   7 out of 10 (70%) 
Accessibility =  15 minute walk time 

 
8.40 The application of the recommended quantity, quality and accessibility 

standards is essential to understand the existing distribution of allotments and 
identify areas of deficiency.  Whilst it is important to consider the application of 
each standard in isolation, in reality they should be considered in the context 
of other green space typologies.  

 
8.41 The application of the local quantity standard for each area is set out in Table 

8.4.  The table illustrates the application of the standard against the current 
provision, and the likely implications of three projected growth scenarios. The 
figures represent the difference in hectares between the area of land required 
to meet the standard and the current provision. 
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Table 8.4 Application of Quantity Standard for Allotments to show Deficits and 
Surplus by Analysis Areas
 

Analysis 
Area 

 Current 
position 
(0.24 
hectares per 
1,000 
population) 

Future 
balanced 
against local 
standard - 
Scenario A 
(0.24 hectares 
per 1,000 
population)  

Future 
balanced 
against local 
standard - 
Scenario B 
(0.24 hectares 
per 1,000 
population)  

Future 
balanced 
against local 
standard – 
Scenario C 
(0.24 hectares 
per 1,000 
population)  

East Inner -10.54 -13.68 -15.71 -14.75 
East Outer 2.55 -4.26 -6.94 -1.92 
North East 
Inner -6.86 -7.25 -7.92 -10.56 
North East 
Outer -8.26 -8.80 -9.46 -11.51 
North West 
Inner -3.96 -4.75 -6.75 -9.51 
North West 
Outer -4.75 -6.59 -8.11 -9.32 
South Inner -5.13 -9.86 -15.69 -9.04 
South Outer 0.82 -0.62 -3.30 -3.92 
West Inner -7.11 -7.51 -8.28 -9.74 
West Outer -9.18 -10.07 -11.00 -12.90 
Leeds -52.44 -73.38 -93.18 -93.17 
Explanatory note: 
Scenario A – Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) based on initial employment led 
population projection data which realigned population levels from 2001 to 2010 with locally 
derived data sources and projected growth based on employment projections.  Distribution of 
future population across the city is aligned with housing units identified through the Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and application of selected planning policy 
constraints identified in the Core Strategy Preferred Approach.  Average household size is 
derived from the SHMA assumptions. 
Scenario B – Strategic Housing Market Assessment based on ONS population estimates 2001 to 
2010 and ONS projections to 2026.  Distribution of future population aligned with housing units 
identified through the SHLAA with limited planning policy constraints applied to site selection. 
Scenario C – 22% increase in population of 169,700 between 2008 and 2026 using ONS 
population projections evenly distributed between the analysis areas. 

 
8.42 Table 8.4 demonstrates that there is insufficient provision of allotment space 

in Leeds to meet current and future demand following application of the 
proposed quantity standard.  Also, the two areas in surplus at present (East 
Outer and South Outer) fail to meet the standard for any of the population 
growth scenarios. 

 
Summary 
 
8.43 Allotments are used by a small proportion of the population. However, interest 

in managing a plot is increasing as evidenced by the growing waiting list. 
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8.44 Existing demand can be measured using plot take up and the size of waiting 
lists.  Assumptions have been made regarding the latent demand and it is 
clear the number of available allotment plots will have to increase to meet the 
growing demand.  This study has also assumed the provision and take up of 
whole allotment plots (measuring 250 metres squared) but half plots and 
quarter plots have increasingly become a common management approach to 
increase provision on existing sites and this also meets the needs of some 
newer tenants who require smaller plot sizes than traditional full plots.  It 
should also be noted that some allotment sites are currently used for grazing 
animals and if managed as growing plots could help to meet the increasing 
demand. 
 

8.45 The key issues for allotments can be summarised as: 
• used by a small proportion of the population, however, the waiting list 

has increased by 25% between 2010 and 2011; 
• increased provision of new sites and plots will be required to meet the 

standard and satisfy waiting list demand; 
• increase future provision using alterative plot sizes such as half plots 

and quarter plots; 
• parish and town council’s need to be more active in the locations where 

they are the statutory allotment authority; 
• some allotment sites are currently used for extensive animal grazing and 

could be more intensively and efficiently used for growing food. 
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 Chapter 9 Natural Green Space  
 
 Introduction and definition  
 
9.1 There are a number of definitions for natural green space.  For the purpose of 

this study, natural green space is defined as woodland, nature reserves and 
unmanaged green spaces, such as scrubland. 

 
9.2 Natural green space provides a habitat for flora and fauna to flourish, thereby 

contributing to wildlife conservation, biodiversity, and environmental education 
and awareness.  Natural England promotes ‘Nature Nearby’, which is the 
provision of good quality natural green spaces close to where people live, so 
that they can experience and enjoy different ecosystems.  However, careful 
attention to the maintenance and improvement of natural green space is 
crucial to ensure that both user groups exist in harmony. 

 
9.3 This chapter focuses on natural green spaces within and adjacent to the 

urban area which are accessible to the public.  Consequently, natural green 
space further than a 15 minute walk from the urban area and within the Green 
Belt is not included in the formulation of the natural green space standard.  It 
examines sites where the primary typology is natural green space and will 
consider the existing quantity, quality and accessibility of these sites.  The 
results of the needs assessment and the audit of the natural sites will inform 
the preparation and justification for the proposed standards.  The proposed 
standards will be used to identify areas of deficiency and surplus. 

 
9.4 In addition to sites where the primary function of green space is natural.  

Natural green space is also a key characteristic of green corridors, but for the 
purpose of this study those sites are considered in chapter 11.  Natural green 
space is often present in other areas of green space.  For example, Roundhay 
Park is a formal city park with large areas of natural green space.  These are 
secondary to the primary function of the green space as a city park.  As a 
secondary function, there is a greater amount of natural green space within 
Leeds than identified within this chapter, however, this additional natural 
green space is generally located in the larger city parks. 

 
9.5 This chapter also includes sites which are protected by national legislation as 

a result of their contribution to wildlife conservation, biodiversity and 
environmental education.  Whilst this study does not discuss additional levels 
of protection in detail, it is important to acknowledge that within Leeds there 
are a number of sites that are recognised for their contribution to nature 
conservation. 

 
9.6 In addition to the natural sites discussed in this chapter, Leeds also has over 

136 square miles of rural land, this is approximately two thirds of the Leeds 
area.  Whilst not all of this land is publicly accessible, there are many Public 
Rights of Way (PRoW), which make it possible for the public to enjoy the 
landscape and flora and fauna it supports.   
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Strategic Context  
 
9.7 The Leeds Unitary Development Plan Review (UDPR 2006) seeks to protect 

and conserve areas of land which have nature conservation importance.  The 
following categories of protection set out below form a hierarchy of importance 
in terms of nature conservation.  A schedule of sites can be found within the 
UDPR (2006). 

 
Special Landscape Areas (SLAs) 

9.8 Leeds has 18 SLAs which are identified within the UDPR 2006.  These are 
the most attractive areas of countryside in Leeds which possess a number of 
positive attributes and, therefore, need to be protected from visually harmful 
development.  Examples of positive factors include natural or semi-natural 
woods, which is of relevance to this chapter.  Many of the SLAs cover private 
land, but some do have PRoWs running through them, which provide some 
limited public access. 

 
Urban Green Corridors  

9.9 Urban green corridors (as described in the UDPR 2006 and not to be 
confused with those site discussed in chapter 11 of this study) are natural 
green spaces performing the function of a wildlife corridor, linking areas of 
wildlife habitat. They help the spread of species to limit their vulnerability to 
local extinction.  

 
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs)  

9.10 Leeds has 17 SSSIs.  These are sites of national importance for nature 
conservation and protect the most precious habitats in Leeds. 

 
Sites of Ecological or Geological Interest (SEGIs)  

9.11 Leeds has 44 SEGI sites.  These are sites considered to be of county and 
regional importance for ecological and geological conservation.  

 
Local Nature Reserves (LNRs)  

9.12 Leeds has 6 LNR sites.  These are sites considered to be of local importance 
for nature conservation. 

 
Leeds Nature Areas (LNAs)  

9.13 Leeds has 116 LNA sites.  These are sites of local importance for the 
enjoyment, study or conservation of wildlife, geological features and 
landforms.  

 
 Consultation - Assessing local needs 
 
9.14 The consultation process sought to provide information and improve 

understanding of local communities perceptions of the quality, quantity and 
accessibility to green space.  Two resident surveys were completed.  A survey 
of Leeds’ households and an on-street survey in the inner city areas.  Further 
assessment of local need was conducted involving children from schools and 
the Leeds Youth Council.  Local sports clubs and recreation user groups, 
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Leeds City Council employees, ward councillors, parish councils and key 
stakeholders were also asked for their views.  

 
9.15 The results of the consultation highlighted the following: 
 

• Natural green space is the second most visited type of green space 
based on number of monthly visits; 

• the top three most frequently used green space sites, Roundhay Park, 
Golden Acre Park and Temple Newsam, all have large areas of natural 
green space within them as a secondary function; 

• survey respondents in the inner analysis areas, on the whole, consider 
there to be insufficient natural green space; 

• survey respondents in the outer analysis areas consider the level of 
natural green space to be ‘about right’; 

• 80% of LCC employees used natural green space with 35% stating that 
there is ‘not enough’; 

• over 90% of the respondents from the on street and household survey 
consider natural green space in Leeds to be of average quality or 
above; 

• the majority of respondents would expect to walk to natural green 
space. 

 
Current Provision Quantity 
 
9.16 For the purposes of analysis within this chapter, the urban area is defined as 

land which is not designated Green Belt.  In addition, a 15 minute walk time 
catchment buffer (720 metres) has been created around this urban area to 
ensure that sites which are accessible from the urban area are also 
considered.  The use of a 15 minute walk time catchment (720 metres) is 
explained in the accessibility section of this chapter.  Using this definition of 
‘urban area’ there are 294 sites of natural green space of 0.2 hectares and 
above, covering a total area of 1,771 hectares.  See Plan 9.1. 

 
9.17 Leeds currently has no quantity standard for natural green space.  Existing 

provision for the urban area defined above at paragraph 9.16 calculates at 
2.58 hectares per 1,000 population (based on Council Tax population data 
January 2008).  This refers to green space where the primary typology is 
natural.  This calculation does not include natural green space that is 
secondary to other types of green space. 

 
9.18 Council Tax data rather than ONS population estimates were used to inform 

the quantity assessment for natural green space, as it is possible to identify 
households within the defined urban area.  ONS population estimates are not 
available on this basis.  However, ONS projected household size has been 
used with the information from Council Tax to accurately estimate the urban 
area population. 

 
9.19 In determining the parameters for natural green space site assessment, 

Natural England recommends a minimum size threshold of 0.2 hectares for all 
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types of green space as this is a size that can, for practicality reasons, be 
planned and identified on plans.  In addition to this, Parks and Countryside will 
not adopt new sites for management purposes, less than 0.2 hectares. 

 
9.20 However, sites less than 0.2 hectares support a smaller variety of flora and 

fauna as a result of their size.  Whilst such sites are not considered as part of 
this study, they should not be disregarded because of their lower levels of 
biodiversity.  Natural England advises that such sites are enjoyed by children 
and, therefore, should not be ignored, but accepted for their high value to 
local communities. 

 
9.21 Plan 9.1 shows the distribution of natural green space of 0.2 hectares and 

above across Leeds. 
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9.22 Plan 9.1 shows that the larger areas of natural green space, with the 
exception of Otley Chevin, tend to be located adjacent to the River Aire and 
Leeds Liverpool Canal.  The inner analysis areas, where population is more 
concentrated due to high housing densities have very little natural green 
space, which is a consequence of the historic growth of Leeds spreading out 
from the city centre.  

 
9.23 It is difficult to draw many conclusions from the plan as it does not provide a 

clear picture of the amount of green space in relation to population.  The table 
below sets out the amount of natural green space for each analysis area and 
the provision in hectares per 1,000 population within the urban area. 

 
Table 9.1 Natural Green Space Provision in Leeds by Analysis Area 
 

Analysis 
Area 

Council tax 
data (Jan 

2008) 
Households 

in urban 
area 

Urban 
area 

population 
using 

council 
tax 

Natural 
green 

space in 
and 

adjacent 
to the 
urban 
area 

(Hectares)

Smallest 
site 

(Hectares) 
in the 
urban 
area 

Largest 
site 

(Hectares) 
in the 
urban 
area  

Current 
provision 

Hectares/1,000 
population  

East 
Inner 30,856 71,277 54.46 0.36 42 0.76 

East 
Outer 34,669 80,085 385.07 0.26 54.42 4.8 

North 
East 
Inner 

28,693 66,281 141.01 0.22 22.75 2.12 

North 
East 
Outer 

24,269 56,061 122.83 0.23 48.28 2.08 

North 
West 
Inner 

26,385 60,949 127.63 0.36 22.75 2.09 

North 
West 
Outer 

34,683 80,118 330.69 0.2 74.79 4.12 

South 
Inner 31,663 73,142 84.80 0.36 21.97 1.15 

South 
Outer 35,644 82,338 369.35 0.25 52.94 4.48 

West 
Inner 20,893 48,263 83.90 0.33 26.99 1.73 

West 
Outer 28,640 66,158 255.85 0.3 50.15 3.86 

Leeds 307,705 684,672 1,770.94 0.2 74.79 2.58 
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9.24 The key issues from the above table, plans and local needs assessment are: 
 

• There is a divide between the inner and outer areas in terms of the 
amount of publicly accessible natural green space, with the outer 
areas having the greater share;  

• the above table shows that East Inner, South Inner and West  Inner 
have the least amount of natural green space per 1,000 population; 

• East Outer has the highest level of natural green space provision, 
4.8 hectares per 1,000 population; 

• there are a range of sizes of natural green space in the urban area 
and adjacent to it, ranging from 0.2 hectares to 74.79 hectares; 

• survey respondents from the inner areas, on the whole, consider 
there to be insufficient natural green space.  This is supported by 
the data which shows that South, East and West Inner areas 
perform poorly with regards to natural green space provision per 
1,000 population, with less than 2 hectares per 1,000 population; 

• survey respondents from the outer areas consider the level of 
natural green space to be ‘about right’.  This is supported by the 
data, which shows that all outer analysis areas perform well, with 
between 2.08 hectares and 4.8 hectares per 1,000 population 

 
9.25 Table 9.2 below sets out how much natural green space there would be per 

1,000 population in the urban area if the level of natural green space were to 
remain constant whilst the population of Leeds continues to increase.  It 
considers three population growth scenarios which are explained below the 
table. 
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Table 9.2 Provision of Natural Green Space per 1000 Population based on 
Three Population Growth Scenarios 
 

Analysis 
Area 

Urban Area 
Population 

using 
council tax 

Natural 
green 

space in 
and 

adjacent to 
the urban 
area (Ha) 

Scenario A 
population 

(2026) 

Scenario B 
population 

(2026) 

Scenario C 
population 

(2026) 
East Inner 71,277 54.46 0.66 0.60 0.63 
East Outer 80,085 385.07 3.61 3.29 3.95 
North East 
Inner 66,281 141.01 2.08 2.00 1.75 
North East 
Outer 56,061 122.83 2.11 2.03 1.80 
North West 
Inner 60,949 127.63 2.03 1.89 1.72 
North West 
Outer 80,118 330.69 3.80 3.56 3.39 

South Inner 73,142 84.80 0.92 0.73 0.95 
South Outer 82,338 369.35 4.21 3.77 3.68 
West Inner 48,263 83.90 1.68 1.58 1.43 
West Outer 66,158 255.85 3.68 3.50 3.18 
Leeds  684,672 1770.94 2.33 2.12 2.12 

Explanatory note: 
Scenario A – Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) based on initial employment led 
population projection data which realigned population levels from 2001 to 2010 with locally 
derived data sources and projected growth based on employment projections.  Distribution of 
future population across the city is aligned with housing units identified through the Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and application of selected planning policy 
constraints identified in the Core Strategy Preferred Approach.  Average household size is 
derived from the SHMA assumptions. 
Scenario B – Strategic Housing Market Assessment based on ONS population estimates 
2001 to 2010 and ONS projections to 2026.  Distribution of future population aligned with 
housing units identified through the SHLAA with limited planning policy constraints applied to 
site selection. 
Scenario C – a 22% increase in population of 169,700 between 2008 and 2026 using ONS 
population projections evenly distributed between the analysis areas. 

 
9.26 The above table demonstrates that the amount per 1,000 population would 

decrease, placing increasing pressure on existing natural green space to 
support the increased population.   

 
9.27 Setting a standard is vital to prevent a situation where population grows but 

the provision of natural green space remains the same.  This would increase 
the pressure on existing green space.  
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Setting a Quantity Standard 
 
9.28 The recommended local quantity standard for natural green space has been 

derived from the local needs consultation and audit of provision and is 
summarised below.  

 
9.29 There was a split in opinion between the respondents with regards to whether 

or not there was sufficient natural green space, which was largely reflective of 
whether the respondent was from an inner or an outer analysis area. 

 
9.30 In line with the key themes emerging from the consultation, the standard for 

natural green space is set below the existing provision (2.58 hectares) at 2 
hectares per 1,000 population.  This will ensure that areas where there is 
considered to be enough natural green space retain at least 2 hectares per 
1,000 population and the inner areas where there is considered to be 
insufficient natural green space, see an achievable growth in natural green 
space provision.  In addition, a standard of 2 hectares per 1,000 population is 
consistent with Natural England’s recommendation on accessible natural 
green space standard. 

 
Current Provision - Quality 
 
9.31 As set out in chapter 2, the Green Flag awards are a nationally recognised 

standard in assessing green space and cover the issues of site maintenance.  
The quality of existing natural green space in the city was assessed through 
site visits against a reduced and localised variation of the national Green Flag 
standard. Each site was assessed against various relevant criteria.  A copy of 
the site assessment form is available at Appendix C.  The assessment can be 
presented as either a score out of 10 or a percentage.  The results are 
summarised in Table 9.3 below.  It is important to note that the site 
assessments reflect the quality of the site on the day they were visited.  
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Table 9.3 Quality of Natural Green Space by Analysis Area 
 

Analysis 
Area  

Average 
Quality 
Score 

Range of 
Scores 

Lowest 
Quality Site 

Highest 
Quality site 

Number 
of sites 

East Inner 3.41 0.54-6.16 
Torre Ground 
(scrubland) 

Killingbeck 
Business Park 6 

East Outer 4.93 1.41-7.46 
Berryleighs 

Wood 

Roman Road 
Recreation 

Ground 39 
North East 
Inner 4.55 1.57-6.91 

Chapel Allerton 
Park Wood 

Roundhay Hall 
Hospital 27 

North East 
Outer 4.50 1.12-7.66 

Sandringham 
Mount Wood Raby Park 29 

North West 
Inner 4.85 2.46-7.12 

Woodhouse 
Ridge 

Ireland Wood & 
Cookridge 

hospital 
grounds 28 

North West 
Outer 5.24 0.80-8.9 

Newall Carr 
Road 

Park Lane 
College  53 

South 
Inner 3.94 1.93-5.92 

Cranmore 
Recreation 

Ground Sissions Wood 10 
South 
Outer 4.56 1.69-7.46 Daisy Hill Close 

White Rose 
Lakeside Walk 56 

West Inner 4.48 1.3-9.15 

Farsley Beck 
(behind Farsley 

Celtic) 
Rodley Nature 

Reserve 16 

West Outer 4.46 1.3-6.46 

Farsley Beck 
(Behind Farsley 

Celtic) Lodge Wood  30 

Leeds 4.49 0.54-9.15 
Torre Ground 
(scrubland) 

Rodley Nature 
Reserve 294 

 
9.32 Table 9.3 demonstrates an average audit score of 4.49 using the Green Flag 

criteria as a basis for assessing quality.  It also reflects large differences in 
scores between natural green space sites within analysis areas and between 
them, with South Inner and East Inner fairing the worst in terms of their area 
average. 

 
9.33 Whilst the overall average for the quality of natural green space was 4.49, the 

respondent perception of natural green space quality was much better.  Only 
6% of the on street survey respondents and 8% of the household survey 
respondents rated natural areas as poor/very poor.  The Leeds City Council 
employees surveyed found that only 13% rated natural green spaces as 
poor/very poor. 

 
9.34 The main problems reported back through the consultation process were litter 

problems, dog fouling, vandalism and graffiti and the misuse of sites.  An 

 154



important factor to bear in mind is that the audit for each site is a snapshot in 
time.  Some sites may have performed better than others, in terms of scores, 
if maintenance, such as a litter pick, had been carried out more recently than 
at other sites. 

 
9.35 Access is the main issue that residents would like addressing through 

providing more formal pathways.   
 
Setting a Quality Standard 
 
9.36 The Green Flag award is assessed in two key ways, firstly by reviewing a site 

management plan, and secondly a field assessment based primarily on 
observation during a site visit.  Each category is given a score out of 10, with 
a maximum of 30 points for the desk assessment and 70 points for the field 
assessment.  To achieve the standard a minimum of 15 on the desk 
assessment and 42 on the field assessment is needed, however, an award 
can only be given if the overall score is greater than 65%.  The desk 
assessment is not carried out as most sites do not have a management plan.  
Thus, only the field based assessment is conducted, and as alluded to above, 
the score required to reach the standard is in effect 48 (or 65%).  On average, 
each category must therefore achieve 7 out of 10 to reach the standard, 
although there is no minimum score for each category.  

 
9.37 The overall perception of the quality of sites is mixed. Table 9.3 shows that 

there are large differences in the quality of existing sites.  It is, therefore, 
recommended that a quality standard is set using the Green Flag award 
scoring, adapted to take into consideration the local characteristics of Leeds. 
A minimum score of 7 is recommended for a site to be classed as ‘good’ in 
line with the Green Flag award assessment.  

 
9.38 The following essential aspects were identified through the needs assessment 

responses: 
 

• Clean and litter free 
• Footpaths 
• Nature features 
• Flowers and trees 

 
9.39 These qualities were included in the quality assessment criteria during the 

audit of sites and as such they are already considered within the existing 
assessment and scoring. 

 
Existing Quality average is 4.49 
Proposed Quality Standard is 7 

 
 Current Provision - Accessibility 
 
9.40 The accessibility of sites is key to making the site widely available to the 

maximum number of potential users.  The recommended local standard is set 
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in the form of a distance threshold and is derived from the findings of local 
consultations.  

 
9.41 Site specific accessibility issues were also analysed as part of the site visits, 

where information and signage and general access issues were assessed.  
 
9.42 The majority of the survey respondents (56% of household and 48% of on 

street) expect to walk to their nearest natural green space, this was followed 
by car, with 33% of household and 41% of on street respondents preferring 
this mode of transport. 

 
9.44 The survey results reflect slightly different responses for expected journey 

times for the on street survey and the household survey with a 75th percentile 
of 15 minutes from the household survey respondents and 20 minutes from 
the on street survey respondents.  The most common response for both 
surveys was 10 minutes. 

 
9.47 Natural England’s Accessible Natural Green Space Standard (ANGSt) is the 

national benchmark for creating access standards for natural green space.  It 
recommends at least 2 hectares of accessible natural green space per 1,000 
people based on no-one living more than: 

 
• 300m from their nearest natural green space 
• 2km from a natural green space site of 20ha 
• 5km from a natural green space site of 100ha  
• 10km from a natural green space site of 500ha  

 
 
9.48 The table below shows the accessibility of natural green space in Leeds using 

ANGSt.  
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Table 9.4 Natural Green Space in Leeds Compared to the ANGSt Standard  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Analysis Area 

Natural 
green 

space in 
and 

adjacent to 
the urban 
area (Ha) 

Average 
distance to  

natural 
green 

space(km) 
≥2ha  

Average 
distance to  

natural 
green space 
(km)≥20ha 

Average 
distance to  

natural green 
space 

(km)≥100ha 

East Inner 54.46 0.62 1.024 12.25 
East Outer 385.07 0.62 1.596 7.47 
North East 
Inner 

141.01 0.41 2.186 10.29 

North East 
Outer 

122.83 1.829 7.341 12.73 

North West 
Inner 

127.63 0.55 2.13 9.12 

North West 
Outer 

330.69 0.61 1.773 3.64 

South Inner 84.8 1.26 2.319 13.2 
South Outer 369.35 0.53 1.885 13.1 
West Inner 83.9 0.71 1.483 9.47 
West Outer 255.85 1.26 1.656 10.38 
Leeds 1,770.94 0.77 2.27 10.15 
 
9.49 Table 9.4 shows that the average distance to a site of natural green space of 

0.2 hectares and above is 770 metres from households, with variations across 
Leeds of between 410 metres and 1.2 kilometres.  ANGSt recommends a 
distance of 300 metres to the nearest piece of natural green space, however, 
the above calculations only consider natural green space where natural is the 
primary typology and sites of 0.2 hectares and above.  There are many other 
sites across Leeds that are less than 0.2 hectares and there are cases where 
natural is a secondary typology.  In addition to this, consideration should be 
given to the accessibility of green corridors and the rural areas of Leeds 
where people are able to enjoy the natural environment using PRoWs. 

 
9.50 All analysis areas, with the exception of North West Outer, have access in 

excess of the 2 and 5 kilometres for sites of 20 and 100 hectares as detailed 
in the ANGSt standard.  The opportunity to deliver more natural green space 
sites of 100 hectares or more is severely limited. However, people living in 
North East Outer do have access to natural areas contained within the two 
large city parks of Roundhay and Temple Newsam. 

 
9.51 With regards to sites of 500 hectares. Leeds does not have sites this large 

and it is very unlikely that an opportunity to create such a site exists. St 
Aidans, in Allerton Bywater is an open cast mine which is currently being 
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restored and will, in due course, be handed over to the RSPB for 
management. In total, the site covers an area of 400 hectares (1.5 square 
miles).  However, due to its location in East Leeds it does not increase 
accessibility to North East households and households on the West side of 
Leeds. 

 
Setting an Accessibility Standard 
 
9.52 The recommended local accessibility standard for natural green space is 

summarised below. The standard reflects local aspirations, with regard to 
‘expected’ travel mode, as well as the focus on improving the physical access 
to natural green space across the city.  

 
Recommended Accessibility Standard  

 
15 minute walk time  

 
9.53 There is a clear expectation from respondents that they would prefer to walk 

to natural green space.  Therefore, a walk time standard is recommended.  
The standard has been set at a 15 minute (720 metres) walk time to natural 
green space.  Whilst the most common response was a 10 minute walk, the 
75th percentile was between 15-20 minutes.  Setting the standard at 15 
minutes provides a more realistic target for new natural sites as it takes into 
account the existing provision along the green corridors, the rural countryside 
surrounding the urban area, sites of less than 0.2ha and those where natural 
green space acts as a secondary function.   

 
9.54 The recommendation focuses on a standard based on the provision of natural 

green space within the urban area, this includes sites that are just outside the 
urban area, but are within 720 metres of the urban boundary.  Plan 9.2 
indicates which areas of Leeds have 15 minute walking access to natural 
green space. 
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9.55 Plan 9.2 shows that the majority of the inner analysis areas have difficulties 
accessing natural green space within a 15 minute walk time.  However, this 
map does not reflect the population of an area.  The table below sets out the 
average distance from households to an area of natural green space and 
what percentage of households are within 720 metres of their nearest natural 
green space.  
 
Table 9.5 Average Distance to Natural Green Space  
 

Analysis Area Average distance to 
natural green space 
(720 metres)  

East Inner 568 
East Outer 537 
North East Inner 341 
North East Outer 934 
North West Inner 463 
North West Outer 487 
South Inner 1,224 
South Outer 453 
West Inner 625 
West Outer 523 
Leeds 618 

 
9.56 The above table shows that on average households are within 618 metres of 

their nearest natural green space (0.2 hectares and above).  However, 
households in South Inner and North East Outer have the poorest access to 
natural green space.  Households in South Inner, on average, have to travel 
1.2 kilometres and households in North East Outer on average, have to travel 
0.9 kilometres to their nearest natural green space of 0.2 hectares and above.  
 

Applying the standards of quantity, quality and accessibility 
 
Recommended natural standard 
Quantity  =   2 hectares per 1,000 population 
Quality =   7 out of 10 (70%) 
Accessibility =  15 minute walk time 

 
9.57 The quantity standard enables the identification of areas that do not meet the 

minimum provision standards, whilst the accessibility standard determines 
those deficiencies of highest priorities.  The quality standard outlines the key 
aspirations of local residents and provide an indication as to where sites may 
currently fall below expectations. 

9.58 Table 9.6 summarises the application of the quantity standard for natural 
green space: 
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Table 9.6 Application of Quantity Standard for Natural Green Spaces to show 
Deficits and Surplus by Analysis Area
 

Analysis Area 

Current 
population 
balanced 
against local 
standard (2 
hectares per 
1000 
population) 

Future 
population 
balanced 
against local 
standard 
Scenario A 
(2 hectares 
per 1000 
population) 

Future 
population 
balanced 
against 
local 
standard 
Scenario B 
(2 hectares 
per 1000 
population) 

Future 
population 
balanced 
against local 
standard 
Scenario C 
(2 hectares 
per 1000 
population) 

East Inner -88.09 -111.22 -126.21 -119.14 
East Outer 224.90 171.74 150.77 190.01 
North East Inner 8.45 5.42 0.14 -20.42 
North East Outer 10.71 6.62 1.66 -13.71 
North West Inner 5.73 1.97 -7.63 -20.82 
North West Outer 170.45 156.44 144.80 135.55 
South Inner -61.48 -100.02 -147.63 -93.34 
South Outer 204.67 193.77 173.44 168.81 
West Inner -12.63 -15.79 -21.99 -33.65 
West Outer 123.53 116.64 109.46 94.72 
Leeds 401.60 248.31 103.31 103.35 

Explanatory note: 
Scenario A – Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) based on initial employment led 
population projection data which realigned population levels from 2001 to 2010 with locally derived 
data sources and projected growth based on employment projections.  Distribution of future 
population across the city is aligned with housing units identified through the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and application of selected planning policy constraints identified in 
the Core Strategy Preferred Approach.  Average household size is derived from the SHMA 
assumptions. 
Scenario B – Strategic Housing Market Assessment based on ONS population estimates 2001 to 
2010 and ONS projections to 2026.  Distribution of future population aligned with housing units 
identified through the SHLAA with limited planning policy constraints applied to site selection. 
Scenario C – 22% increase in population of 169,700 between 2008 and 2026 using ONS population 
projections evenly distributed between the analysis areas. 
 
 
9.59 The figures in the above table show the application of the proposed standard 

of 2 hectares per 1,000 population against the 2008 population figures based 
on Council Tax and ONS household size and each of the potential growth 
scenarios.  The figures in green show the number of hectares which exceed 
the applied standard and the figures in red show the deficiency against the 
proposed standard for that area. 

 
• East Outer, West Outer and South Outer exceed the applied 

quantity standard for all growth scenarios 
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• The largest current and future shortfalls can be found in the South 
and East Inner areas. 

 
9.60 As the above table shows, three of the ten analysis areas do not satisfy the 

recommended standard currently or scenario A, four fail to meet scenario B 
and 6 fail when compared against scenario C.  Consequently, new natural 
sites will need to be created in areas where provision is lowest with optimum 
accessibility.  The deficiency in provision can be mitigated by improving 
footpaths and linkages from inner areas to the new natural green space sites. 

 
Summary 
 
9.61 Natural green space is highly valued by local residents.  This is reflected in 

the fact that it is the second most visited type of green space on a monthly 
basis.  It is also an important land use in terms of maintaining and improving 
biodiversity, nature conservation and as an education tool for the local 
population. 

 
9.62 The consultation process identified the inner areas as having insufficient 

natural green space and the outer areas as being ‘about right’.  Setting the 
quality standard at 2 hectares per 1,000 population will improve the provision 
of natural green space within the areas that are deficient, whilst maintaining a 
suitable level of provision in the outer analysis areas where there is generally 
considered to be enough. 

 
9.63 Whilst the overall strategy should focus on improving the quality of sites, if the 

overall aim of ensuring that the majority of residents are within 15 minutes of 
natural green space is to be achieved, new provision will be required in 
locations in areas of deficit which are spread across the city. 

 
9.64 The key priorities for the future provision of natural green space should be 

addressed through the LDF and/or other delivery mechanisms.  These 
priorities are: 

• Ensure that the LDF contains policies that protect natural green 
space from development.  Only in cases where there is low nature 
conservation value should an alternative type of green space be 
considered. 

• In allocating new development sites in locations which fail to meet 
the proposed standards, consider how the development can 
improve access and increase provision of natural green space. 

• Prepare a strategic programme of qualitative improvements across 
the city. 

• Maximise the role of natural green space to increase participation in 
health and physical activity and to realise its educational benefits 
across the city. 

• Facilitate improved access to natural green space in the urban area 
through the development of footpath and cycle links. 
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Chapter 10 Indoor Sports Facilities 
 
 Introduction and Definition 
 
10.1 Almost two thirds of Leeds residents use indoor sports facilities at least once a year 

(Leeds PPG17 Needs Assessment).  Additionally, 22.4% of the Leeds population 
(16+) participate in at least 3 sessions of sport and active recreation each week 
(Active People 2008 – 2010 rolling average).  Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 17 
states that it is essential to consider the role of indoor sports facilities in meeting 
the recreation and sporting needs of local residents.  The provision of swimming 
pools, indoor sports halls, gyms, indoor bowls and indoor tennis should be 
considered as part of the local supply and demand assessment.  In Leeds it is 
recognised that sport and active recreation plays a key role in terms of cultural, 
health, economic, cohesion, crime reduction and regeneration outcomes. 

 
10.2 The methodology for the assessment of indoor facilities is slightly different to other 

PPG17 typologies in that specific demand modelling can be undertaken using 
Sport England models and local user data. 

 
10.3 Outdoor and indoor sports have been separated into two distinct typologies within 

this document.  This section considers the provision of indoor sports facilities 
across Leeds. 

 
Strategic Context  
 
10.4 It is important to note that PPG17 relates to an aspiration for all sport provision in 

the area.  Leeds City Council, although a significant provider, is one of many 
delivery partners.  However, when setting the standards, trying to create clear and 
accurate baselines for all facilities can be challenging.  This is mainly due to 
information not being available in terms of the type, quality and accessibility of 
some private facilities.  It is, however, generally, possible to plot location. 

 
10.5 In terms of its own leisure facilities, Leeds City Council has set the following vision: 
 

‘To secure a city-wide network of quality, affordable, accessible and 
sustainable leisure centres for the benefit of all the people of Leeds.’ 

 
10.6 This policy recognises the difficult balance between serving more deprived 

communities, the general mass participation agenda across the city and 
sustainability.  It noted three geographic factors that maximise the success of 
leisure centres in terms of both financial performance and community outcomes.  
These factors are: 

• town and district centres; 
• main arterial roads; 
• adjacent to complementary facilities, such as high schools. 

 
10.7 It also noted that more deprived communities tend be less socially mobile and car 

ownership is considered a determining factor in terms of travelling to leisure 
centres (through the Sport England Facilities Planning Model).  The Active People 
Survey highlights lower levels of participation amongst more deprived communities.  
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10.10 Sites that meet the visions proposed locations are: 
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The 2001 Census results reveal that 34% of Leeds households do not have access 
to a car or van.  This represents over 100,000 households in the city and shows 
why location and access to high frequency public transport corridors is important to 
achieve an increase in sports participation, especially in deprived communities. 

 
10.8 In general terms the policy and the planning model have prescribed the need for 

fewer, larger, better placed and higher quality facilities.  However, population 
growth will need to be continually reviewed against these assumptions.  This 
approach only assessed Leeds City Council facilities shown on Plan 10.1.  It is 
important to consider all provision when determining need. 

 
10.9 In 2010/11 there were 4.2 million visits to council indoor leisure facilities.  The most 

popular leisure centres (as previously mentioned) tend to be larger, offering a wider 
range of activities, near major arterial routes, co-located, or in town / district 
centres.  This is illustrated in the graph below: 

 
Figure 10.1 Leisure Centre Visits 2010/11 
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10.11 In general, the long-term outcomes of PPG17 should increase participation in sport 
and active recreation, leading to healthier, more cohesive, regenerated and more 
economically active communities (measured through ‘Taking the lead’ and other 
Partnership Priority Plans).  In terms of direct outcomes, the clear priority is 
ensuring that a process exists to ensure that community need is reflected in the 
PPG17 standards so that as demography changes in the city, the infrastructure of 
sport facilities also develops.  The Office for National Statistics, in their 2008 
baseline forecast, predicts substantial population growth with 949,500 residents 
forecast by 2026; placing increasing demand on the indoor sports infrastructure.  
As table 10.1 below shows, the growing population will also see an increase in 
younger age groups, especially the 20 to 30 year olds.  This will place further 
pressure on sport facilities, as this age group tends be one of the more active. 

 
Figure 10.2 & Table 10.1 Comparison Age Profiles 
 

onsultation 

0.12 Recent closures to South Leeds Sports Centre and East Leeds Leisure Centre in 
 

r to these 

 
0.13 The key consultation exercises regarding Leeds City Council leisure provision and 

the wider indoor sport provision in the city are: 

 
C
 
1

November 2010 and April 2011 respectively will have implications on the provision
and access to council indoor facilities.  In considering the results of the 
consultation, it must be noted that these exercises were undertaken prio
recent closures.  Where possible tabulated data on facilities and provision reflects 
these closures. 

1
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• Taking the Lead – a Strategy for Sport and Active Recreation 2006 – 
2012; 

• PPG17 – Needs Assessment; 
Vision • for Council Leisure Centres. 

 
10.14 Partici ti nt across Leeds revealed: 

• 53% of household survey respondents and 35% of on-street survey 
h or 

• 
dents using outdoor sports facilities once a month or more often. 

 
10.15 This chapt

considered the most popular facilities, consequently there is available participation 
 the 

 
Facilit

pa on levels from the Needs Assessme

respondents reported using indoor sports facilities once a mont
more. 
34% of household survey respondents and 25% of on-street survey 
respon

er examines the following indoor facilities in detail.  These were 

data which allows meaningful assessment.  Other facilities are mentioned in
consultation results, such as ice rinks, but are not examined in detail. 

y Definition from Active Places Power 
Swimming Enclosed area of water, specifically maintained for all forms of water 

ral swimming, teaching, training, 

gular 

pool based sport & recreation. Includes gene
diving, club use and school use. Includes indoor and outdoor pools, 
freeform leisure pools, specific diving tanks. Where an area of a pool is 
normally cordoned off as a purpose-built off-shoot of the main rectan
tank, e.g. diving section off a main pool, it is treated as a separate pool. 

Sports Hall 

ce, such 
ialist 

Indoor multi-sports hall where a range of sport and recreational activities 
are carried out. 2 or more of the sport and recreational activities must be 
from the list of Activities, one or more of which must be on at least a 
weekly basis.  One hall per site must be at least 10m x 18m, the size of 
one badminton court including surrounding safety area. Includes 
specifically designed sports halls, such as leisure centres and school 
sports halls, and also additional halls where activities can take pla
as school assembly halls, community buildings and village halls. Spec
centres, e.g. dance centres, are not included. 

Health & 
Fitness ctive Places).  
Gym 

Normally a minimum of 20 stations, although some small health & fitness 
suites may be included (health and fitness on A

Indoor 
Tennis 

nnis 
structures, purpose built tennis centres and indoor courts connected to 

d 
re 

Court 

Covered or indoor tennis courts, includes stand alone indoor te

other sports facilities, such as sports clubs. To only include dedicate
indoor tennis courts, and not multi use halls or outdoor MUGA's which a
marked out as tennis courts. 

Indoor 
Bowls Rink centre or dedicated bowls area within a 

r 
arily 

Permanent indoor facility which contains a carpeted bowls green area. 
Can be a purpose built bowls 
sports facility. The bowls green area must be specifically constructed fo
bowls use. Does not include short matt bowls areas, which are tempor
laid out in multi purpose halls. 
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10.16 Key findings from consultation, separated into quantity, quality and accessibility 
revealed: 

PPG17 Needs Assessment: 
t respondents consider current provision to be adequate for the 

 sports facility – sport halls, indoor bowls, private 

•  
ing pools, council run gyms and ice rinks. 

 

• ncil run 

s. 

dditional indoor sport provision.  33% of children considered there 
 

 

• 

in areas.  
r 

•  
 and poor/very poor 32%.  

 
Vision

• In order to determine a city-wide opinion for Leeds City Council Leisure 
conducted. 

, 
 months.  Out of those that 

t 

• 
r range of facility 

•  
inion on the quantity of facilities. 

 
Swimm

• The Sport England FPM models demand in the city for swimming pools, 
ticularly age and access to 

a car.  The model then takes the existing swimming pool stock, publicly 

 
Quantity 

• Mos
following types of indoor
gyms and racket sport facilities. 
However, a relatively large proportion (more than one third) of respondents
think there are not enough swimm

• In particular, a higher proportion of respondents from East Inner, East Outer
and North East Inner analysis areas consider there are not enough 
swimming pools. 
North East Outer analysis area consider there to be not enough cou
gyms. 

• West Inner and South Outer analysis areas consider there to be not enough 
ice rink

• Survey responses from children/young people and councillors suggests a 
need for a
to be enough indoor sports facilities near their home compared to 25% that
did not.  53% considered the quality of the indoor sports facilities to be good. 
24% considered that they were sometimes unclean and could be better. 
The general consensus amongst key stakeholders (meeting of 
organisational stakeholders such as Sport England etc) is that there is 
adequate community provision with some over provision in certa
However, the aging stock needs refurbishment/upgrading and access fo
people with disabilities requires improving. 
Feedback from council staff about the quantity of indoor facilities was split
between very good/good 32%, average 26%
Feedback on the quality was also split between very good/good 27%, 
average 35% and poor/very poor 26%. 

 for Council Leisure Centres 

Centres, a Citizens’ Panel was 
• Half (49%) of panel members, said they have used a swimming pool, gym

sport or leisure centre in Leeds in the last 12
have used a swimming pool, gym, sport or leisure centre in Leeds in the las
12 months, 64% said this was a council-run facility. 
Respondents were most likely to disagree that they would be prepared to 
travel further for a LCC leisure centre that had a wide
provision and is better quality (43%). 
To assess children and young people’s opinions the Youth Council was
consulted; they did not express any op

ing Pools and the Facilities Planning Model: 

taking into account local demographic factors; par
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available times at those pools and journey times of up to 20 minutes 
(walking, public transport and car), and calculates how much of that demand 
could turn into swims. 
The model identifies 30 pools in the city (18 of which are Leeds City C
pools) that are 20m in length or more.  It excludes a large number of smaller 
private pools largely co

• ouncil 

ncentrated to the centre and West Leeds. 

sed on the 

•  

 also makes clear that the needs 

 
Qualit
PPG17 Needs Assessment: 

• Perception of the quality of indoor sports facilities were mixed, whilst a 
latively large proportion consider them to be average/good (68%), many 

ments suggesting the need for improvements. 

• 
, Leeds 

gic Leisure Supply Demand 
eds 

•  

• times be an issue at indoor sports facilities. 

 
  Vis n

• spondents 
(28%) said the quality/condition of current Leeds City Council Leisure Centre 

 quality. A similar proportion (29%) said 

• 

• that cleanliness, quality and 
 

 city. 
 
 

• The model uses data at super output level and applies demand and supply 
factors (typical of such areas from national research) in order to present the 
picture for Leeds.  The model was tested against 10 scenarios, ba
4 original proposals (for the leisure centre network).  The model has 
assumed that participation increases by 1% per annum to 2014 in-line with 
Government targets.  The model also allows for Office of National Statistics 
estimated changes in population to 2014. 
The Facilities Planning Model indicated a strategic over-supply of swimming
pools in the city.  It also identified issues with some Leeds City Council pool 
catchment areas overlapping.  However, it
of communities on low incomes and with low car ownership needs to be 
considered. 

y 

re
residents also made com

• The quality of indoor sport provision was also raised as an issue by 
councillors, sport clubs and key stakeholders. 
Generally all the Leeds City Council studies (Vision for Council Leisure 
Centres, KPMG Future Options for the Councils Sports Centres 2000
City Council Conditions Surveys and the Strate
Review) have highlighted the need for improvements to the quality of Le
City Council Leisure Centres. 
General issues coming from the survey were poor quality changing facilities,
safety/age of equipment, vandalism/graffiti and litter problems.  
Safety/ fear of crime can some

• The most important features of indoor sports provision were cleanliness, 
cost, range of activities, maintenance, and welcoming staff. 

io  for Council Leisure Centres: 
Through the Citizens’ Panel Survey more than a quarter of re

buildings is high or of reasonable
they feel they are low or very low quality. 
Overall, respondents were most likely to agree that LCC Leisure Centres 
should be of the highest quality (87%). 
The Youth Council expressed the opinion 
design of leisure centre buildings in the city were not seen to be achieving
the requirements of young people in the
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Swimm
• Thi wimming pool is a significant 

participation factor.  Within the model this was reflected through the 
refurbishment dates of facilities and latent demand was reduced to reflect the 
pool condition. 

 

PP
10.17 Bas

common expected modes of transport and modal travel times varied across indoor 
facility types as follows: 

ng pools :  varied; 10 minute walk or 10 minute drive; 
ed; 10 minute walk or 10 minute drive; 

varied; 10-15 minute walk or 10-15 minute drive; 
e; 
 opening 

 were 

 
10.18 Bas find r 

hou h -s et su
consid

• e drive  
• - sports halls:  15-20 minute walk or 15 minute drive; 

5-20 minute drive; 

t their member’s 
st popular 

vel 20 minutes or 

 
in 

 indicates good provision of private facilities. 
 
10.19 The cu is illustrated at Table 10.2 below.  The 

info  
distanc y 
they us

ing Pools and the Facilities Planning Model: 
s assessment reflected that the quality of the s

Accessibility: 
G17 Needs Assessment: 
ed on the results for household and on-street survey consultation, the most 

• - swimmi
• - sports halls:  vari
• - indoor bowls:  varied; 10-15 minute walk or 10 minute drive; 
• - private gym:  varied; 10-15 minute walk or 10 minute drive; 
• - council gym:  
• - racket sports:  varied; 10-15 minute walk or 10 minute driv
• - ice rink:   20-30 minute drive access issues relating to

hours, booking procedures and provision for people with disabilities
also raised by key stakeholders and sports clubs. 

ed on the research ings and in particular 75th percentile results fo
se old and on tre rvey consultation suggest that the council should 

er setting the following access standards: 
- swimming pools:  15 minute walk or 15-20 minut

• - indoor bowls:  20 minute walk or 20 minute drive; 
• - private gym:  15-20 minute drive or 15 minute walk; 
• - council gym:  15-20 minute walk or 1
• - racket sports:  15 minute walk or 15-20 minute drive; 
• - ice rink:   30-40 minute drive. 
• The majority (89%) of clubs and organisations report tha

primary method of travel to facilities is by car.  The next mo
method is walking. 

• The majority of clubs and organisations (88%) expect to tra
less to participate in organised sport. 

• Respondents to the survey are particularly keen for the city centre to have
greater provision of indoor sports facilities.  Although, in terms of certa
typologies, analysis

rrent accessibility of council provision 
rmation uses the address details provided by Leeds Card users to calculate the

e travelled between their registered address and the council leisure facilit
e. 

 

 170



Table  
Leeds  

Metres 

10.2 Distance Travelled to Use Council Leisure Facilities in 2010/11 based on
 Card Data

 

Council Leisure 
Facility 

Leeds 
Card 
Users 

Leeds 
Card User 

Visits 

All Visits 
by all 
users 

% of 
Card 
Visits 

Average 
Distance 

50th 75th 
Percentile Percentile 
distance Distance 

Aireborough Leisure 
Centre 10,601 149,371 307,156 49% 3,934 3,126 5,473

Armley Sports and 
Leisure Centre 11,012 120,113 243,208 49% 3,032 1,991 4,148
Bramley Baths 4,922 49,884 110,551 45% 2,468 1,591 3,079
Fearnville Leisure 
Centre 6,942 50,332 191,623 26% 2,544 1,921 2,965

Garforth Squash and 
Leisure Centre 3,565 72,378 135,791 53% 3,539 2,064 4,750
Holt Park Leisure 
Centre 7,361 61,956 188,610 33% 3,334 2,587 4,508
John Charles Centre 4,843 58,935 224,918 26% 5,288 4,080 7,264

John Smeaton 
Leisure Centre 8,963 106,891 292,708 37% 3,201 2,375 3,580
Kippax Leisure 
Centre 3,156 22,112 109,036 20% 2,821 2,245 3,350
Kirkstall Leisure 
Centre 8,325 70,258 218,854 32% 3,665 3,033 4,748
Leeds Stadium 5,320 82,271 550,357 15% 14,229 13,898 15,839
Middleton Leisure 
Centre 1,662 11,907 108,406 11% 2,444 1,430 2,975

Morley Leisure 
Centre (PFI) 13,218 141,892 297,529 48% 3,417 2,478 4,209
Pudsey Leisure 
Centre 8,752 129,508 263,906 49% 2,624 1,708 3,078

Rothwell Sports and 
Leisure Centre 11,604 155,155 328,500 47% 4,896 4,162 6,408
Scott Hall Sports 
Centre 10,926 114,184 296,864 38% 2,551 1,918 3,090
Wetherby Leisure 
Centre 5,880 67,653 163,214 41% 6,056 4,096 10,378
All 103,930 1,524,327 4,192,484 36% 3,871 2,535 4,902

 
10.20 Table 10.2 highlights that: 
 

• Middleton has the lowest average distance travelled at 2.4km, followed 
closely by Bramley Baths (2.5km), Scott Hall Sports Centre (2.6 km) and 
Pudsey Leisure Centre (2.6 km). 

• The Stadium1 at John Charles Centre for Sport has the longest average 
distance travelled at 14.2 km, followed by Wetherby Sports Centre (6 km) 
and John Charles Centre for Sport: Aquatics 5.3 km.  John Charles is a 
regional facility that attracts customers from wide areas due to its facilities 

                                            
1 Includes tennis centre, bowls and athletics users. 

 171



and longer travel distances are to be expected.  Despite this the facility is 
well used locally and an assessment of Leeds based users of the Aquatics 
Centre showed 3,361 users of which 2,075 came from within 3 miles of the 
site. 

orth h re as ar po se
) an dl re C  ha w o e

ver tan elled
• The 75th percentile result indicates that Fearnville Leisure Centre has the 

llest effective catchment (2 km) and Leeds Stadium has the largest 
15.8 km effe tch ing dista ithin  75% 
sers trav cce acil

 
ision for Coun isur res

ople seem to be quite flexible in terms of their propensity to find, travel 
se leisu tres ver por o no  bus  were
tently h ted ey f

f th ens  res ts w mos  to dis  that 
ure centre that had a 

r ranging provision and is better quality (43%). 
ever, respondents also responded positively to having fewer, higher qua
re centre ces cat

 
1  cha ost ata ilable s to il leis

n.  Key fi  rel  council leisure centres is presented below: 
 

n and Young People 
1 gh the Vis Co isur es, ren’ ices hted 

key issue was the need for more joined up planning and services through 
elopm for , th ing ools  Futu ort 

ts. 
 
1 h Council were asked for their opinions in relation to Leeds City Council 

entres ey ses  fo : 
 

• Cleanlin l si ure re bu  in th  were
not seen to be achieving the requirements of young peo

nt). 
 in terms of their propensity to find, 

ss 

• 
 

• 

requirement. 

• Garf
(53%
(11%), with a Leeds Card. 

 Squas
d Mid

and Leisu
eton Leisu

 Centre h
entre

 the l
s the lo

gest pro
est prop

rtion of u
rtion of us

rs 
rs 

• The a age dis ce trav  by all Leeds card users is less than 4 km. 

sma
( ).  The ctive ca ment be  the nce w which of 
u el to a ss the f ity. 

V cil Le e Cent : 
• Young pe

and u
consis

re cen . Howe , it is im tant t te that routes  
ighligh  as a k actor. 

• In terms o
they would be prepared to travel further 

e Citiz ’ Panel ponden
for a LCC leis

ere t likely agree

wide
• How

leisu
lity 

s in ac sible lo ions.  

0.21 As stated earlier in this pter, m  of the d  ava  relate counc ure 
provisio ndings ating to

Council Leisure Centres 
Childre

0.22 Throu ion for uncil Le e Centr Child s Serv highlig
that the 
capital dev ents, example e ‘Build  Sch for the re’ sp
developmen

0.23 The Yout
Leisure C .  The k  respon  were as llows

ess, qua ity and de gn of leis  cent ildings
ple in the city (same 

e city  

as Needs Assessme
• Young people seem to be quite flexible

travel and use leisure centres.  However, it is important to note that acce
to bus routes were consistently highlighted as a key factor. 
In relation to the proposals and the types of locations specified there was a 
general consensus of agreement (town and district centres, arterial routes
and co-located with other services), thus meeting the bus travel 
requirement. 
The need for programmes and buildings capable of delivering the activities 
young people required (e.g. leisure water) were strongly outlined as a 
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•  

 
 

Qu t
 
10.24 The PPG17 Companion Guide emphasises that design and management are 

fac s
rec
expect
mainte

 
0.25 The quality standard for indoor sports facilities should reflect the views and 

should be linked to the national benchmark 

ear
ind

 

• welcoming staff. 

10.26  as 
follows: 

eisure Centres have both recently been re-built through 
tive, providing two high quality modern facilities 

s been significant investment at John Charles Centre for Sport with 
a new 50 metre swimming pool (Aquatics) opening in 2007; additionally, the 

ee Swimming Capital 
Modernisation Fund to refurbish Otley Chippindale Swimming Pool, 

•  had a refurbishment undertaken on parts of the 

• partment of 

•  essential 
re centres through the Leeds City Council Capital 

r 
 provision: 

Leisure centres are clearly valued and the Youth Council wants to see them
developed, tackle youth issues and work more closely with other services. 

ali y 

tor  integral to the successful delivery of a network of high quality sport and 
reation facilities, stating that, ‘quality depends on two things: the needs and 

ations of users, on the one hand, and design, management and 
nance on the other.’ 

1
aspirations of the local community and 
and design criteria.  The views and aspirations of the community were highlighted 

lier in this section and the suggested essential and desirable features of an 
oor sports facility were: 

• cleanliness; 
• cost; 
• range of activities; 
• maintenance; 

 
The quality of existing Leeds City Council Leisure Centres can be summarised

• Morley and Armley L
the Private Finance Initia
(2010). Additionally, John Smeaton Leisure Centre, Manston has been re-
built through the New Opportunities Fund again creating a modern high 
quality facility (2007). 

• There ha

three other facilities at the site are high quality and modern.  
• During 2010 funding was secured through the Fr

Aireborough and Kirkstall Leisure Centres. Unfortunately, this funding was 
removed following the initial Spending Review.  
Scott Hall Leisure Centre
centre through funding from the First Round of the Free Swimming Capital 
Modernisation Fund.  
Holt Park Leisure Centre has recently had approval from De
Health for Private Finance Initiative credits to replace it with a wellbeing 
centre.  
Additional work has been undertaken to re-furbish and undertake
works on leisu
Programme. This has included the refurbishment of Rothwell Leisure 
Centre’s changing rooms.  Below at Table 10.3 is a list of build dates fo
local authority
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Table .
 

10 3 Age of Council Leisure Centres 

Year 
originally 

Current Pool Facilities built * 
Bramley Baths 1904 
Pudsey Leisure Centre 1928 
Aireborough Leisure Centre 1967 
Chippendale Swimming Pool 1974 
Rothwell Sports Centre 1974 
Wetherby Leisure Centre 1975 
Holt Park Leisure Centre  1976 
Fearnville Leisure Centre 1980 
John Smeaton Sports Centre  2007 
Scott Hall Sports Centre 1980 
Kippax Leisure Centre 1983 
Kirkstall Leisure Centre 1985 
Middleton Leisure Centre  1986 
Joh  Sport: Aquatics 2007 n Charles Centre for
Joh  Sport: Stadium 1995 n Charles Centre for
John Charles Centre for Sport: Bowls and Athletics 2003 
John Charles Centre for Sport: Tennis Centre 1999 
Armley Leisure Centre - NEW PFI site 2010 
Morley Leisure Centre - NEW PFI site 2010 

 
• 

city 

 
Sp s

 
Suppl

 
10.27 In o e

Leeds, ing 
site   

 
Curren

 
10.28 Active s 

that th ulation of sports hall capacity in Leeds.  This is 

Overall the quality of council leisure centres is not sufficient to meet need in 
certain areas of the city and the condition is deteriorating, although, the 
newly built sites are of a very high quality.  Several facilities would benefit 
from modernisation and have been identified in the ‘Vision for Council 
Leisure Centres’.  As identified in the Sport England Facilities Planning 
Model, the more in need of modernisation that a facility is, the less capa
it has to meet demand. 

ort  Halls 

y and Demand Analysis – Adequacy of Existing Provision 

rd r to analyse the adequacy of the existing provision of sports halls across 
 consideration has been given to the quantity, quality and access to exist

s.  

t Provision Quantity 

Places Power, (which uses the 2001 Census population figures), indicate
ere is 78m2 per 1,000 pop
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slightly less than both the national and York
2

shire and Humber Region provision of 
81m  per 1,000 population.  Analysis indicates that provision is lower than in 
neighbouring areas as well as lower than in local authorities of similar size.  High 
population growth in the city is likely to mean this baseline p eteriorate. 

 
10.29 wer reveals that 42% of demand for sports ha eeds is not 

% nationally and 32% regionally.  The information above, 
demand in the city is in excess of supply.  Additionally, 

 halls generated through the extensive Building 
eeds City Council has delivered.  There are some 

ity access to such facilities.  Howev  important to 
 is time specific, with peak periods difficult to access 
tivity at off-peak times. Generally, however, it is felt that 
re sports hall access is not consistent across the city, 
s could be worse than they appea

 
10.30 d that the survey respondents considered the 

with the exception of the East Inner analysis area, 
ts do not consider there to be enough.  The majority of 

est and South Outer analysis area  and 54% 
provision to be about right or more than enough. 

 
10.31 lustrated in table 1 low.  The data 

re those spaces c  of 

 
Table ds by Anal rea 
 

Analys A
all ages Total Area 

osition will d

Active Places Po
being met compa

lls in L
red to 34

suggests that the level of 
these figures include the sports
Schools for Future programme L
questions around commun
note that sports hall dema

er, it is
nd

and much lower levels of ac
the Building Schools for Futu
thus indicatively these figure r.  

The consultation process reveale
provision to be about right, 
where 40% of responden
respondents in the Outer W s (53%
respectively) considered the 

The distribution of all Leeds Sports Halls is il 0.4 be
concerns multi-purpose sports halls, which a apable
accommodating multiple sports. 

10.4 Multi-Purpose Sports Hall Provision in Lee ysis A

Population Provision 
2

Total Area Provision 
2ratio m  

per 1,000 
population

In m² of 
Council 

Halls 

ratio m  
per 1,000 

population
is rea 2008 mid 

year 
estimate 

In m² of 
All Halls2

East Inner  80,578 3,284 42.91 1,194 14.82
East Outer 85,392 5,400 61.78 1,920 22.48 
North East Inner 70,909 4,965 71.12 512 7.21 
North East O 4,537 72.90 0 0.00 uter 62,281
North West Inner 106,127 8,792 91.54 516 4.86 
North 87,305 8,953 100.92 1,342 15.37  West Outer 
South Inner 74,683 3,480 46.81 1,534 20.54 
South 26.82  Outer 90,587 6,334 71.82 2,429 
West Inner 50,297 4,539 92.20 900 17.89 
West Outer 71,097 4,976 72.49 512 7.20 
Leeds 779,256 55,259 72.60 10,859 13.94 

 
 

                                            
2 Source: Sport England, Active Places Power (May 2011) which includes all providers (public, private, 

n, community etc) educatio
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10.32 
 

s 

metres per 1,000 population respectively. 

e 
 

 
10.33 en 

rea 
thought provision to be about right, or more than enough.  Although, this could also 
be related to more users requiring a s t

 
10 d is led at  in  qu

provision is desira d su th ssment results, but that other 
factors can also resident’s perce

 
 
C  - Qua
 
1 e qu isting council sites demonstrates that:  

there are three new facilities at Morley, Armley and John Smeaton, Manston 
 the last five years.  The re  facilit y in ag he 

assessment  auth rovisio tes tha stment ired 
for many older facilities.

• overall the quality of facilities is insufficient to meet need, with several halls 
requiring modernisation / replacement. 

10.37 The Building Schools for the Future scheme will see significant improvements to 
the quality of sports halls at schools sites across the city, however, community 

The main conclusions from the above table are: 

• The areas with the lowest provision are South Inner and East Inner with les
than 4,000 square metres of provision and a ratio of 47 and 43 square 

• The highest provision level is in North West Outer at 8,953 square metres 
and a ratio of 101 square metres per 1,000 population. 

• The Leeds provision ratio is 73 square metres based on comparison with th
2007 Mid-year Population Estimates (Office for National Statistics).  This
result is lower than the 78m2 per 1,000 population calculated by Sport 
England using the 2001 Census population. 

• The South Outer area has a comparatively low level of provision, yet this 
area had the highest level of satisfaction from the needs assessment 
respondents with 54% considering sports hall provision to be about right or 
more than enough. 

• North East Outer has no council sports hall provision 
 

Setting Provision Standards 

The standard is based on raising the level of provision in areas of deficiency wh
assessed against conclusions of the needs assessment and audit data. 

 
Current level of council provision 13.94 square metres 
Proposed level of council provision 15 square metres 

 
10.34 North West Outer has the highest level of provision at 101 square metres per 1,000 

population, yet only 40% of respondents to the household survey in that a

cces

gement th
pported by 

to facilities a

an increase
e need asse
ptions. 

 peak time. 

 sport hall.35 The standar  an acknow
ble an

 influence 

antitative 

urrent Provision lity 

0.36 Analysis of th ality of ex

• 
provided in maining ies var e and t

 of local ority p n indica t inve is requ
  

 

access remains a subjective issue. 
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10.38 Holt Park Leisure Centre which was built in 1976 will be replaced by a Well Being 
Centre in 2013.  At present there are no finances identified to replace or refurbish 
oth c

 
Settin

 
10.39 All cou sing a bespoke 

ass s
experie  a 
score o  of 
10. 

 
Exis in
Propo

 
10.40 The r ter quality facilities 

than they are currently receiving.  The exis  skewed by the 
facilities at Armley and Morley.  If these two centres 

 the average of the remaining facilities reduced to 

10.41 accessibility of facilities 

 
Table 

riving

er ouncil provided sports hall facilities. 

g a Quality Standard 

ncil leisure centre sites have been assessed for quality u
es ment which considers multiple quality criteria which contribute to the user 

nce.  A copy of the assessment sheet is at Appendix F  All criteria receive
ut of 10 and the overall score for the site is then an average, again out

t g average quality for council sites with a sports hall is 5.41 (Fair) 
sed quality standard is 7 (good) 

 p oposed standard is recognition that users demand bet
ting average is artificially

very high quality of the modern 
are removed from the calculation,
4.82 (poor). 

 
Current Provision - Accessibility 

 
Sport England’s Active Places Power provides data on the 
to different forms of transportation.  Table 10.5 below compiles this data for sports 
halls in Leeds.  This analysis assumes that residents can access the nearest 
facility which is not always the case for education or private facilities. 

10.5 Access to Sports Halls in Leeds by Public Transport, Walking and 
 D

 
Access time Public Transport (%) Walk (%) Car (%) 
0 - 10 mins  48.41  40.3  98.01 
10.1 - 20 mins  49.59  45.02  1.99 
20.1 - 30 mins  1.64  9.71  0 
30.1 - 45 mins  0.36  3.88  0 
45.1 - 60 mins  0  1.08  0 
 > 60  0  0  0 

Source: Active Places Power March 2011 
Nb.  Note th a
 
10.42 The fin

a divid e residents who expect to walk to a sports hall and 
those who would expect to drive. Sport England Choice and Opportunity indicators 
sug s
priority o facilities on foot and by public 
transport. 

10.43 nce 
all site is 3.9 km.  The 75  percentile is 5.1km. 

is d ta still includes East Leeds as Active Places data is not yet updated 

dings of the household survey and other consultations suggest that there is 
e in opinion between thos

ge t that in an urban area, and in order to promote sustainable transport, 
 should be given to maximising access t

 
Analysis of the Leeds Card user data for 2010/11 reveals that the average dista
travelled to access a council sports h th
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Table 10.5 shows that when considering access by car, 100% of residents are 
within a 20 minute drive time of at least one

10.44 
 facility.  Access to facilities on foot is 

more limited with 14.68% of residents unable to access a sports hall within a 20 

onstrated that one third of respondents expect to be within walking distance.  
Access by public transport and by bike was also important to some residents.  43% 

 
0.46 Findings from the household survey demonstrated that for those residents who 

e 

 

 
0.47 It is clear that the majority of residents use cars as their chosen mode of travel to 

sessment showed that dense inner urban 
areas with low levels of car ownership expect to walk. 

 

 20 
nute travel time.  The standard assumes that there will be additional time 

demands for onward travel by foot and waiting for public transport. 
 
10.49 Despite the needs assessment results demonstrating the preference of a sports 

hall within 15 minutes walking time of residents, this is unrealistic given the 
p onver  would be unsustainable and inequitable to consider 
the standard in terms of a car drive time.  Future provision needs to place 
increased emphasis on access by sustainable modes of travel. 

 

0.50 The public transport accessibility plans have been prepared using Accession 

ble to 
 

 
0.51 Plan 10.2 overleaf illustrates the distribution of existing council sports halls and 

minute walk time. 
 
10.45 In light of the low levels of car ownership in several communities in Leeds, if 

participation is to increase, local facilities will be required.  This was particularly 
evident in the household survey, which canvasses the views of both users and non 
users.  While the majority of current users drive to a site, the household survey 
dem

of on-street respondents would expect to walk to a sports hall. 

1
expected to walk to a facility (33%), the 75th percentile was 20 minutes.  For thos
expecting to drive (52%), the 75th percentile drive time was 15 minutes. 

Setting an Accessibility Standard 

1
sports halls.  However, the needs as

 
Recommended Accessibility Standard 

15 minutes public transport journey time. 
 
10.48 This reflects the needs assessment results, that residents would expect up to

mi

rovision cost.  C sely, it

Applying the Standard 
 
1

software which uses information on the bus and train timetables, routes, bus stop 
and rail halt locations.  Using accession is useful but has limitations.  It can provide 
a broad indication of access by public transport, however, anomalies can arise 
where there are no public transport routes.  In these situations it may be possi
walk to the facility itself in a reasonable time, but this is not shown on the plans.

1
demonstrates the catchments, based on the proposed access standard.  The plan 
highlights the lack of public transport access for residents in North East Outer 
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around Wetherby, some of whom need to travel for up to one hour to access a 
ley 

 
Summary

 
10.53 

 a 10 year period, 
Whilst this is unlikely to increase overall quantitative supply in the short term, it will 

 in 

 

council sports hall.  Residents in parts of Alwoodley, Shadwell, Adel, Otley, Farn
and Drighlington have to travel up to 30 minutes. 

 
 
10.52 Analysis of the quantity, quality and accessibility of sports halls indicates that 

access to facilities is a key issue.  Analysis indicates that supply is currently 
inadequate and unevenly distributed.  However, consideration needs to be given to 
how the council expects users to travel to access facilities. 

The Private Finance Initiative / Building Schools for the Future programme consists 
of the replacement / refurbishment of 22 schools in the city over

improve provision of quality sports hall facilities, but public access will be critical
realising the overall vision for delivering wider benefits.  
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Swimming Pools 
 
10.54 In order to analyse the adequacy of the existing provision of swimming pools 

across Leeds, consideration has been given to the quantity, quality and access to 
existing sites. 

 
Quantity of provision 

 
10.55 Active Places Power reveals that swimming pool provision is 16 m2 per 1,000 

population in Leeds.  This compares to 15.49 m2 in the Yorkshire and the Humber 
Region and 19 m2 nationally.  This suggests that provision in Leeds is slightly 
above the regional average, although falls below national average provision.  This 
includes all facilities, regardless of their age and degree of access to the general 
public.  Tables 10.6 and 10.7 below illustrates the performance of Leeds against 
other comparable areas and cities.  Due to the densely populated Leeds main 
urban area, the city average appears lower than the national or regional average 
but as the accessibility data will show later, travel times are reduced. 

 
Table 10.6 Comparison Swimming Pool Provision 
 

Area Performance 
England 19 
Yorkshire and the Humber 15.5 
Leeds 16 
Lowest Performing Ward 0 – 10 wards have no provision 
Highest Performing Ward 73.18 City and Hunslet 
West Midlands 16.37 
Birmingham 12.73 
Sheffield 13.22 
Kirklees  11.33 

 
Table 10.7 Comparison Swimming Pool Demand and Supply Percentage Satisfied 
 

Area Performance 
England 175% 
Yorkshire and the Humber 161% 
Leeds 168% 
Lowest Performing Ward 0% 10 wards have no provision 
Highest Performing Ward 614% Middleton Park 

 
Facilities Planning Model Leeds 2009 (FPM): 
 
10.56 When the FPM models were generated there were 30 swimming pool sites over 

20m in length in Leeds which had a capacity (or supply) of 68,968 visits per week, 
available for community use for all or part of the weekly peak period.  The total 
demand for swimming is projected to be 51,302 visits by 2014.  This takes into 
account an increase in participation rate of 1% per annum between 2009 to 2014.  
The capacity of the 30 Leeds sites is 8,488 sq metres of water. 
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10.57 Total capacity for swimming in Leeds in 2014 is estimated to exceed total demand 
by some 17,666 visits per week (baseline Facilities Planning Model). Total demand 

l 

 their capacity).  This does not take into account demand for pool 
space by users who are not resident in Leeds or exported demand by Leeds 

rities.  When these factors are considered the model 
calculates that the average level of pool usage by 2015 will be 71.8%.  Pools are 

 

 
Table 
 

pop sq.mtrs 
per 1,000 

pop 

for swimming in Leeds in 2014, represents some 74.3% of total swimming poo
capacity. (using a comfort level, pools are determined to be full when they reach 
around 70% of

residents to other autho

estimated to be just over the “pools full” comfort level of 70% of used capacity.
However, this does assume an increase in participation up to 2014, which was the 
base year used for reporting the findings. 

10.8 Swimming Pool Provision in Leeds by Analysis Area 

Population all 
ages 2008 mid 

Pool 
Area in 

Ratio of 
pool area 
per 1,000 

Council 
Pool Area 

in 

Ratio of 
pool area 

Analysis Area year estimate sq.mtrs3

East Inner 80,578 393 4.87 352 4.37 
East Outer 85,392 76 537 6.29 9 9.00 
North East 
Inner 70,909 930 13.12 352 4.96 
North East 
O ,281 63 5.30 uter 62 0 10.12 330 
N
I 106,127 1,623 15.30 377 3.55 

orth West 
nner 
N
O 87,305 1,961 22.46 805 9.22 

orth West 
uter 

South Inner 74,683 2,995 40.10 1,777 23.79 
South Outer 90,587 1,140 12.58 815 8.99 
West Inner 50,297 804 15.99 551 10.94 
West Outer 71,097 450 6.33 250 3.52 
Leeds 779,256 11,6 6,145 7.89 94 15.01 

 
10 ated using the later ONS mid-year 2008 population 

imates as shown in Table 10.8, the r lculates at a considerably lower 
so includes for the recent closure of South Leeds Sports 

 Leisure Centre,  pools.  The high 
level of provision in the South Inner area reflects the number of private pools 

s and hotels in Leeds city centre.  The 
lowest provision is in the East Inner area, closely followed by the West Outer area.  

 
 
 
          

.58 When the ratio is calcul
est atio ca
average.  This data al
Centre and East Leeds  both of which provided

associated with commercial gym operation

The council provide a pool facility in all the analysis areas. 

                                  
: Sport England, Active Places Power (May 2011) which includes all provider3 Source s (public, private, 

ducation, community etc) 
 
e
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Needs Assessment Consultation 

The on street and household needs assessment results differed across the 10 
analysis areas, with a higher proportion of respondents in the following analysis 
areas considering there to be not enough swimming pools – North East Inner 
(43%), East Inner (42%) and South Inner (42%) from the household survey an
29% of on-street survey respondents in the North East Inner area. 

By comparison, a higher proportion (61%) of on-street survey respondents in th
West Inner area, 67% of the West Outer and 58% of the South Outer area 
respondents from the household survey sa

 
10.59 

d 

 
10.60 e 

id that they consider swimming pool 
provision to be either about right or more than enough. 

0.61 A few respondents said that there were not enough 50 metre length swimming 
pools in Leeds.  Leeds has one 50 metre lengt he rle r 
sport.  Sport En mate imm a u
provision of mo etr er r l

ppo de n  po
 
1 t of the cons rocess, c facility e of 

n they wou ike to hav r their , 35% red a s ing 

 
1  the stakeholder workshop it was noted that Leeds does not have a leisure 

ol ie. wave / wate ool.  The st leis ols are waves 
ld, Richard Dunns Sport Centre in Bradford, the Metrodome in Barnsley, 

nd the Doncaster here ar ntly no plans to create a leisure pool in 

 
 Provision ds 

 
t level of co rovision square metres per 1,000 population 
ed level of  provisio  square metres per 1,000 population 

 
the time, the FP is indicates that existing pool pro s in ex f 

 
10.65 

 
Curren

0.66 Quest is an industry standard award, based on customer experiences, which has 
been developed to assist leisure facilities and sport development organisations 
improve the quality of service they offer to customers.  It concerns service, 
maintenance, cleaning and programming. 11 swimming pools in Leeds are Quest 

 
1

h pool at t
ing Associ

 city, therefo
al 50 metre

 John Cha
tion do not s
e, it is unlike

ol. 

s centre fo
pport the 
y there will 

gland and the A
re than one 50 m
rtunities to provi

ur Sw
e pool p

 an additiobe further o

0.62 As par ultation p hildren were asked what new or typ
provisio ld most l e nea  home answe wimm
pool. 

0.63 During
po rslide p neare ure po  Light in 
Wakefie
a  Dome.  T e curre
Leeds. 

Setting Standar

Curren uncil p 7.89 
Propos  council n 7.8

10.64 At M analys vision i cess o
demand by some 17,666 visits per week.  This was prior to the closure of South 
Leeds and East Leeds centres.  The above provision takes account of these 
closures. 

To account for continued over provision and the increase in participation, the 
proposed provision is reduced to 7.8 square metres per 1,000 population. 

t Provision Quality  
 
1

accredited. 
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10.67  surveys indicated that all the centres are a 
grade B or B/C when assessed against this standard. 

10.68 

 
10.69 at:  

s vary 

some of the facilities are 
outdated. 

 
10.70 

10.71 
criteria which contribute to the user 

 

 
10.72 

 which increase the average score from 

10.73 s.  

o methods; either walking or by car. 

sibility 

ent of 

of visits to swimming pools in Leeds are made by walking, compared to 
the national average of 17.7% 

Leeds City Council physical condition

 
The Youth Forum stated that there is a need for improved levels of cleanliness 
across indoor sports facilities, in particular, swimming pool changing rooms. 

Analysis of the quality of existing council pool sites demonstrates th

• there are four new facilities at Morley, Armley, John Charles Aquatics and 
John Smeaton provided in the last five years.  The remaining facilitie
in age, although 12 sites are more than 20 years old and have not been 
refurbished in the last 20 years. This means that 

• overall the quality of facilities is insufficient to meet need, with several pools 
requiring modernisation 

Holt Park Leisure Centre which was built in 1976 will be replaced by a Well Being 
Centre in 2013.  At present there are no finances identified to replace or refurbish 
other council provided swimming pool facilities. 

 
All council leisure centre sites have been assessed for quality using a bespoke 
assessment which considers multiple quality 
experience.  A copy of the assessment sheet is at Appendix F  All criteria receive a
score out of 10 and the overall score for the site is then an average, again out of 
10. 

The average quality of the existing centres with swimming pools is improved by the 
recent rebuilding of both Armley and Morley
4.75 to 5.3. 

 
Existing average quality for council sites with a swimming pool is 5.3 (Fair) 
Proposed quality standard is 7 (good) 

 
Current Provision Accessibility 
 

Access is the most important determinant of the adequacy of provision of facilitie
As is the case with many indoor sports facilities discussed, expected mode of 
transport is primarily via one of tw
 

10.74 The 2009 update to the FPM for swimming pools contains some useful acces
data for existing travel patterns to swimming pools in Leeds: 

 
• 69% of all visits to Leeds swimming pools are made by car 
• 90% of the Leeds population live within 20 minutes drive time of two 

swimming pools 
• 35% of the Leeds population live outside a 20 minute walking catchm

a swimming pool 
• 23% 
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• According to the National Survey of Sports Halls and Swimming Pools in 
England (1997) 26.6% of the population of Leeds do not have access to a 
car, compared to the national average of 19.5%.  The older 2001 Census 

 a 

of facilities 
to different forms of transportation.  Table 10.9 below compiles this data for all 
swi

 
Table 10.9  A  
Driving 
 
Access time 

results reveal a higher proportion of 34% of households with no access to
car or van 

 
10.75 Sport England’s Active Places Power provides data on the accessibility 

mming pools in Leeds. 

ccess to Swimming Pools in Leeds by Public Transport, Walking and

Public Transport (%) Walk (%) Car (%) 
0 - 10 mins  27.52  40.3  94 
10.1 - 20 min  45.02  6 s  66.48 
20.1 - 30 mins  5.88  9.71  0 
30.1 - 45 mins  0.12  3.88  0 
45.1 - 60 mins  0  1.08  0 
 > 60  0  0  0 
 
10.76 Analysis of the Leeds Card user data for 2010/11 reveals that the average distanc

travelled to access a council swimming pool site is 3.4 km.  The 75
e 

 
0.77 he on-street survey respondents (45%) and household survey 

10.78 
nd 17.5 minutes in the on-street survey.  

ming pool by car, overall results from the household 
le time of 15 minutes and a modal response of 10 

 

Setting an
 
10.80 The

swi
are  

th percentile is 
4.4km. 

Almost half of both t1
respondents (49%) expect to drive to reach a swimming pool, which is a higher 
proportion than many other types of sports facilities in Leeds.  The proportion of 
respondents who expect to travel by bus is also marginally higher for swimming 
pools than other sport facilities. 

 
For those respondents expecting to walk 
was 20 minutes in the household survey a

to a swimming pool the 75th percentile 

In terms of accessing a swim
survey show a 75th percenti
minutes. The expectation amongst on-street respondents is lower, with an 
anticipated journey time of 20 minutes (supported by both the 75th percentile and 
modal response). 

10.79 Generally comments regarding swimming pools related to the need for leisure 
water and affordable opportunities.  Other key comments related to the need for 
good disability access.  

 
 Accessibility Standard 

 majority of residents expect to use a car as their chosen mode of travel to 
mming pools.  However, the needs assessment showed that dense inner urban 
as with low levels of car ownership expect to walk. 
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R
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ecomme d
 

15 minutes public transport journey
 
10.81 This re eeds assessment results that would support a 20 minute travel 

time.  The standard assumes that there will be additional time demands for onward 

 
10.82 ults demonstrated a slightly higher proportion expecting 

to travel by car.  The expected car journey time using the 75th percentile was 15 
 

 unsustainable and inequitable to consider the standard in terms of a car drive 
time.  Future provision needs to place increased emphasis on access by 

 illust he distribution of e  council swimming pools and 
rates catchments, based o

blic transport ess issues and 
should expect a travel time of up to 45 minutes.  Residents in parts of Alwoodley, 

 

n ed Accessibility Standard 

 time 

flects the n

travel by foot and waiting for public transport. 

The needs assessment res

minutes for the household survey and 20 minutes for the on-street survey.  It would
be

sustainable modes of travel. 
 
Applying the Standard 
 
10.83 Plan 10.3 rates t xisting

demonst
highlights residents in Ledsham may hav

the n the proposed access standards.  The plan 
pue  acc

Shadwell, Adel, Garforth, Farnley, Carlton and Drighlington have to travel up to 30 
minutes. 
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would expect to drive is a 20 minute drive time.  For those respondents that would 
expect to walk, the modal response is 10 minutes and the 75th percentile is 20 
minutes.  Public transport was also popular, with 19% of household survey 
respondents and 14% of on-street respondents expecting to travel by this mode of 
transport. 

 
10.91 Analysis of the Leeds Card user data for 2010/11 reveals that the average distance 

travelled to access the indoor bowling facility at the John Charles Centre for Sport 
is 14.2 km.  The 75th percentile is 19.8 kilometres.  These results indicate that the 
facility is attracting users beyond the Leeds metropolitan boundary. 

 

Summary  
 
10.84 Analysis of the quantity, quality and accessibility of swimming pools indicates that 

the key issue for swimming provision in Leeds is the affordability and cleanliness of 
the facilities.  All residents have access to facilities, either on foot or by car within 
20 minutes.  The FPM indicated sufficient pool capacity until 2014, which included 
an allowance for comfort levels.  The model has not been reassessed following the 
closure of South Leeds and East Leeds centres. 

 
10.85 There is no leisure water in Leeds.  The consultation highlights a desire for some 

provision of this nature. 
 
Indoor bowls 
 
10.86 There is only one indoor bowls facility in Leeds, located at the John Charles Centre 

for Sport in Beeston.  The facility provides 8 rinks. 
 
10.87 Sport England’s Active Places Power calculates provision in Leeds as 0.01 rinks 

per 1,000 population.  The Yorkshire and the Humber regional and England 
average is 0.02 and 0.04 respectively.  Based on this quantity comparison, the 
local provision is considerably below both the regional and national provision.  
However, indoor bowling has not traditionally been a Yorkshire recreational pursuit, 
with crown green bowls proving more popular locally. 

 
Consultation 

 
10.88 A large proportion of respondents (61% in the household survey) had no opinion 

about indoor bowls.  For those that did, opinion that the provision was acceptable 
was mainly consistent across the 10 analysis areas, with the exception of East 
Outer and Inner areas where respondents stated there was not enough. 

 
Supply and Demand 

 
10.89 Active Places Power reveals that only 18.6% of demand for indoor bowls in Leeds 

is met, compared to 58.5% nationally and 35.3% regionally.  This would suggest 
that the level of unsatisfied demand in the city is substantial. 

 
10.90 For those users that responded, the 75th percentile result for those residents who 



 

10.92 
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ent distribution of indoor bowls facilities.  It can be seen 
that the single facility is located in Beeston, to the South of the city centre.  This 

 
10.93 

een October and March, leaving 
the bowls area underused for 6 months of the year; in a specialist facility that 

 
0.94 All sports halls across Leeds have indoor bowls rink carpets, therefore, all sports 

e the facilities to accommodate indoor bowls if sufficient demand were to 
manifest. 

10.95 itional bowls facilities during 
consultation, the provision of more bowling rinks may contribute to increases in 

n 

 
Summary 

 
0.96 There is currently one indoor bowls facility in Leeds providing a total of 8 rinks. 

 
No standard has been set for indoor bowling facilities. 

 
0.97 Given that consultation did not identify demand for additional bowls provision at this 

Plan 10.4 illustrates the curr

restricts the catchment to the South of the city.  Due to the facility location, few 
residential properties are within a reasonable walking distance. 

John Charles user data indicates that the bowling facility is little used in the 
Summer months, although participation in Winter is more popular.  2009/10 figures 
showed 81.9% of visits for indoor bowls were betw

cannot be utilised for alternative activities. 

1
halls hav

 
While there was limited demand expressed for add

physical activity.  ‘Elsie and Arnold’, one of the dominant Sport England populatio
segment groups in Leeds enjoy activities such as bowls.  Demand should, 
therefore, be monitored and any new provision, should it be considered 
appropriate, should be located in areas currently outside of the catchment for the 
existing facility. 

1
Active Places power indicates that only 18.6% of demand is met by this facility.  
While this would indicate there is substantial unsatisfied demand, the needs 
assessment indicated that the majority of respondents expressed no opinion. 

1
time, the need for indoor bowl facilities should be monitored. 
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although this could be more of a location and access issue. 
 
10.103 Table 10.10 below illustrates the inequitable distribution of indoor tennis facilities 

across the city.  Most are located within the inner urban areas. 

Indoor tennis 
 
10.98 The total provision in the city equates to 32 courts.  This complements the 

provision of outdoor tennis courts.  The largest providers are David Lloyd (11 
courts) in Meanwood and John Charles Tennis Centre (6 courts) in Beeston. 

 
Consultation 

  
10.99 The needs assessment considered racquet sports as a whole, therefore, any 

conclusions drawn should be made in the knowledge that the data collected from 
the surveys was in response to all indoor racquet sports, ie. squash, badminton 
and tennis. 

 
10.100 The needs assessment reflected the specialist nature of racquet sports with a 

large proportion of respondents (approximately 40%) to both household and on 
street surveys offering no opinion on the quantity of the facilities.  Of those who 
did have an opinion, 39% of the household survey and 46% of the on-street 
survey respondents felt there was nearly enough, about right or more than 
enough provision.  However, 25% of the household survey and 13% of on-street 
survey respondents felt there was not enough provision.  On balance, this would 
indicate that overall supply is about right and that the issue is more related to 
access and distribution of the existing facilities. 

 
Current Provision Quantity 
 
10.101 Analysis of the quantity of current provision indicates that there are 0.04 courts 

per 1,000 population in Leeds.  This compares positively to both the national 
average (0.03) and the regional average 0.02. 

 
10.102 In ‘Priority Project Funding, Policy and Operational Procedures’, the Lawn Tennis 

Association (LTA) states that one indoor court can serve 200 regular tennis 
players.  National LTA research indicates that 5% of people in the UK play tennis 
and 2% of the population play regularly.  It is, therefore, reasonable to assume 
that around 15,222 (2%) of the Leeds’ population play tennis regularly.  This was 
reinforced in the recent Active People survey which indicated that nationally, just 
over 2% of residents play tennis regularly.  Using these figures, the demand for 
indoor tennis courts within Leeds would theoretically be 76 courts.  This suggests 
that there is unmet demand of 44 indoor courts.  However, user data from John 
Charles suggests the courts are used to approximately one third of their potential, 



Table 10.10 Indoor Tennis Courts provision in Leeds by analysis area 

Analysis Area year estimate 1,000 pop Courts 

atio 
cil 
 per 

1,000 pop 

 

Population all 
ages 2008 mid 

Tennis 
Courts 

4

Ratio 
Courts per 

Council 
Tennis 

R
Coun

Courts

East In 80,578 0 0.00 0 0 ner 
East Outer 85,392 0 0.00 0 0 
North East Inner 70,909 14 0.20 0 0 
North East Outer 62,281 2 0.03 0 0 
North West Inner 106,127 4 0.04 0 0 

87,305 0 0.00 0 0 North West Outer 
South Inner 74,683 6 0.08 6 0.08 
South Outer 90,587 0 0.00 0 0 
West Inner 50,297 6 0.12 0 0 
West O  uter 71,097 0 0.00 0 0
Leeds 779,256 32 0.04 6 0.08 

 

 
0.104 evel of provision as the population 

, supply is supplemented by outdoor provision, especially 
nths. 

10.105 

 

 

 tennis facility and 
the scoring was highly critical of the access and signage.  The structure itself 
received a high score. 

 

                                           

Setting Provision Standards 

The standard is based on retaining the existing l1
increases.  In addition
during the summer mo

 
Current level of council provision 0.08 courts per 1,000 population 
Proposed level of council provision 0.08 courts per 1,000 population 
 
Quality of Existing Provision 

 
The only council facility providing tennis courts is the John Charles Centre for 
Sport, Tennis Centre.  The existing quality of the facility has been assessed as 
poor, only scoring 3.67.  This clearly indicates some improvements are required to
improve the user experience. 

Setting a Quality Standard 
 
Current quality of provision 3.67 
Proposed quality of provision 7 

 
10.106 The standard reflects the proposed quality standard to achieve at all council 

indoor leisure facilities.  Whilst the proposed quality standard is a jump from the 
quality of the existing provision, there is only one council indoor

 
4 Source: Sport England, Active Places Power (May 2011) which includes all providers (public, private, 
education, community etc) 
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Current provision Accessibility 
 
10.107 For those household survey respondents who would expect to travel by ca

walk, the 75th p w inu ey tim sult
street were sli  t s esp  wh

ave  perc ntile r 20 m ve 
e who would e  walk, th sult wa inutes. 

 
1  the Lee  user da r 2010 eals that  average 

velled s the cou il indoor s facility a hn Charles
port is .  The 75 ate 

ility is users beyond the Leeds metropolitan boundary. 
 
1 0.5 overleaf rates the location of indoor tennis facilities in Leeds.  It 

 seen that th ity of res nts are within a 15 minute drive time of a 
y, only reside  East ar s are ou the catchm t.  There a few 
nts who are alk to an door tennis centre.  It is also evident that 

ed to ds the N est of th ity. 

0.110 t of the city and, therefore, residents have limited 
d for additional tennis facilities should, therefore, 

S

0.111 r racquet 
se a 
esult 

10.112 

vels of car ownership in some areas with no 
 transport journey time standard is recommended. 

 
20 minutes public transport journey time 

 
0.113 is unrealistic and even though both surveys 

st 

 
A

0.114 Plan 10.5 illustrates the distribution of all existing tennis courts and demonstrates 
the catchments, based on the above standard.  As discussed above, the journey 

e 

r or 
s for on-

o would 
time, whilst 

ercentile result 
ghtly longer.  For
l by car, the 75

as a 15 m
hose on-

e

te journ
treet survey r
esult was a 

e.  The re
ondents,
inute driexpect to tr th

thos xpect to e re s 19 m

0.108 Analysis of ds Card ta fo /11 rev the
distance tra
Centre for S

to acces
 13.5 km

nc
th percentile is 17.5km.  These results indic

 tenni t Jo  

that the fac attracting 

0.109 Plan 1 demonst
can be e major ide
facilit nts in the ea tside en re 
reside able to w  in
indoor tennis is generally bias war orth W e c

 
1 There is no provision to the Eas

access to facilities.  The deman
be monitored with a view to locating any additional facilities to the East of the city. 

 
etting an Accessibility Standard 

 
1 The majority of on-street respondents (57%) expected to walk to an indoo

sport facility.  The majority of household survey respondents expected to u
ar, where the modal journey time was 10 minutes and the 75th percentile rc

was 15 minutes. 
 

Recommended Accessibility Standard 
 
The standard reflects that it is not realistic to provide indoor tennis facilities to 
accommodate a walk time catchment, but that a drive time for all residents would 
be inequitable given the low le
provision.  Therefore, a public

1 To achieve a reasonable walk time 
addressed racquet sports and not indoor tennis specifically, is it clear that mo
respondents would only expect to walk a relatively short distance (10 minutes) 
which would require a proliferation of provision. 

pplying the Standard 
 
1

times from the East of the city are considerably above the proposed journey tim
standard.   
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0.115 With only one council facility in the South of city, there are considerable public 
lan 

lts show that 12% of 
households have no access to a car or van in the North East Outer area. 

Summary
 
10.116 ts 

per 1,000 population in Leeds.  This compares positively to both the national 

 
0.117 Provision of indoor tennis facilities in Leeds is biased towards the North West of 

may see supply and demand increase in future years. 
 

1
transport travel times expected for residents in the Northern area of the city.  P
10.3 shows journey times to access John Charles Centre for Sport Tennis Centre.  
Residents in the most Northern settlements of North East Leeds fall outside the 
one hour catchment, although car ownership in this area of the city is considerably 
above the city average.  The 2010 Acxiom Lifestyle data resu

 
 

Analysis of the quantity of current provision indicates that there are 0.04 cour

average (0.03) and the regional average 0.02.  Analysis of national trend data 
shows that it is likely that there is some unmet demand within the city.  This is 
reinforced by the nature of the majority of existing facilities, which are commercial 
centres that operate on a membership basis. 

1
the city and there are no facilities to the East of the city.  Demand for additional 
provision should, therefore, be monitored on an ongoing basis.  Sports 
Development Initiatives underway across Leeds currently prioritise tennis.  This 
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Health and Fitness Gyms 
 
10.118 The total provision in the city equates to 5,004 gym stations.  The vast majority of 

gyms are private, commercial facilities with only 809 gym stations (16%) located 
in council gyms. 

 
Consultation 

 
• 54% of household survey respondents and 51% of on street survey 

respondents consider there to be enough private gyms  
• 26% of household survey respondents and 42% of on street survey 

respondents consider there to be enough council run gyms 
• The Youth Forum members were keen to gain better access to gyms as 

some gyms only offered limited access to teenagers.  
 

Current provision Quantity 
 

10.119 Analysis of the quantity of current provision using Sport England data indicates 
that there are 7.0 stations per 1,000 population in Leeds.  This compares 
positively to both the national average (5.66) and the regional average (5.58).  
Table 10.11 below uses Sport England’s audit data and calculates an updated 
ratio using the 2008 mid year population estimate of 6.42 gym stations per 1,000 
population. 

 
Table 10.11 Gym Station Provision in Leeds by Analysis Area 
 

Analysis 
Area 

Population all 
ages 2008 mid 
year estimate 

No. of 
Fitness 

Stations5

Ratio of 
Stations 
per 1,000 

population 

No of 
Council 
Fitness 
Stations 

Ratio of 
Stations 
per 1,000 

population
East Inner 80,578 172 2.13 15 0.19 
East Outer 85,392 237 2.78 102 1.19 
North East 
Inner 70,909 466 6.57 65 0.92 
North East 
Outer 62,281 173 2.78 28 0.45 
North West 
Inner 106,127 785 7.40 0 0 
North West 
Outer 87,305 790 9.05 79 0.90 
South Inner 74,683 780 10.44 70 0.94 
South Outer 90,587 702 7.75 253 2.79 
West Inner 50,297 453 9.01 132 2.62 
West Outer 71,097 446 6.27 65 0.91 
Leeds 779,256 5,004 6.42 809 1.04 

                                            
5 Source: Sport England, Active Places Power (May 2011) which includes all providers (public, private, 
education, community etc) 
 

 196



 
0.120 The distribution of gym stations is uneven, with the vast majority concentrated in 

he needs assessment where 43% of on-street respondents 
stated provision was about right or more than enough, with the exception of East 

7%), a high proportion of respondents, considered there were ‘not 
enough’. 

 
10.121 The n ities separately.  17 

gy s a 
comm .  The vast 
m r
clubs

10.122 pondents in both resident surveys offered no opinion 
of respondents to the household survey felt that the 

 
10.123 

 
Setting Provision Standards 

0.124 The standard is based on increasing the existing level of provision in areas with 
inadequate provision as highlighted by the ne sme audi
specifically th a. 

 
nt leve v g pe

ed level cil provi 1.1 gym stations per 1,000 population 

t Provisi ity 
 
10. ting council sites demonstrates that:  

ere are th  facilities orley, A and John eaton p d 
the last .  The re ing facilities vary in age, although 11 sites 

ars. This that some he facilities m

erall the f facilities fficient t need i st area
ough se ms would efit from ernisatio

 
10. k Leisure  which wa ilt in 197  be repla by a We g 

n 2013. t there  finances identified to replace or refurbish 
er council pr  facilit

 

1
the North West Outer area.  The lowest level of provision is in the East Inner area 
where there is only two stations per 1,000 population.  This low level of provision 
was reflected in t

Inner where (4

eeds assessment addressed private and council run facil
m  in Leeds are provided in council publicly accessible facilities, one in 

unity facility, 30 are education facilities, 60 are private gyms
ajo ity of the 108 health and fitness gyms in Leeds are private membership 

.   
 

 Approximately one third of res
on the quantity of gyms.  34% 
quantity of council run gyms was not enough.   

Opinion towards the level of provision for privately run gyms was significantly 
different, with only 6% of on-street survey respondents and 10% of household 
survey respondents considering there to be ‘not enough’. 

 
1

eds asses

ym stations 

nt and 

r 1,000 po

t; 

pulation 

e East Inner are

l of council proCurre ision 1.04 
Propos of coun sion 
 
Curren on Qual

125 Analysis of the quality of exis

• th
in 

ree new  at M rmley  Sm rovide
five years main

are more than 20 years old and have not
ye
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 means  of t  and equip ent are outdated. 

• ov quality o  is su  to mee n mo s, 
alth veral gy  ben  mod n. 

126 Holt Par
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Setting a Quality Standard 

 
10.127 r 

 
ies with the lowest score is Holt Park.  This centre will be replaced by 

the Well Being Centre in 2013. 

 
10.128 lities 

nt forms of transportation.  Table 10.12 below compiles this data for all 
health and fitness gyms in Leeds. 

 
Access time Public Transport (%) Walk (%) Car (%) 

 
Current quality of council provision 6 out of 10 (60%) 
Proposed quality of provision 7 out of 10 (70%) 

The standard recognises that the overall provision of council gym facilities is in fai
condition, although several would benefit from modernisation.  The centre offering
gym facilit

 
Accessibility 

Sport England’s Active Power Places provides data on the accessibility of faci
to differe

 
Table 10.12 Health and Fitness Gym Provision in Leeds by Analysis Area 

0 - 10 mins  50.75  41.15  97.36 
10.1 - 20 mins  46.61  41.31  2.64 
20.1 - 30 mins  2.4  11.57  0 
30.1 - 45 mins  0.24  5.18  0 
45.1 - 60 mins  0  0.79  0 
 > 60  0  0  0 

 
Most residents are within 20 minutes travel time of their nearest gym by a 
of transport modes.  Over 80% o

10.129 choice 
f households can walk to their closest gym in less 

 
10.130 

he majority of residents are within a 20 minute walk 
ts in the East area are outside of the catchment.  The 

10.131 An y
di n
5.5km

 
10.132 For th ct 

to e 
tim . s.  
The r ey results.  For 

0.133 For those household survey respondents who would expect to travel by car to a 
private gym, the 75th percentile was a 15 minute drive time.  Those who would 
expect to walk would also travel 15 minutes.  The results for on-street expected a 

than 20 minutes. 

Plan 10.5 illustrates the location of both council and private gym facilities in 
Leeds.  It can be seen that t
time of a facility, only residen
majority (80%) of residents are able to walk to a gym within 20 minutes. 

 
al sis of the Leeds Card user data for 2010/11 reveals that the average 

sta ce travelled to access a council gym facility is 4.4 km.  The 75th percentile is 
. 

ose users that responded, household survey respondents who would expe
 travel by car to a council gym, the 75th percentile result is a 15 minute driv
e  Those who would expect to walk the 75th percentile result is 20 minute

esults for on-street were the reverse of the household surv
those on-street survey respondents who would expect to travel by car, the 75th 
percentile result was a 20 minute drive time and those who would expect to walk 
was 15 minutes. 

 
1  
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 of 20 minutes.  The modal response 
r car journey times of both surveys was 10 minutes. 

 
cil Gym Facility 

 

 
10.134 

owed the most common expected journey time 
as 10 minutes and the 75  percentile result was 20 minutes.  The results of the 

th percentile result of 15 minutes walk. 

 
ess to private transport which the 2001 census 

shows is not an option for 34% of Leeds households.   
 

The standard reflects an aspiration to improve accessibility of council facilities for 
a

 
A

 
10.137 Plan 10.6 illustrates the distribution of existing c  gym facilities based on the 

above standard.  Residents in parts of Alwoodley, Shadwell, Adel,
A  Bywater, Cross Green, Hawksworth and Drighlington have to travel up to 
30 minutes. 

 
0.138 antity of current provision indicates that there are 7.02 stations 

l 

 
ictions 

longer drive time with a 75th percentile result
fo

Recommended Accessibility Standard to a Coun

15 minutes public transport journey time 

The majority of survey respondents expected to walk to a council gym facility.  
The household survey results sh

th

on-street survey reveal a modal and 75
 
10.135 A 10 to 15 minutes walk time to access a council gym facility is unrealistic for the 

majority of residents.  Whilst Plan 10.7 shows that most residents are within a 15
minute drive time, this relies on acc

10.136 
ll residents. 

pplying the Standard 

ouncil
 Otley, Farnley, 

llerton

 
Summary 

Analysis of the qu1
per 1,000 population in Leeds.  This compares positively to both the nationa
average (5.86) and the regional average (5.58).  However, comparison with 
updated population estimates show that provision is now 6.42 stations per 1,000 
population and is unevenly distributed across the city.  The East Inner area 
appears to have particularly poor provision, however, the city centre has
considerable provision but they are private facilities with their own cost restr
to access. 
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Summary 
 

The future provision of indoor facilities in Leeds  
 
10.139 Analysis of the current supply and demand of indoor sports facilities in Leeds 

concludes that:  
• there are sufficient swimming pools to meet current and future demand in 

quantitative terms.  Pools are ageing, but replacement facilities should be 
carefully considered given the current supply 

• the supply of sports halls is insufficient to meet current and future demands 
• provision of indoor tennis facilities are above the national and regional 

average, but access to households from the East of the city is poor 
• provision of indoor bowls facilities are considerably below the national and 

regional average but did not raise significant concerns during the needs 
assessment 

• gym stations are well provided but there is some indication that residents 
would like to see additional council run facilities of high quality 

 
10.140 The above findings suggest that the council should: 

• take account of access for local residents on foot and by public transport, 
rather than by car when determining appropriate locations for new facilities, 
especially in areas of lower car ownership 

• Other key issues raised that should be addressed in order to increase 
participation and use at leisure centres are:  

• ensure that the pricing structure is attractive to all sections of the 
community  

• review programming at popular sites across the city to maximise 
access for a variety of sports during peak times.  An increase in the 
provision of synthetic pitches (discussed in chapter 7) may have a 
knock on impact on the demand for sports halls.  Ensure that clubs 
are able to access facilities and that their requirements do not have a 
negative impact on casual use and access for other sports  

• ensure that facilities are inviting to the general public through 
effective maintenance and management regimes.  Improvements to 
the quality of existing facilities should be prioritised. 
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Chapter 11 - Cemeteries, Churchyards and Green Corridors 
 
Introduction and definition 
 
11.1 Churchyards are normally confined within an existing church boundary and 

cemeteries are found outside the confines of a church.  This study includes 
both local authority owned, and privately owned burial land as well as any 
disused churchyards.  Although the primary purpose of this type of open 
space is for the burial of the dead and quiet contemplation, these sites can 
also have considerable value for the promotion of wildlife conservation and 
biodiversity.  Some cemeteries, for example, St Mark’s Churchyard and 
Harehills Cemetery, are designated as Leeds Nature Areas. 

 
11.2 Green corridors link urban areas with the surrounding countryside and often 

follow roads, waterways or disused railway lines.  By linking areas with the 
countryside and the public right of way network they promote environmental 
sustainable modes of transport, such as walking, cycling and house riding, 
and support healthy living. 

 
Strategic Context 
 
11.3 Parks and Green Space Strategy (2009) 

The Parks and Green Space Strategy identifies that Leeds City Council 
manages 75 cemeteries and churchyards within the Leeds district including: 

• 21 Cemeteries, covering 82 hectares 
• 3 Crematoria, covering 15 hectares 
• 51 Disused churchyards covering 18 hectares 

 
11.4 The strategy also suggests that disused churchyards, depending on the level 

of maintenance, can also function as natural green space promoting wildlife 
conservation and enhancement. 

 
11.5 Consultation – Assessing Local Need 

Consultation undertaken as part of the study suggests that there is a 
perception amongst residents that the quality of cemeteries and churchyards 
within the Leeds district is adequate.  Points made as part of the needs 
assessment are as follows: 

• Almost 20% of respondents from the household and on street 
surveys used churchyards and cemeteries at least once a month. 

• Over 50% of those surveyed do not use churchyards or 
cemeteries. 

• The survey identified issues such as littering and poor 
maintenance as a concern to some respondents. 

• While the survey results were mainly consistent across all the 
areas, the East Inner and East Outer areas were highlighted as 
areas that did not have enough churchyards. 

• The following features were deemed the most important in 
providing good quality cemeteries and churchyards: 

 Well kept grass 
 Clean and litter free 
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 Flowers and trees 
 Parking provision 
 Clear footpaths 

• The majority of people would expect to travel to a cemetery or 
churchyard by car or on foot.  

• Stakeholders identified quantity as a key issue and considered 
there is a need to increase the amount of burial land and ensure 
existing sites are well maintained. 

• The majority of council workers felt that the quality of provision is 
‘average’ and the amount to be ‘more than enough/about right’. 

 
11.6 Consultation undertaken as part of the study regarding green corridors 

identified that provision within the district was considered adequate and the 
quality was very good/good or average.  The needs assessment highlights the 
following issues: 

 Almost 80% of the respondents consider green corridors to be 
‘good/very good’ or ‘average’. 

 It was felt that the provision of green corridors was good and 
that in particular towpaths have improved in the last decade. 

 The provision of green corridors in the South Outer and North 
East Inner areas was considered to be low and in need an 
increase in provision. 

 23% of the residents from the East Inner area considered the 
quality of green corridors to be poor or very poor. 

 The survey identified the following features as being the most 
important in providing good quality green corridors. 

 Clean and litter free 
 Clear footpaths 
 Well kept grass 
 Flowers and trees 

 The majority of survey respondents would expect a 10 minute 
walk to green corridors. 

 Stakeholders identified the need to increase awareness of the 
existence and value of green corridors to local residents. 

 39% of council workers thought that the provision of green 
corridors was not enough but the majority felt that the quality 
was average or better. 
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Current Provision Quantity 
 
Table 11.1 Cemeteries and Green Corridor Provision in Leeds by Analysis Area 
 

 Cemeteries and Churchyards Green Corridors 

Analysis 
Area 

Current 
provision 
ha 

Number 
of sites 

Smallest 
site 

Largest 
site 

Current 
Provision 
ha 

Number 
of sites 

Smallest 
Site 

Largest 
Site 

East Inner 29.86 3 5.17 18.03 16.26 11 0.29 4.65 
East Outer 9.81 9 0.39 2.79 50.15 26 0.23 8.15 
North East 
Inner 2.93 3 0.79 1.28 4.86 4 0.45 1.95 
North East 
Outer 11.52 16 0.26 2.54 51.36 22 0.2 14.68 
North West 
Inner 7.87 6 0.32 3.66 14.51 15 0.2 4.47 
North West 
Outer 43.76 12 0.37 21.59 21.8 15 0.21 5.98 
South Inner 21.43 6 0.44 9.66 32.35 25 0.2 11.52 
South Outer 11.63 7 0.27 4.22 95.1 24 0.2 48.23 
West Inner 14.34 6 0.81 4.55 27.38 16 0.25 11.69 
West Outer 14.06 6 0.89 4.97 25.61 10 0.5 10.3 
Leeds 167.21 74 0.26 21.59 339.38 168 0.2 48.23 

 
11.7 Over a quarter of all cemeteries and churchyards are located in the North 

West Outer area, which has 43.76 hectares, the highest amount in any area 
for burial land.  However, approximately half of this area total is from one site; 
Lawnswood Cemetery/Crematorium which measures 31.59 hectares.  The 
East Inner area also has a similar uneven split, with one site, Harehills 
Cemetery, out of the three, covering 61% of the area of burial land within the 
area.  Despite this, the East Inner and the North East Inner areas have the 
lowest number of sites (3).  The North East Inner area has the smallest area 
of churchyards within the district.  While the average size of a cemetery or 
churchyard is 5.92 hectares, over 90% of sites are less than 5 hectares.  

 
11.8 The largest amount of green corridor green space is in the South Outer area, 

with 24 sites covering 95.1 hectares, over 25% of the current provision.  The 
outer areas provide 97 sites and 72% of the area of green corridors.  
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11.9 The provision of cemeteries and churchyards is relatively evenly distributed 
across the rural part of the district, however, within the urban area, the West 
of Leeds has a higher concentration of cemeteries and churchyards.  The 
larger green corridors which can be identified on the map follow roads, 
railways and rivers, providing green routes out of the urban area. 

 
Quality 
 
11.10 The award is assessed in two key ways, firstly by reviewing a site 

management plan, and secondly a field assessment based primarily on 
observation during a site visit.  Each category is given a score out of 10, with 
a maximum of 30 points for the desk assessment and 70 points for the field 
assessment.  To achieve the standard a minimum of 15 on the desk 
assessment  and 42 on the field assessment is needed, however, an award 
can only be given if the overall score is greater than 65.  The desk 
assessment is not carried out as most sites do not have a management plan.  
Thus, only the field based assessment is conducted, and as alluded to above, 
the score required to reach the standard is in effect 48.  On average, each 
category must therefore achieve 7 out of 10 to reach the standard, although 
there is no minimum score for each category. 

 
11.11 The results revealed an average score of 5.92 out of 10 for all cemetery and 

churchyard sites and 5.37 out of 10 for green corridors. 
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Table 11.2 Quality of Cemeteries and Churchyards in Leeds by Analysis Area 
 

Analysis Area 
Average 
Score 

Range 
of 
Scores 

Lowest Quality 
Site 

Highest Quality 
Site 

East Inner 4.35 
3.2 - 
6.58 

Beckett Street 
Cemetery 

Killingbeck 
Cemetery 

East Outer 5.78 
3.86 - 
7.41 

St Mary's 
Cemetery Park, 
Kippax 

St Mary's Church, 
Whitkirk 

North East Inner 5.85 
3.57 - 
7.23 

St Matthew's 
Churchyard 

Holy Trinity 
Church, 
Meanwood 

North East Outer 6.16 3.16 – 8 

Bardsey Catholic 
Church of the 
Blessed Sacred 

St Peter's 
Churchyard 

North West Inner 5.87 
4.3 - 
7.46 

St Mark's 
Churchyard 

St Chad's 
Graveyard 

North West Outer 6.22 
4.38 - 
8.08 

St Peters 
Arthington 
Churchyard St Peter's Church,  

South Inner 4.86 
1.92 - 
6.06 

St John's 
Churchyard 

Beeston 
Cemetery 

South Outer 5.67 
3.66 - 
7.15 Morely Cemetery Church of St Mary 

West Inner 5.97 
4.33 - 
6.84 

Farsley Baptist 
Burial Land St Peter's Church, 

West Outer 7.02 
5.64 - 
8.15 Pudsey Cemetery Farnley Cemetery 

Leeds 5.92 
1.92 - 
8.15 

St John's 
Churchyard 

Farnley 
Cemetery 

 
11.12 Cemeteries and churchyard sites were deemed to be good overall, Outer 

West area had the widest range of scores.  The lowest quality score was 1.92 
at St John’s Churchyard in the South Inner area and the highest was Farnley 
Cemetery with 8.15 in the West Outer area.  St John’s Churchyard is 
programmed for improvement works which will complete in 2011.  The West 
Outer area attained the highest average score of 7.02. 
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Table 11.3 Quality of Green Corridors in Leeds by Analysis Area 
 

Area Committee 
Average 
Score 

Range 
of 
Scores 

Lowest Quality 
Site 

Highest Quality 
Site 

East Inner 6.16 4.5-7.7 
Burmantofts 
Street 

Cross Gates 
Road Green 
Corridor 

East Outer 5.22 
2.69-
7.16 

Cockbeck/Penda's 
Field Disused 
Railway 

Methley Disused 
Railway 

North East Inner 4.58 
3.44-
6.27 

Roman Avenue 
Greenspace 

Mexborough 
Street Public 
Open Space 

North East Outer 5.4 2.5-7.69 

Ring Road 
moortown Green 
Corridor 

Wetherby 
Wilderness 

North West Inner 5.57 
3.53-
6.84 

Low Wood, 
Foxcroft Road 

Leeds Liverpool 
Canal 

North West Outer 5.28 3.5-7.41 

Otley Bypass/Old 
Railway Line off 
Bradford Road Engine Fields 

South Inner 5.25 
2.62-
6.07 

Westbury Grove 
Public Open 
Space 

Middleton Park 
Circus (1) 

South Outer 5.5 
2.84-
7.69 

Gelderd Road - 
dismantled railway

Canal Side 
ponds - 
Woodlesford 
Lock 

West Inner 5.39 1.3-7.76 
Amberly Road 
and Oldfield 

Pog Farm Public 
Open Space 

West Outer 4.94 2.66-6.3 Farnley Beck 
New Pudsey 
Railway 

Leeds 5.37 1.3-7.76 
 Amberly Road 
and Oldfield 

Pog Farm 
Public Open 
Space 

 
11.13 As shown in the table above, the quality for the district was found to be 

average to good, with an average score of 5.37.  The lowest quality score was 
1.3 at the green corridor between Amberly Road and Oldfield and the highest 
average was Pog Farm with 7.76.  

 
Accessibility 
 
11.14 Over half of the on-street respondents to the survey would expect to drive to a 

cemetery or churchyard by car, however, 60% of household survey 
respondents would expect to walk.  Most people expect to travel 10 minutes 
by car or 15 minutes on foot. 

 
11.15 The majority of people surveyed would expect to walk 10 minutes to a green 

corridor. 
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Proposed Cemetery, Churchyard and Green Corridor Standards  

11.16 No standard has been set regarding the quantity, quality or accessibility for 
churchyards, cemeteries and green corridors as Planning Policy Guidance 17: 
Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation does not require one.  
However, the results from the needs assessment suggest a general 
satisfaction in the current provision, quality and accessibility. 
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Chapter 12 City Centre Open Space 
 
Introduction and definition 
 
12.1 The focus of this chapter is the availability and sufficiency of open space 

within the city centre.  This includes the spaces discussed by the other 
typology chapters, with the addition of civic space. 

 
12.2 There are various definitions of open space in urban centres.  Planning Policy 

Guidance 17 provides the following definition of civic space:  
 

“civic spaces, including civic and market squares, and other hard 
surfaced areas designed for pedestrians. The purpose of civic 
spaces, mainly in town and city centres, is to provide a setting for 
civic buildings, such as town halls, and opportunities for open air 
markets, demonstrations and civic events.” 

 
12.3 The Unitary Development Plan Review (2006) provides a broader definition 

which incorporates all the typologies, stating that “the public spaces of the 
City Centre comprise parks, hard and soft landscaped areas and incidental 
spaces, together with streets, arcades, alleys, yards, malls and squares, to 
which the public has access (but not necessarily public ownership or public 
right of way).  They provide the setting for a rich architectural backcloth, 
corridors for people to move around in the Centre with ease, in safety, and 
above all to enjoy it.”  Although a more modern definition could also include 
the useful contribution that green space can make to urban cooling and 
combating the effects of climate change in major urban areas. 

 
12.4 The existing UDPR (2006) city centre boundary, designated under policy 

CC2, has been used to define the spatial extent of the city centre for the 
purposes of this chapter. 

 
12.5 A resident population in the city centre has emerged over a relatively short 

period.  In 1996 there were only 3,700 people estimated to live in the city 
centre, but by 2008 the estimate was 15,700 people.  The population of the 
city centre could double up to 2026 and this growth needs to be accompanied 
by an increase in accessible open space provision. 

 
12.6 A city centre visioning conference in 2009, concluded that one of the three 

priorities to improve the city centre was provision of a city centre park. 
 
Strategic Context 
 
12.7 There are no definitive national or local standards for civic spaces.  However, 

the city centre chapter of the UDPR (2006) includes policies CC9 to CC13 
which seek to protect, enhance and provide additional public space within the 
city centre. 

 
• CC9 states that every opportunity will be taken through the planning 

process to improve public space within the city centre 
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• CC10 states that additional public space is required within the city 
centre. Any development above 0.5 hectares is required to provide 
at least 20% of the developable area as public space. 

• CC11 seeks to provide additional and improved pedestrian 
corridors. 

• CC12 states that new development should relate to and connect 
with public space. 

• CC13 requires new public space to be well designed and located to 
ensure they can be accessed and enjoyed by all. 

 
12.8 The existing UDPR (2006) green space policies have never been applied to 

new development within the city centre boundary due to the large requirement 
generated by the high density residential developments. 

 
12.9 Not all open space typologies and facilities are appropriate for a city centre 

location.  For example, it would be unrealistic to expect outdoor sports sites 
and some of their facilities; grass playing pitches, athletic tracks and golf 
courses within the city centre. 

 
Consultation - Assessing Local Needs 
 
12.10 Survey respondents1 were asked to provide their opinion regarding the 

quantity and quality of open space, sport and recreation provision in Leeds 
City Centre.  The results reveal: 

• 41% of household and 31% of the on-street respondents felt there was 
not enough provision 

• 43% of the on-street respondents thought the amount was about right, 
however, only 22% of household respondents held this view 

 
12.11 The majority of household survey respondents consider that there is not 

enough open space in the city centre.  Although a large proportion of on-street 
respondents also consider existing provision was inadequate, the majority 
thought provision was about right.  Residents comments highlighted a need 
for greater provision of: 

• ‘Green’ areas 
• Facilities for children and young children 
• Indoor sport provision 

 
12.12 These views were also reflected in the responses residents gave regarding 

what additional provision they would like to see in the city centre.  41% of 
respondents to both surveys chose parks and gardens as their preferred 
additional type of provision.  The most common responses in order of 
preference are: 

 
• Parks and gardens 
• Facilities for young people/teenagers 
• Play areas for children 

                                            
1 The surveys conducted for the PPG17 Needs Assessment were directed at residents across Leeds 
MD not just those who live in the city centre. 
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• Natural areas 
• Indoor sports facilities 

 
12.13 In addition to the opinion on overall city centre open space provision, the 

surveys also questioned respondents perception of civic space provision.  
These results are included in this chapter as the majority of civic space in the 
district, is concentrated in the city centre.  The results highlighted the 
following: 

 
• 44% of household, and 48% of on street survey respondents use civic 

spaces more than once a month, which is the fourth highest response 
out of all typologies in the city.  This highlights the regular use of civic 
spaces in Leeds. 

• The majority of residents consider the amount of civic space to be 
adequate with 73% of the on-street survey respondents considering the 
current amount of civic space to be ‘about right/more than enough’ and 
46% of the household survey respondents considering the current 
amount of civic space to be ‘about right/more than enough’. 

• Whilst only 7% of on street survey respondents thought there was ‘not 
enough’, civic space, the proportion of household survey respondents 
was higher at 21% 

• A larger proportion (21%) of household survey respondents had ‘no 
opinion’ regarding the quantity of civic space, whereas only 12% of on 
street respondents offered ‘no opinion’. 

• With regard to quality, the majority of respondents considered that the 
quality of civic space is either good/very good or average.  On-street 
survey respondents were particularly positive, with over 80% of 
respondents rating civic spaces as average or above. 

• A very small proportion or respondents considered the quality of civic 
space to be poor/very poor though concerns were raised regarding the 
lack of green space and perceived safety issues within the city centre. 

• The opinion of respondents was fairly consistent across the city, 
though a slightly higher proportion of East Inner and North East Inner 
respondents considered there is not enough civic space. 

 
12.14 The overall conclusion from these results, is the quantity of civic space is 

generally perceived to be adequate, however, there is concern that there is 
not enough open space or green space within the city centre. 

 
12.15 Other city centre resident surveys have been undertaken in recent years.  The 

University of Leeds City Living in Leeds (2005) concluded that the biggest 
single factor that might influence a decision to move away from the city centre 
was the lack of green spaces.  When asked what would encourage 
respondents to reside longer in the city centre the second most popular 
response was better provision of green spaces.  The most popular response 
was better/more food shops. 

 
12.16 The Leeds City Centre Audit (2007) noted that 51% of people it surveyed 

thought the city centre did not have enough public open spaces.  Residents 
and workers are more likely (56% and 52% respectively) than visitors (31%) 
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to respond on the lack of open space.  These surveys indicate that city centre 
residents and employees are more concerned, than Leeds residents as a 
whole, over the provision of city centre open space. 

 
Current Provision Quantity 
 
12.17 There are 37 civic space sites identified in Leeds City Centre.  The below 

table illustrates the overall provision of open space of all types within the city 
centre. 

 
Table 12.1 Open Space in Leeds City Centre 
 
 Civic 

Space 
Amenity Churchyards Total 

Area (Ha) 18.8 5.65 4 28.45 
Provision 
Ha/1,000 
population 

1.2 0.36 0.25 1.81 

 
12.18 The study identified 50 open space sites in the city centre.  Throughout the 

consultation, the aesthetic importance of open spaces in the city centre is 
highlighted and they are regularly used by visitors and residents.  They are 
particularly busy at lunch time, on warmer days, when it can be difficult to find 
a space to sit at the more popular well known sites.  These spaces function as 
meeting places, provide a release from the stress of work and for city centre 
residents, represent their only easily accessible open space. 

 
12.19 Plan 12.1 shows the locations of the various open space sites.  The majority 

of the provision is located within the Leeds University campus.  These sites 
alone account for 4.5 hectares of civic space and the Leeds General 
Cemetery is 3.7 hectares.  This represents 29% of the total available open 
space in the city centre. 

 
Table 12.2 City Centre Population, Workers and Visitor Statistics 
 
2008 mid year 
population Leeds 

City Centre 
Population 
(2008) 

City Centre 
Employment 

Pedestrians 
entering the city  

 
779,256 

 
15,7002

 
132,7283

Average of 1.2 
million per week 

 
12.20 The amount of available open space identified in table 12.1 above, and on 

plan 12.1 is 6.3% of the total area of Leeds City Centre, using the UDPR 
(2006) policy C2 city centre boundary (462 hectares). 

 

                                            
2 Source: City Centre Audit, 2008 
3 Source: City Centre Audit, 2008 
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12.21 In the last decade, the city centre has undergone a revival in residential 
popularity.  The city centre has again become a popular location in which to 
live.  The population has increased four fold in only 12 years from 3,700 in 
1996 to 15,700 people in 2008. 

 
12.22 Two studies have been undertaken to help the council plan for future housing 

and population growth.  Both studies have identified the anticipated level of 
housing growth for the city centre.  The Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
(SHMA) identified a need for 68,000 (net) dwellings throughout Leeds.  The 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 2009 identified 
potential housing sites capable of accommodating up to 20,000 new dwellings 
in the city centre by 2026.  The additional population from this level of housing 
growth (using an average household size in the city centre of 1.5 persons per 
dwelling) is 30,000 people.  This is the maximum level of potential housing 
growth and is likely to reduce as the effects of the recession and a lack lustre 
housing market continue to impact on the development rate up to 2026. 

 
12.23 Nevertheless, it is clear that the city centre population has the potential to 

increase to between 30,000 to 45,000 people by 2026.  The existing open 
space provision based on the 2008 city centre population estimate is 1.81 
hectares per 1,000 population.  This level of provision will reduce to 0.97 
hectares per 1,000 based on the minimum anticipated population of 30,000 by 
2026. 

 
12.24 Table 12.3 below demonstrates the forecast employment growth of the city 

centre up to 2026.  The data shows that the city centre is the hub for financial 
and business services, with over 43% of the district’s employment in this 
sector accommodated in the city centre.  The overall growth in city centre 
employment is forecast to rise by 12,205 employees up to 2026 from the 2008 
figure.  Based on the results of previous consultation, employees in the city 
centre are almost as demanding as residents when it comes to the provision 
of open space. 
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Table 12.3 Leeds City Centre Employment Projections 
 

City Centre 20084
% of MD 
Total 2016 2021 2026 

Retail 9,735 24.6% 10,647 11,214 11,740 
Hotels & Catering 7,576 29.3% 8,747 9,228 9,602 
Financial & Business 
Services 51,453 43.1% 55,750 57,546 58,825 
Public Services 
(education, health & 
public admin) 43,261 40.1% 42,809 43,224 43,979 
Other Services 5,474 22.5% 4,892 5,153 5,501 
Distribution (exc. retail & 
hotels & catering) 3,045 11.2% 2,856 2,958 3,102 
Sub-Total 120,544 35.0% 125,701 129,323 132,749
Other  12,184 13.3% 12,705 13,071 13,418 
TOTAL 132,728 30.4% 138,407 142,394 146,166

 
Setting the quantity standard 
 
12.25 PPG17 suggests that it is not realistic to set a quantity standard for civic 

spaces in light of their specialist nature.  Whilst this may be true of city wide 
provision, there is a clear growing demand for increased provision of public 
open space in Leeds City Centre.  Civic space makes a valuable contribution 
to the overall provision.  Existing UDPR (2006) policy CC10 states that 
additional public space is required within the city centre.  Any development 
above 0.5 hectares is currently required to provide at least 20% of the 
developable area as public space.  The limitation with this approach is the 
small number of city centre sites which are 0.5 hectares or above and the lack 
of consideration for the full range of open space needs of residents.  The 
majority of the public space provided has been in the form of civic space or 
more specifically hard standing around a central feature of interest such as art 
or water. 

 
12.26 Whilst the city centre is the centre of commerce for the region, it has also 

become popular for city centre living.  The city centre has a residential 
population of 15,700 persons (2008).  This is expected to double over the 
period of the core strategy up to 2026.  The city centre is 2.97% of the Leeds 
urban area, but is expected to accommodate up to 20% of the housing growth 
of Leeds up to 2026. 

 
12.27 The current provision of city centre civic space calculates at 1.2 hectares per 

1,000 population.  There was general consensus in the responses to the 
needs assessment that the provision of civic space across the city was 
adequate. 

 
                                            
4 City centre figures for 2008 derived from the City Centre Audit (9th Edition) 
 



 216 



 217

12.28 Residents perception of open space provision in the city centre was mixed.  
Household respondents clearly felt that the city centre does not provide 
enough space whilst on-street respondents views were mixed with 36% 
consider there was either not enough or nearly enough and 43% consider 
provision as ‘about right’. 

 
12.29 The council have been assessing the potential of delivering a city centre park 

following the city centre visioning conference in 2009.  The latest proposals 
are looking at a site South of the River Aire as shown in Plan 12.2.  The 
identified site is three hectares and if delivered should address the negative 
resident perceptions of lack of green space and increase the current provision 
of green space within the most deficient area within the city centre (South of 
the River Aire). 

 
12.30 PPG17 adds that it is desirable for planning authorities to promote urban 

design frameworks for their town and city centres.  The design and planning 
of new neighbourhoods should take into account the demand for new civic 
spaces from local residents and ensure that such spaces are incorporated 
within master plans. 

 
Existing level of city centre open space provision = 1.81 ha/1,000 population 
Existing level of city centre civic space provision = 1.2 ha/1,000 population 
 
12.31 Setting standards for the city centre is more complex than the rest of Leeds 

because of the importance of civic space and the requirement to consider the 
needs of a concentration of visitors and employees, as well as residents.  The 
city centre contains more civic space than elsewhere in Leeds.  On a 
simplistic conceptual level the city centre has separate needs for both civic 
space and green space; the former is needed to offer spaces for circulation 
and relaxation of visitors, shoppers and employees and for reasons of 
aesthetics in the break up of the townscape and the setting of buildings.  The 
latter is needed for recreation and amenity of residents.  However, in practice 
there will be considerable overlap with residents able to make some use of 
civic space and visitors and employees having need for green space. 

 
12.32 Taking into account the proposed quantity standards for amenity and parks 

and gardens from chapters 4 and 5 of the study and the existing city centre 
civic space provision ratio, calculates at 2.65 hectares per 1,000 population of 
open space provision within the city centre.  Using the 30,000 population 
estimate introduced earlier would indicate that by 2026 the area of open 
space in the city centre should be 79.5 Ha.  This is an additional 51 hectares 
by 2026.  This calculation is presented as a bench mark of the provision 
required to accord with the city’s proposed standards for those typologies.  
This option does not consider constraints in the city centre and the potential 
availability of land.  To increase the provision by 51 hectares would require 
11% of the total area of the city centre. 
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Proposed city centre green space provision is 0.41 ha/1,000 population 
 
12.33 The proposed provision level takes into account the proposed household 

growth across the city of 68,000 dwellings and assumes at least 10,000 of 
these dwellings will be provided in the city centre or 15% of the total growth.  
The combined proposed quantity standards for amenity, parks and gardens 
and natural total 3.45 hectares per 1,000 population.  The 68,000 new 
dwellings will create an estimated 235 hectares of new open space 
provision.  The city centre is 3% of the Leeds urban area.  Applying this 
proportion to the total estimated amount of new open space provision for the 
city centre equals 7.05 hectares. 

 
12.34 This equates to 0.41 hectares per 1,000 based on a likely population in 2026 

of 30,700 people and is 0.06 hectares per 1,000 population in excess of 
existing green space provision.  The proposed increase would represent only 
1.5% of the total city centre area providing a deliverable option considering 
the small plots coming forward for redevelopment during the period.  
Although not all development plots would deliver on site green space due to 
their size, location or other individual site circumstances. 
 

12.35 In developing a planning policy to deliver new city centre green space the 
council will need to consider the threshold between seeking on-site provision 
and collecting off-site contributions.  Experience from elsewhere in the city 
has shown that small green spaces offer limited function and practicality.  
They are often difficult and expensive to maintain, and because of their size 
are mistakenly ignored by potential users as private space or soft 
landscaping as part of the setting for adjacent buildings. 

 
12.36 In association with the above open space provision for residential 

developments it is also proposed to ensure that civic space provision 
increases, considering the projected growth in city centre employees and 
visitors.  Consultation on the City Centre Area Action Plan Preferred Options 
sought responses on provision of open space as part of all development 
proposals.  The responses generally favour a site threshold of policy 
implementation of less than 0.5 hectares.  The vast majority of respondents 
felt the size of open space to be provided on-site should be 20% of the site 
area. 

 
12.37 These proposals would suggest a tightening of the existing UDP policy 

regarding civic space which implies wider application than currently and 
treats greater provision of open space, rather than civic space. 
 

12.38 In progressing delivery of additional spaces and considering the compact 
nature of the defined city centre, a strategy is required to develop a network 
of pedestrianised streets, civic squares and amenity spaces that link to other 
blue and green infrastructure both within and surrounding the city centre.  
The River Aire and Leeds and Liverpool Canal flow through the city centre 
and are over looked for their contribution towards open space.  The inner city 
parks that surround the city centre are larger, multi-functional green spaces 
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and should also link into this network. 
 

12.39 The provision of green and blue infrastructure in densely developed urban 
areas will become increasingly important in combating the effects of climate 
change.  They create crucial breaks in sealed surfaces to assist with urban 
cooling, slowing storm water run off and reducing air pollution.  Green roofs 
and street trees will also become more important in this regard. 

 
Current Provision Quality 
 
12.40 As table 12.4 below shows, the quality of city centre open spaces is generally 

high.  The low score for the churchyards is a reflection of the current 
dilapidated condition of St John’s Churchyard.  This site is undergoing 
refurbishment in 2011 and will bring about improvement at the lowest scoring 
open space site in the city centre.   

 
12.41 Civic space is well maintained to accommodate high volumes of use by 

visitors.  Some sites are worn and in need of refurbishment as and when 
opportunities arise, such as Victoria Gardens which was improved in early 
2011 due to financial assistance from a high street retailer. 

 
Table 12.4 Quality of City Centre Open Space 

 
City Centre Average 

Score 
Range of 
Scores 

Lowest 
Quality Site 

Highest Quality 
Site 

Civic Space 6.65 3 -9.27 3.00 9.27 
Amenity 6.06 2.38 -8.61 2.38 8.61 
Churchyards 4.16 1.92 -6.4 1.92 6.4 
Total 6.40 1.92 -9.27 1.92 9.27 

 
Setting a quality standard 
 
12.42 The standard of 7 out of 10 (70%) for amenity space, parks and gardens and 

natural has already been proposed in the relevant chapter.  There is no 
quality standard for churchyards, although as evidenced by the council’s 
capital works programme, their improvement for increased public use is a 
priority. 

 
12.43 It is not proposed to adopt a formal quality standard for civic space as 

advised by the PPG17 Companion Guide.  However, analysis of the quality 
data collected through the audit reveals that the existing quality of civic space 
in the city centre is currently ‘fair’, leaving some room for future improvement. 

 
Current Provision Accessibility 
 
12.44 As plan 12.2 shows, the distribution of open space north of the River Aire is 

generally even and widespread.  Visually there appears to be a less open 
space south of the river.  There is only one amenity site located south of the 
river in Leeds City Office Park.  Access to a formal park is only possible by 
leaving the city centre and accessing an inner city park.  As shown on plan 
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12.2, the proposed location of the city centre park provides an important 
opportunity to create additional provision in an area of both quantitative and 
accessibility deficit. 

 
Setting an accessibility standard 
 
12.45 The location of existing civic space is generally based around the historic 

location of large municipal buildings with open frontages and pedestrianised 
streets and other access routes.  It is not proposed to create an additional 
accessibility standard for civic space.  Other relevant city centre open space 
typologies have their own proposed accessibility standards which can apply 
in the city centre. 

 
Summary 
 
12.46 A city centre visioning conference in 2009, concluded that one of the three 

priorities to improve the city centre was provision of a city centre park.  The 
Leeds City Centre Audit (2007) noted that 51% of people it surveyed thought 
the city centre did not have enough public open spaces. 

 
12.47 The audit of city centre open spaces conducted for the purposes of this study 

recorded 50 open spaces of different types across the city centre.  The 
existing open space provision based on the 2008 city centre population 
estimate is 1.81 hectares per 1,000 population.  The current provision of city 
centre civic space calculates at 1.2 hectares per 1,000 population.  It is 
proposed to introduce a standard for provision which combines parks and 
gardens, amenity space and natural provision at 0.41 hectares per 1,000 
population in the city centre. 
 

12.48 It is, therefore, recommended that the key priorities for the future provision of 
city centre open space should be addressed through the Leeds Development 
Framework (LDF) and / or other delivery mechanisms, are: 

• ensure that the LDF contains policies that protect city centre spaces 
from development; 

• if the LDF proposes a strategy of accommodating significant levels of 
population growth in the city centre, plan for provision of green space 
(as per the proposed standards) in association with new residential 
development; 

• prepare a strategy to develop a network of pedestrianised streets, civic 
squares and amenity spaces that link to other blue and green 
infrastructure both within and surrounding the city centre; 

• plan for the future role of green and blue infrastructure in Leeds City 
Centre in combating the effects of climate change. 
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Chapter 13 Implementation 
 
Introduction 
 
13.1 The PPG 17 study has identified several specific issues relating to the 

provision, quality and accessibility of open space, sports and recreation 
facilities across Leeds. 

 
13.2 Given the significance of green space provision to amenity, recreation, urban 

cooling and combating the effects of climate change, local distinctiveness, 
health and well being, a key priority for the council is to tackle both the 
qualitative and quantitative deficiencies in provision.  The audit has identified 
accessibility issues faced by local residents when trying to use and access 
facilities.  In addition, the study also provides a basis to consider the level of 
provision across the district by typology and local area. 

 
13.3 This final chapter contains recommendations to assist in the preparation of 

planning policies to help address the findings of the audit.  A number of 
recommended actions are then proposed relating to sports, recreation and 
open space provision in general. 

 
The plan-led system 
 
13.4 The overall conclusions of the study should be used to guide preparation of 

future planning policy and to inform development management decisions.  
The study will form a key component of the LDF evidence base which will 
provide the long term development vision for the city and comprise a series of 
development plan documents and supplementary planning documents, 
including the Core Strategy. 

 
13.5 Development Plan Documents (DPDs) will include general policies relating to 

open space, sport and recreation facilities that are supported by the findings 
of this study and other relevant documents. 

 
13.6 Key issues emerging from this study which need addressing in general 

planning policies include:  
• Protection of open space from development - this should include all 

types of open space although some exception criteria will be 
necessary; 

• the LDF should facilitate the proactive planning and delivery of new 
open space where it is required through appropriate allocations and 
policies; 

• allocations of new allotment sites; 
• maximising opportunities for green space provision arising from new 

developments reflecting appropriate policies and standards. 
 
13.7 As well as contributing to the development of general policies, this document 

will inform more specific documents within the LDF:  
 

• Site Specific Policies and Allocations DPD 

 222



• Any environmental plan deemed necessary as part of the LDF 
• Area Action Plans 
• Future Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) 

 
13.8 The remainder of this section provides guidance on the use of this PPG17 

study, particularly in regard to determining developer contributions (for 
consideration within DPDs) and identification of issues within the analysis 
areas.  The same principles can also be applied to Area Action Plans and 
large scale regeneration proposals. 

 
Proposed Leeds Standards Summary 
 
13.9 Chapters 4 to12 propose standards for different types of open space, sport 

and recreation facilities.  These standards are summarised in Table 13.1 
below: 

 
Table 13.1 Summary of Recommended Local Standards by Typology 
 

Type Quantity Standard Accessibility 
Standard  

Quality 
Standard 

Parks & 
Gardens 

1 hectare per 1,000 population – 
equivalent to current level of 
provision  

15 minute walk 
time (720m)  

7 

Amenity 
Green Space  

0.45 hectares per 1,000 
population – above the existing 
level of provision  

10 minute walk 
time (480m)  

7  

Provision for 
Children & 
Young People 

Two equipped play facilities per 
1,000 children/young people (0 to 
16 years)– above the existing 
level of provision  

15 minute walk 
time (720m)  

7  

Outdoor 
Sports 
Facilities  

1.85 hectares per 1000 
population – equivalent to current 
level of provision 

20 minute walk 
time to outdoor 
tennis,  
10 minute drive 
time to bowling 
greens and grass 
playing pitches 
20 minute drive to 
athletics tracks, 
golf courses and 
synthetic pitches 

7  

Allotments  0.24 hectares per 1000 
population – above the existing 
level of provision  

20 minute walk 
time (960m)  

7 

Natural and 
Semi-natural 

2 hectares per 1,000 population – 
below the existing level of 

15 minute walk 
time (720m)  

7 
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Type Quantity Standard Accessibility Quality 
Standard  Standard 

Open Space provision  
Council Indoor 
Leisure: 
Sports Halls 
 
Swimming 
Pools 
 
Indoor Tennis 
Courts 
 
 
Fitness Gym 

 
15m2/1,000 population - 
above the existing level of 
provision 
7.8 m2/1,000 population - 
below the existing level of 
provision 
0.08 courts/1,000 population -
equivalent to the existing level of 
provision 
1.1 gym stations/1,000 -
population, above the existing 
level of provision 

 
15 minutes public 
transport journey 
time 
15 minutes public 
transport journey 
time 
20 minutes public 
transport journey 
time 
15 minutes public 
transport journey 
time 

 
 
7 
 
7 
 
 
7 
 
 
7 

Leeds City 
Centre Open 
Space 

0.41 per 1,000 population - 
above the existing level of 
provision 

10 minute walk 
for amenity 
15 minute walk 
for Parks & 
Gardens 

7 
 
7 

 
13.10 Several of the more common typologies are found in the existing UDP policy 

N2 hierarchy.  These are parks and gardens, amenity green space, children’s 
and young people’s provision and outdoor sports as titled in the typology of 
table 13.1.  As part of the implementation of the standards, it is proposed to 
replace this hierarchy with one focused on the function and attraction of green 
space sites whilst providing a more useful definition of the space types.  This 
revised definition takes account of higher level sites which can fulfil the roles 
of other spaces.  There are no site size thresholds and the definitions 
proposed relate to the function of the space. 
 

13.11 There are six city parks in Leeds which can fulfil many of the roles of spaces 
lower down the hierarchy.  Amenity space cannot fulfil the role of other space 
types without direct intervention to widen the range of facilities available at the 
space.  It should also be noted that not all amenity green space is capable of 
enhancement, possibly due to its size, location or gradient such that it may 
never be capable of the increased functionality required by other types of 
green space. 
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Figure 13.1 Green Space Hierarchy 
 
 
Small number of larger sites 
fulfilling many functions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Many small sites, 

 
 
 

   City Park

   Community Park 

    Recreation Area 

       Amenity / Local Green Space limited function 
 
 
13.12 Table 13.2 below provides a definition of the proposed green space hierarchy 

to assist with preparation of the implementation strategy. 
 

Table 13.2 Definitions of Proposed Green Space Hierarchy 
 

Space Type Definition 
Amenity / 
Local Green 
Space 

Open spaces with minimal facilities & furniture used for 
informal recreation. Users will travel a relatively short 
distance to use these sites. 

Recreation 
Area 

Designed primarily for outdoor sporting and recreation 
opportunities,  providing equipment and spaces for formal 
and informal recreation. 

Community 
Park 

Providing for the local community as a whole. They usually 
provide multiple facilities for active and passive recreation 
with areas of formal landscaping. 

City Park Providing a wide range of opportunities for the city’s residents 
and visitors.  The range of attractions, natural and formal 
landscapes and facilities provided will attract users from a 
wide catchment area willing to undertake longer visits. 

 
Summary of Key Issues by Typology 
 
13.13 The primary issues emerging for each type of open space can be summarised 

as: 
 
Parks and Gardens 

 
• ensure that the LDF contains policies that protect parks from development; 
• if the LDF proposes a strategy of accommodating significant levels of 

population growth, plan for provision of large new parks and gardens (as 
per the proposed standards) in association with urban extensions; 
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• in allocating new development sites in locations which fail to meet the 
proposed standards, consider how the development can improve access 
and increase provision to parks; 

• prepare a strategic programme of qualitative improvements across the 
city, with specific regard to the need to mitigate and adapt to climate 
change; 

• maximise the role of parks to increase participation in health and physical 
activity across the city; 

• facilitate access to parks through the development of public transport links 
to parks and the creation of pedestrian and cycle links, from areas of lower 
provision; 

• support the council’s Parks and Green Space Strategy which identifies a 
key priority as improving 100% of community parks to Green Flag 
standard by 2020. 

 
Amenity Green Space 
 

• East Inner and the North East Inner analysis areas have a surplus of 
amenity space.   However, all other areas of Leeds have a shortfall with 
North West Inner and Outer areas having the most acute deficit of amenity 
green space. 

• Any sites considered surplus within these areas require further 
assessment to investigate their appropriateness in meeting deficiencies in 
other green space typologies.  If they cannot satisfactorily meet other 
green space needs then their development potential should be 
investigated. 

• Amenity space serves a limited function but in areas deficient in other 
types there may be potential to diversify it for other green space purposes. 

• Amenity green spaces are used by a large proportion of the population 
especially children, a third of whom recognise it as their favourite place to 
play, so these spaces, where required, will need to be protected through 
the LDF. 

• Amenity green space produced a wide range of scores from the quality 
assessment, with 13% of all amenity sites assessed as at least 7 out of 10, 
further improvements are still required at valued amenity sites particularly 
within areas of deficiency. 

 
Children’s and Young People’s Equipped Play 
 

• the majority of survey respondents perceived that there were not enough 
facilities, in particular for teenagers / young people, across Leeds.  The 
condition of existing facilities was generally considered to be poor. 

• the application of the quantity, quality and accessibility standards 
highlighted a need to improve facilities across Leeds to meet the 
recommended standards. 

• the distribution of facilities also requires greater consideration, there are 
urban areas of Leeds which have no access to facilities. 

• the following key priorities for the future delivery of children and 
teenage/young people facilities in Leeds are recommended: 

 226



• Increase the overall quality and improve the distribution of facilities.  
This may involve the removal of low value, low quality facilities with 
catchments containing relatively few potential users. 

• Consult the community on the type and location of facilities  
• Seek to improve the quality and the variety of facilities available  

 
Outdoor Sports 
 

• protect all outdoor sports facilities from development unless it can be 
proven that the replacement of a facility will result in a higher quality facility 
in a nearby location and it does not result in a reduction in meeting the 
accessibility standard; 

• seek to improve the quality of outdoor sports facilities through the delivery 
of the community hub sites.  Sites should meet National Governing Body 
criteria.  This includes the provision of appropriate changing facilities; self 
contained units satisfying Sport England guidelines; 

• focus on enhancing the quality of existing tennis courts and provide 
additional facilities in areas devoid of provision if additional consultation 
indicates it is a local priority; 

• prioritise improvements to the quality of existing poor quality synthetic 
pitches over the development of new pitches; 

• ensure that the pricing structure for sites offering synthetic pitch provision 
is accessible to all sectors of the community; 

• address issues surrounding the quality of grass pitches through a detailed 
programme of improvement, focusing on ancillary accommodation and 
drainage; 

• facilitate the delivery of the sport proposals in suitable locations through 
the planning system and maximise community use of the resulting 
facilities; 

• review the implications of population growth and changes in the 
participation profile on the demand for facilities; 

• encourage schools to make sports facilities available for community use, 
especially in areas of over playing.  It is acknowledged that the increase in 
academy and trust schools will mean individual schools, rather than the 
education authority, are responsible for letting facilities. 

 
Allotments 
 

• used by a small proportion of the population, however, the waiting list has 
increased by 25% between 2010 and 2011; 

• protect existing sites, both those currently in use and those last used as 
allotments; 

• increased provision of new sites and plots to meet the standards and 
satisfy waiting list demand; 

• consider future provision using alterative plot size such as half plots and 
quarter plots; 

• some allotment sites are currently used for extensive animal grazing and 
could be more intensively and efficiently used for growing food. 
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Natural Space 
 

• ensure that the LDF contains policies that protect natural green space 
from development.  Only in cases where there is an assessment that the 
site no longer contains sufficient nature conservation value should an 
alternative type of green space be considered.  Application will have to 
carefully consider implications for wilful destruction of habitats by 
landowners seeking alternative uses; 

• in allocating new development sites in locations which fail to meet the 
proposed standards, consider how the development can improve access 
and increase provision of natural green space and the potential join up 
areas of green infrastructure; 

• prepare a strategic programme of qualitative improvements across the 
city; 

• maximise the role of natural green space to increase participation in health 
and physical activity and to realise its educational benefits across the city; 

• ensure the LDF open space requirement is sensitive to the reality of 
delivering large areas of natural green space within the inner areas; 

• facilitate improved access to natural green space in the urban area 
through the development of footpath links. 

 
Council Indoor Sports Provision 

• take account of access for local residents on foot and by public transport, 
rather than by car when determining appropriate locations for new 
facilities, especially in areas of low car ownership 

• ensure that the pricing structure is attractive to all sections of the 
community  

• review programming at popular sites across the city to maximise access 
for a variety of sports during peak times. 

• ensure that clubs are able to access facilities and that their requirements 
do not have a negative impact on casual use and access for other sports  

• ensure that facilities are inviting to the general public through effective 
maintenance and management regimes. 

• improvements to the quality of existing facilities should be prioritised. 
 
Cemeteries, churchyards and green corridors 
 

• no standard has been set regarding the quantity, quality or accessibility for 
churchyards, cemeteries and green corridors; 

•  the results from the needs assessment suggest a general satisfaction in 
the current provision, quality and accessibility, although none of the 
council’s churchyards or cemeteries pass the Green Flag standard; 

• there is a shortage of burial space in the city with identified provision 
sufficient to accommodate burials up to 2022.  New cemeteries are 
required to accommodate future needs and satisfy statutory requirements 
for burial space and the allocation of additional burial space should be 
considered as part of the site allocation DPD. 
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City Centre Public Space 
 

• one of the three priorities to improve the city centre (from the city centre 
visioning conference 2009), was provision of a city centre park.  This need 
is a key priority in the Parks and Green Space Strategy; 

• the Leeds City Centre Audit (2007) noted that 51% of people it surveyed 
thought the city centre did not have enough public open spaces; 

• sites will need to be identified to accommodate new park provision and 
new development will have to satisfy a proposed provision standard which 
combines parks and amenity space provision at 0.41 hectares per 1,000 
population in the city centre; 

• continue applying provision of civic space to development at a rate of 20% 
of the site area; 

• ensure that the LDF contains policies that protect city centre spaces from 
development; 

• if the LDF proposes a strategy of accommodating significant levels of 
population growth in the city centre, plan for provision of green space (as 
per the proposed standards) in association with new residential 
development; 

• prepare a strategy to develop a network of pedestrianised streets, civic 
squares and amenity spaces that link to other blue and green 
infrastructure both within and surrounding the city centre; 

• plan for the future role of green and blue infrastructure in Leeds City 
Centre in combating the effects of climate change. 

 
 
Summary of Key Issues District Wide and by Area 
 
13.14 Leeds is in the fortunate position of possessing a good overall provision of 

green space.  As table 13.3 below demonstrates, the city compares 
favourably against other local authority’s green space provision where this 
information is available.  This is influenced by the presence of the six large 
city parks and the many large natural spaces on the edge of the urban area.  
The key issue for Leeds is the uneven distribution, varying quality and type of 
this provision at a local level. 
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Table 13.3 Comparison with other Local Authorities – Existing Provision 
(hectares per 1,000 population) 
 

 Parks and 
Gardens 
(inc. City 

Parks) 

Amenity 
Space 

Allotments
(in use & 
disused) 

Outdoor 
Sport 

Natural Overall 
Provision

Leeds 1.97 0.46 0.19 1.85 2.58 
Urban area 

only 

6.591

Hull 0.5 0.66 0.21 1.68 0.6 3.65 
York 0.16 1.27 0.29 2.15 1.6 5.47 
Bristol Individual Typology comparison not possible 3.8 
Sheffield 1.55 0.56 0.32 1.12 3.04 6.59 
Nottingham 2.67  0.31 0.6 1.51 5.09 

Kirklees 0.44 0.45 0.17 1.94 3.2 6.2 

 
13.15 To understand the distribution at a more local level there follows a summary 

of the key green space and recreation issues for each of the ten analysis 
areas used in the study.  The key issues emerging for each area are 
summarised below: 

 
Spatial Summary 
 
East Inner 
 
Lowest provision ratio (0.62 hectares per 1,000 population) and quantity (50 
hectares) of Parks and Gardens (including city parks) of all ten areas.  Access for 
residents is good, with most residents having access within 15 minutes walk to a 
park or multi facility recreation ground.  Communities of Fearnville, parts of Seacroft 
and Aire Valley are all outside 15 minute walk time catchments to a park.  Aire Valley 
to the South is an industrial area which currently does not have a residential 
population.  Application of the standards would suggest that sites are over used and 
there should be greater provision, possibly by increasing the size of existing sites 
should the opportunity arise.  However, the priority should be to focus on improving 
the quality of sites.  With an average quality score of 5.3, and no single site satisfying 
the proposed quality standard there is a need to action improvements. 
 
East Inner has the largest quantity (62.65 hectares) and ratio (0.78 hectares per 
1,000 population) of amenity green space of the ten areas.  Application of the 
amenity standard would indicate a surplus of 26.39 hectares.  This quantitative 
surplus needs to be balanced with the deficit for Parks and Gardens of over 30 

                                            
1 Nb.  Leeds duplication of outdoor sports facilities provision is 0.46 hectares per 1,000 population.  
These are outdoor sports facilities which are in typologies other than outdoors sport, ie. grass playing 
pitches in City Parks.  This reduction has been applied to the overall provision figure. 
 

 230



hectares.  Access to amenity space is good overall with only a limited number of 
residential areas (Harehills, Fearnville and Aire Valley) outside a 10 minute walk 
catchment to access amenity space.  The residents in Harehills without access to an 
amenity green space have good access (less than 10 minutes) to Harehills Park 
which fulfils the function of amenity green space.  The quality average for the area is 
4.96 which is similar to the city average for amenity space which is 5.05.  Only 6% of 
sites achieve the quality standard.  The priority in East Inner should focus on raising 
the quality of the most valuable amenity spaces and consider which surplus sites are 
most equipped in terms of location, size and topography to be transformed into other 
open space types which are in deficit.  Following this exercise it should be possible 
to identify spaces that are not required for amenity or any other open space use. 
 
This area has 18,800 young people aged 0 to 16 year olds (mid year estimate 2008). 
It has both the largest under 16 population and the largest proportion at 23% of total 
analysis area population.  10% of all fixed equipped play provision is in the area, 
but only 5% of children’s fixed play areas.  Provision appears to focus on young 
people rather than young children.  The area has the highest quantity of teen zones 
and the second highest provision of MUGAs.  Application of the standard calculates 
that ten additional facilities are needed; the highest shortfall of any area.  Here 79% 
of households are within 15 minutes of equipped play provision, however, the 
distribution of children’s play areas leaves the communities of Seacroft, Fearnville 
and part of Cross Gates outside the 15 minute walk time catchments.  The current 
quality of provision has only been assessed on the space, which is not necessarily a 
reflection of the play facility.  The average quality of green space sites with fixed play 
provision is 5.69 indicating that sites with such provision are of a slightly better 
quality than the average score for amenity and parks and garden sites.  The priority 
should be to improve the distribution and increase the quantity of children’s fixed 
play areas. 
 
Performance against the city average for the overall quantity of outdoor sports is 
slightly below at 1.5 hectares per 1,000 population.  East Inner has a substantial 
deficit in overall outdoor sports provision of 29 hectares.  However, due to larger 
accessibility catchments for outdoor sports facilities, the provision of the adjacent 
East Outer area also needs to be considered, which at a surplus of 20 hectares 
would appear to satisfy most of the shortfall if it is accessible to households of East 
Inner.  All households are within a 10 minute drive of a council grass playing pitch 
and bowling green; 20 minutes drive to an athletics track, golf facility and synthetic 
pitch facility.  Only the communities of Lincoln Green and Saxton Gardens have to 
walk further than 20 minutes to access an outdoor tennis court.  Due to the influence 
of privately operated outdoor sports sites (including Education Leeds) the average 
quality score is raised to 5.5, but this is still the lowest of all areas.  Raising the 
quality of existing sites should be the priority, although some deficiencies appear to 
exist.  Further sports specific demand led research needs to be undertaken to fully 
understand the detailed sport specific nature of the apparent deficit. 
 
There are 2.24 hectares of disused allotment sites which could create up to 80 full 
size plots in an area with a waiting list of 78 names.  The provision ratio of all 
allotment sites is 0.14 hectares per 1,000 population.  This reduces to 0.11 hectares 
per 1,000 population when considering only those sites in use.  To achieve the 
proposed standard requires a further 10 hectares of allotment provision.  This is the 
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highest deficit of all areas.  Residents in Seacroft, Killingbeck, Lincoln Green and 
Saxton Gardens have to travel further than a 15 minute walk to access existing in 
use sites.  Although a new allotment is being provided as part of the comprehensive 
refurbishment works to Saxton Gardens.  The average quality score for sites in use 
is the lowest of all the areas at 3.73.   
 
East Inner has the largest deficiency of natural green space.  The 54 hectares 
equate to a ratio of 0.76 hectares per 1,000 population, creating a shortfall of 131 
hectares when assessed against the standard.  The largest natural space is Wyke 
Beck Valley at 42 hectares.  72% of households in the area are within a 15 minute 
walk of a natural site.  The communities of Cross Green, Lincoln Green, Saxton 
Gardens, parts of Crossgates and parts of Seacroft fall outside the 15 minute walk 
time catchment for natural green space.  The average quality score is 3.4, none of 
the sites achieved the quality standard.  The highest scoring site is at Killingbeck 
Business Park which scored 6.16.  Application of the standards highlights the area is 
deficient in all aspects; the priority should be to improve the quality of existing sites, 
improve ecology value at sites in other space types where appropriate and address 
the quantitative deficiency by creating new sites in the areas of greatest deficiency. 
 
There are two council indoor leisure facilities; Fearnville Leisure Centre and 
Richmond Hill Recreation Centre.  Most households have 15 minute public transport 
access to council sports halls.  Access to swimming pools and gyms is not as 
comprehensive due to the restricted range of facilities available at Richmond Hill 
Recreation Centre.  Households in North Seacroft, Cross Green and East End Park 
all have to travel further than 15 minutes.  The quality of council provision is 4.44 for 
Fearnville and 5 for Richmond Hill. Both sites are in need of substantial 
refurbishment to satisfy the proposed quality standard.  Application of the standards 
would suggest a need to replace Richmond Hill Recreation Centre with a larger 
facility including a wider range of sport facilities and improve the quality at Fearnville 
Leisure Centre. 
 
 
East Outer 
 
Below average provision ratio (0.82 hectares per 1,000 population) and quantity (70 
hectares) of Parks and Gardens (excluding city parks).  However, when including 
Temple Newsam (the largest of the city parks at 340 hectares) the ratio of parks 
provision increases to 4.8 hectares per 1,000 population.  Access for residents is 
good, with most households having access within 15 minutes walk to a park, city 
park or multi facility recreation ground.  Communities in Swillington and Eastern 
Kippax are outside the 15 minute walking catchments.  With an average quality 
score of 5.82, and only 7% of parks achieving the standard, there is a need to action 
quality improvements.  The priority should focus on raising the quality and access to 
existing provision and using new allocations to locate new green space provision to 
improve accessibility. 
 
At 36 hectares and a ratio 0.42 hectares per 1,000 population of amenity green 
space, the area has a very small deficit compared to the proposed standard.  
Access to amenity space is good overall with only a limited number of settlements 
(East of Garforth and areas of Kippax) outside a 10 minute walk catchment to access 
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amenity space.  The residents in both Eastern Garforth and Northern Kippax have 
access to park sites within 10 minutes to supplement these minor deficits.  The 
quality average for the area is 5.12, with 11% of sites already attaining the proposed 
standard.  The priority should be raising the quality of existing sites. 
 
East Outer has one of the largest populations of 0 to 16 year olds (17,043 using the 
mid year estimate 2008).  The area has the largest number of children’s equipped 
play areas at 26.  This contributes to the overall total of 40 children’s and young 
people’s equipped play facilities, giving the area the highest amount of provision 
for all facilities within Leeds.  Application of the standard calculates that the area 
currently has six facilities in excess of the proposed standard.  This is a reflection of 
the provision of children’s play areas in smaller villages and settlements whereby 
every settlement has at least one play facility irrespective of the local demographic 
composition.  Here 78% of households are within 15 minutes of equipped play 
provision, however, the distribution of children’s and young people’s play facilities 
means the communities of Northern and central Kippax are outside the 15 minute 
walk time catchment.  The current quality of provision has only been assessed on 
the space which is not necessary a reflection of the play facility itself.  The average 
quality of green space sites with fixed play provision is 5.72 indicating that sites with 
fixed play provision are usually of better quality than the average amenity and parks 
and garden green space.  The priority should be improve the distribution of children’s 
and young people’s fixed play areas as and when opportunities arise. 
 
Performance against the city average for the quantity of outdoor sports is above 
standard at 2.1 hectares per 1,000 population.  It has a surplus in overall outdoor 
sports provision of 20 hectares when compared to the standard.  Households have 
good overall access to all outdoor sport facilities except tennis courts.  The 
communities of Swillington, Eastern Garforth and Methley are all outside the 20 
minute walk time standard.  The average quality score performs well at 6.36; slightly 
below the city outdoor sports average with only 31% of sites achieving the standard.  
Raising the quality of existing sites should be the priority.  Further sports specific 
demand led research is needed to fully understand the detailed nature of the 
apparent surplus.  The shortfall in the adjacent East Inner area may contribute to 
additional demand for the facilities in East Outer. 
 
There is good provision of allotment sites at 0.27 hectares per 1,000 population.  
There is only one large 2.24 hectares disused allotment sites which has been 
returned to growing agricultural crops and is unlikely to be available for allotment use 
in the plan period.  Despite this apparent good provision there is still 152 names on 
the waiting list; a strong indication that increased provision is required.  Households 
in Swarcliffe, Western Garforth, Temple Newsam, Manston and parts of Austhorpe 
and Cross Gates have to travel further than a 15 a minute walk to access existing in 
use sites.  The average quality score for sites is slightly below the city average at 
4.78.  Only 4% of allotment sites achieved the quality standard.  Application of the 
standard highlights the area is deficient in both access and quality.  In addition, 
despite satisfying the quantity standard more sites should be created to both improve 
access and reduce the waiting list.  The priority should be to identify new sites in 
areas of poor access and improve the quality of existing sites by tackling security 
and facilities provision such as a water supply. 
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East Outer has the largest provision of natural green space; 385 hectares equating 
to a ratio of 4.8 hectares per 1,000 population.  This is due to the large natural sites 
around Allerton Bywater and adjacent to the River Aire.  Here 72% of households 
are within 15 minutes walk of a natural site.  This access percentage is similar to 
other areas with substantially less green space and reflects the semi rural location of 
many of the sites.  Households in Western Garforth, Whitkirk, Crossgates, Manston 
have to travel further than 15 minutes walk to access a natural space.  Although 
some of these areas have access to parks which contain large areas of natural 
space.  The average quality of natural green space sites is 4.93 indicating that sites 
in this area are of a better average quality than the district. In this area 3% of sites 
achieve the quality standard.  Application of the standards highlights the area is 
deficient in quality and accessibility; the priority should focus on improving the quality 
of existing sites in the most accessible locations. 
 
There are three council indoor leisure facilities; John Smeaton Leisure Centre, 
Garforth Squash & Leisure Centre and Kippax Leisure Centre.  Most households 
have 15 minute public transport access to council sports halls.  Access to swimming 
pools and gyms is not as good due to the limited range of facilities available at the 
centres in Kippax and Garforth.  Households in Kippax have to travel 30 minutes to 
access a council gym and households in Northern Garforth, 30 minutes for a 
swimming pool.  Most residents have poor access to both council or privately run 
indoor tennis facilities, having to travel 45 minutes or greater by public transport to 
access the John Charles Centre for Sport in South Leeds.  Quality of council 
provision is 7.89 for John Smeaton, Garforth 3.33 and 4.11 for Kippax.  The priority 
should focus on improving the quality standard at both the Garforth and Kippax sites 
which are in need of refurbishment to satisfy the proposed quality standard. 
 
North East Inner 
 
North East Inner has a below average provision ratio (0.8 hectares per 1,000 
population) and quantity (57 hectares) of Parks and Gardens.  However, when 
including Roundhay Park (a city park) the figure increases to 2.89 hectares per 1,000 
population and 204.83 hectares.  Access is good, with most residents having access 
within 15 minutes walk to a park site or multi facility recreation ground.  Communities 
of Moortown, Carr Manor, parts of north Chapletown and south east Oakwood are all 
outside of the 15 minute catchments.  Application of the standards would suggest a 
14 hectare deficiency, however, the priority should be to raise the quality of sites.  
With an average quality score of 5.72, and no single site satisfying the proposed 
quality standard, there is a need to action quality improvements. 
 
With the lowest number of amenity green spaces (29) covering a large area (51.57 
hectares), the provision ratio for amenity space in the North East Inner area is one of 
the highest at 0.73 hectares per 1,000 population.  The application of the amenity 
standard indicates a surplus of 20 hectares of amenity space.  This quantitative 
surplus needs to be balanced with the deficiency for Parks and Gardens of over 14 
hectares.  Access to amenity space is fair overall but the residents of Roundhay, 
Western Meanwood and Chapel Allerton are outside a 10 minute walk catchment to 
access amenity space.  However, these residents without access to an amenity 
green space have good access (less than 10 minutes) to Parks and Gardens within 
the area which can fulfil the function of amenity green space.  The quality average 
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for the area is 5.38; higher than the city average for amenity space which is 5.05.  In 
this area 8% of amenity sites achieve the proposed quality standard.  The priority 
should focus on improving the quality of the most valuable amenity spaces and 
consider which surplus sites are most equipped in terms of location, size and 
topography to be transformed into other open space types. 
 
With a ratio of 1.42 hectares per 1,000 population, North East Inner has the joint 
lowest provision of children’s and young people’s equipped play facilities.  
Application of the standard calculates that 8 additional facilities are needed; the 
second highest shortfall of any area.  Here 72% of households are within 15 minutes 
of equipped play provision, however, the distribution of children’s play areas leaves 
the communities of Moortown, Oakwood and Car Manor outside 15 minutes of their 
nearest facility.  The current quality of provision has only been assessed on the 
space which is not necessarily a reflection of the equipped play facility itself.  The 
average quality of green space sites with fixed play provision is 5.43 indicating that 
sites with such provision are of a slightly lower quality than the average score for 
amenity and parks and garden sites in the area.  The priority should be to improve 
the distribution of children’s equipped play areas. 
 
Performance against the city average for the quantity of outdoor sports is slightly 
below the proposed standard at 1.59 hectares per 1,000 population.  It has a deficit 
in overall outdoor sports provision of 19 hectares.  All households are within a 10 
minute drive of a council grass playing pitch and bowling green and 20 minutes drive 
to an athletics track, golf facility and synthetic pitch.  Only the communities off 
Meanwood Road (towards to city centre) have to walk further than 20 minutes to 
access an outdoor tennis court.  Due to the influence of privately operated outdoor 
sports sites (including Education Leeds) the average quality score performs well at 
6.06, however, this is the lowest of all areas.  In the area 48% of sites achieve the 
quality standard.  Raising the quality of existing sites should be the priority, although 
some minor deficiencies appear to exist.  Further sports specific demand led 
research should be undertaken to fully understand the detailed nature of the 
apparent deficit. 
 
The waiting list for allotments in the North East Inner has witnessed the largest 
increase of all analysis areas between 2010 and 2011.  In 2010 the area waiting list 
was one of the city’s highest at 232 persons.  Currently 10.16 hectares is in use as 
allotments and only one small site (0.22 hectares) is disused.  The provision ratio is 
lower than average at 0.15 hectares per 1,000 population.  To achieve the proposed 
standard requires a further 7 hectares of allotment provision.  Residents in 
Moortown, Oakwood and Chapletown have to travel further than a 15 minute walk to 
access active sites.  The average quality score for sites in use is the highest of all 
the areas at 5.87, with 25% of sites achieving the quality standard.  The priority 
should be to create new sites to reduce the waiting list and improve the quality of 
existing sites by tackling security and facilities provision such as a water supply. 
 
With a provision ratio slightly below the city average for natural green space, there 
is 2.12 hectares per 1,000 population, resulting in a surplus of 8 hectares.  
Accessibility is good, with 91% of households within 15 minutes of a natural site.  
Parts of Chapel Allerton, Roundhay and Southern Chapletown are outside a 15 
minute walk time.  The average quality score was 4.55, slightly above the district 
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average, although none of the sites achieved the quality standard.  The priority 
should be to improve the existing quality of sites. 
 
Scott Hall Sports Centre is the only council indoor leisure facility within the 
analysis area.  This centre offers a good range of facilities, meaning most 
households in the area have 15 minute public transport access to a council sports 
hall, swimming pool and health and fitness gym.  There are, however, some gaps in 
provision in areas of Roundhay. 
 
North East Outer 
 
This area has the lowest provision ratio (0.42 hectares per 1,000 population) and 
quantity (26 hectares) of Parks and Gardens (excluding city parks) of all ten areas.  
Access for residents is poor, with residents in Shadwell, Alwoodley and the rural 
villages between Wetherby and the main Leeds conurbation all outside a 15 minute 
walk to a park site or multi facility recreation ground.  Application of the quantity 
standard shows the largest analysis area deficit at 36 hectares.  With an average 
quality score of 5.92, and 29% of sites achieving the quality standard there is scope 
for further improvements.  However, the priority should be to raise the quality of 
existing sites and use the LDF to deliver additional parks in areas of highest deficit 
with acutely limited accessibility. 
 
There is 28 hectares of amenity space, a ratio of 0.45 hectares per 1,000 population 
which meets the proposed quantity.  Access to amenity space is fair overall, but a 
number of the more rural settlements of Eastern Shadwell, Northern Scholes, 
Scarcroft, Bardsey and Linton are all outside a 10 minute walk catchment to access 
amenity space or 15 minutes from a Park or Garden site which could fulfil the 
function of amenity green space.  The quality average for the area is 4.71, with 14% 
of sites achieving the quality standard.  This is slightly below the city average for 
amenity space which is 5.05.  Generally the priority should be raising the quality of 
existing sites and the creation of new multi functional sites for those settlement 
without access to either a Park and Garden or amenity space. 
 
Of all the areas, North East Outer has least number of skate parks (1) and teen 
zones (0), however, the provision ratio meets the average at 1.94.  Provision focuses 
on younger children, with 19 children’s equipped play areas.  Application of the 
standard calculates that only one additional facility would be needed.  Access to the 
equipped play facilities is good, although the communities in parts of Alwoodley, 
Scarcroft and Scholes do not have any provision.  The current quality of provision 
has only been assessed on the space which is not necessarily a reflection of the 
quality of the play facility itself.  The average quality of green space sites with fixed 
play provision is 5.14 indicating that sites with such provision are of a slightly better 
quality than the average score for amenity and parks and garden sites.  With 67% of 
the population living within 15 minutes walk of an equipped play facility the priority 
should be to improve the distribution and location of children’s fixed play areas. 
 
The provision ratio for the North East Outer area is the highest of all areas with 2.64 
hectares per 1,000 population which results in the highest current supply at 45.83 
hectares. Accessibility catchments for most outdoor sports facilities is very good, 
however, Wetherby, Thorp Arch, Bramham, Collingham and Linton are not within a 
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20 minute drive to an athletics track.  Quality of outdoor facilities is 6.51, slightly 
above city average and 36% of outdoor sites achieved the standard.  Raising the 
quality of existing sites should be the priority, although some specialist localised 
deficiencies appear to exist.  Further sports specific demand led research need to be 
undertaken to fully understand the detailed nature of the apparent deficit. 
 
The North East Outer Area has the joint lowest provision ratio of alloments at 0.11 
hectares per 1,000 population. However, all sites are in use and the area has the 
lowest waiting list figure at 26 persons (2010), but this could be explained by the 
limited number of allotment sites and the rural geography of the area.  To achieve 
the proposed standard would indicate a further 8 hectares of allotment provision is 
required.  However, this level of additional provision is not supported by the waiting 
list information.  Residents in Wetherby, Thorner, Scarcroft, Shadwell and Alwoodley 
have to travel over 15 minutes walk to access existing in use sites.  The average 
quality score for sites in use is below average at 5.03.  The priority should be to 
improve the quality of existing sites by tackling security and facilities provision such 
as a water supply.  Any new provision should be directed to those areas of greatest 
deficiency which maximise accessibility.  Further research into the geography of 
demand would need to be undertaken to ascertain optimum locations.  Parish and 
town councils are the statutory allotment authority where they exist which is in many 
settlements throughout the North East Outer. 
 
There is 2.28 hectares per 1,000 population of natural green space.  The standard 
indicates an over provision of 11 hectares.  Accessibility is good with 58% of 
residents being within the 15 minute walk time standard from a natural site. Shadwell 
and the rural settlements of Thorner, Scholes and Barwick in Elmet are all outside 
the catchment of an identified natural site.  However, the rural settlements are within 
easy access to the countryside and public rights of way network.  Quality is fair at 
4.50, with only 7% of sites achieving the quality standard, suggesting that the priority 
should be improving the quality of natural sites. 
 
Wetherby Leisure Centre is the only council indoor leisure centre within North East 
Outer.  Most households have 15 to 30 minute public transport access to the public 
indoor health and fitness gyms and public swimming pools. However, for council 
sports halls, indoor bowls and public multi purpose halls about half of the residents 
have to travel over 45 minutes on public transport to access these.  The main deficit 
is for Wetherby and surrounding villages.  Application of the standards would 
suggest a wider range of public indoor sport facilities in Wetherby would improve 
accessibility. 
 
North West Inner 
 
The provision ratio (0.84 hectares per 1,000 population) and quantity (89.58 
hectares) of Parks and Gardens (including city parks) is below the district average.  
Access for residents is very good, with most residents having access within 15 
minutes walk to a park site or multi facility recreation ground.  A small section of the 
Ireland Wood and central Headingley communities are outside the 15 minute walking 
catchments.  Application of the standard suggests a further 17 hectares is needed.  
With an average quality score of 4.96 and only 6% of Parks and Gardens meeting 
the proposed quality standard there is a need to action improvements. 
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With 35 sites covering 35.72 hectares, the North West Inner area has the lowest 
provision ratio in the district with 0.29 hectares per 1,000 population.  Application of 
the amenity standard would indicate the largest existing deficit of 15.05 hectares of 
amenity space.  Amenity together with Park and Gardens demonstrate a joint deficit 
of 34 hectares.  Access to amenity space is good overall with a number of residential 
areas (Burley and Northern Weetwood) outside a 10 minute walk catchment to 
access amenity space.  These residents without access to an amenity green space 
have good access to other Parks and Garden sites which can fulfil the function of 
amenity green space.  The quality average for the area is 5.34, which is above the 
city average for amenity space which is 5.05.  In this area 20% of amenity sites 
achieved the quality standard.  The priority is raising the quality of amenity spaces. 
 
North West Inner has the highest provision ratio at 3.19 hectares per 1,000 (0 to 16 
years) population of children’s and young people’s equipped play facilities.  The 
area also has the lowest proportion and number of 0 to 16 year olds of all areas.  
Application of the standard calculates that the area has a surplus of 12 equipped 
play areas; the highest surplus of any area.  Accessibility is fair, as the distribution of 
children’s play areas leaves the communities of Headingley, Burly, Ireland Wood and 
Weetwood without any formal equipped provision.  The current quality of provision 
has only been assessed on the space which is not necessarily a reflection of the play 
facility itself.  The average quality of green space sites with fixed play provision is 
5.65 indicating that sites with such provision are of a slightly better quality than the 
average score for amenity and parks and garden sites.  The priority should be to 
improve the distribution of children’s fixed play areas. 
 
Performance against the city average for the quantity of outdoor sports is slightly 
below at 1.75 hectares per 1,000 population.  It has a substantial deficit in overall 
outdoor sports provision of 15 hectares.  This is despite the large spaces and 
number of outdoor sports facilities at the both university’s campus sites.  However, 
due to larger accessibility catchments for outdoor sports facilities, the provision of the 
area adjacent also needs to be considered.  All households are within a 10 minute 
drive of a council grass playing pitch and bowling green; 20 minutes drive to an 
athletics track, golf facility and synthetic pitch.  Only the communities of Horsforth 
and Ireland Wood have to walk further than 20 minutes to access an outdoor tennis 
court.  Due to the influence of privately operated outdoor sports sites (including 
Education Leeds) the average quality score performs well at 6.82, the highest of all 
areas and  50% of sites achieve the quality standard. 
 
There are 2.29 hectares of disused allotment sites which could create up to 82 full 
size plots in the area which has a waiting list of 273 names.  The area had the 
largest waiting list in 2010.  The provision ratio of all sites is 0.22 hectares per 1,000 
population.  When considering only those sites in use, the ratio reduces to 0.2 
hectares per 1,000 population.  To achieve the proposed standard requires a further 
4 hectares of allotment provision.  It is currently planned to return the largest disused 
allotment site at Church Lane, Kirkstall to active use.  Once quality improvements 
have been completed to improve security, 81 full size plots will be provided.  
Residents in Little London, Weetwood, Hawksworth, Horsforth and Ireland Wood 
have to travel further than a 15 minute walk to access existing in use sites.  The 
average quality score for sites in use is below average at 4.79.  None of the 
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allotment sites in the area achieve the quality standard.  The study highlights the 
area is deficient in all aspects; the priority should be to bring disused sites back into 
use where appropriate, create new sites in areas of greatest deficit and improve the 
quality of existing sites by tackling security and facilities provision such as a water 
supply. 
 
There is 2.09 hectares per 1,000 population of natural green space with a surplus 
of 6 hectares.  Accessibility to natural sites is good, with 78% of households within 
15 minutes walk of a natural site.  The communities of Little London and parts of 
Burley do not have access within a 15 minute walk time of a natural site.  With an 
average quality score of 4.85 and 11% of sites meeting the quality standard the area 
is above average.  Improving the quality of the existing spaces should be the priority 
focus. 
 
Kirkstall Leisure Centre is the only council indoor leisure facility within the area, 
however, Holt Park Leisure Centre is near the boundary within the North West Outer 
area and provides facilities for households in both analysis areas.  Most households 
have 15 to 30 minute public transport access to council sports halls, swimming pools 
and an indoor health and fitness gyms.  Indoor bowls has poor provision, with the 
majority of residents living within the 45 minutes public transport access time to the 
facility at John Charles Centre for Sport. 
 
North West Outer 
 
The area has the highest quantity (118.51 hectares) of Parks and Gardens 
(excluding city parks) of all ten areas.  Access for residents is good, with most 
residents having access within 15 minutes walk to a park site or multi facility 
recreation ground.  Bramhope and Southern Rawdon is outside the 15 minute walk 
time catchments.  Application of the standard calculates a surplus of 32 hectares.  
The priority should be to raise the quality of sites, as only 13% of sites achieve the 
quality standard. 
 
North West Outer has a below average provision ratio (0.35 hectares per 1,000 
population) of amenity green space.  Application of the amenity standard would 
indicate an existing deficit of 8.45 hectares.  This quantitative deficiency needs to be 
balanced with the surplus for Parks and Gardens of 32 hectares.  Access to amenity 
space is poor overall with several communities (Northern Otley, Bramhope, parts of 
Holt Park, parts of Horsforth, Rawdon and Guiseley) outside a 10 minute walk 
catchment to access amenity space.  However, the majority of residents (excluding 
Bramhope and Southern Rawdon) have 10 minute walk time access to a Parks and 
Gardens site which can fulfil the function of amenity green space.  The quality 
average for the area is 5.34 which is above the city average for amenity space which 
is 5.05.  22% of amenity sites in this area achieve the quality standard.  The priority 
should be to raise the quality of sites. 
 
North West Outer has an above average provision ratio of 2.02 equipped play 
facilities per 1,000 (0 to 16 years) population.  The area also has the highest 
number (5) of multi use games areas in the district (20%).  Application of the 
standard shows the area has adequate provision of facilities, although distribution 
could be improved.  Accessibility to the children’s play areas is good.  However, 
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Southern Guiseley, parts of Rawdon, Adel, parts of Horsforth and North Western 
Otley do not meet the 15 minute walk time.  The current quality of provision has only 
been assessed on the space which is not necessarily a reflection of the play facility 
itself.  The average quality of green space sites with fixed play provision is 5.5, 
indicating that sites with such provision are of a slightly better quality than the 
average score for amenity and parks and garden sites.  The priority should be to 
improve the quality and distribution of children’s fixed play areas. 
 
Performance against the city average for the quantity of outdoor sports is above 
the standard at 2.39 hectares per 1,000 population and has the largest amount of 
outdoor sports provision in the district (209.05 hectares).  It has a substantial surplus 
in overall outdoor sports provision of 48 hectares.  All households are within a 10 
minute drive of a council grass playing pitch and bowling green; 20 minutes drive to 
a golf facility and synthetic turf pitch.  Only the communities of Guiseley, Yeadon and 
parts of Horsforth are not within a 20 minute walk time of a tennis court.  Otley is not 
within 20 minutes drive of an Athletics track.  Due to the influence of privately 
operated outdoor sports sites (including Education Leeds) the average quality score 
performs well at 6.82, with 62% of sites achieving the standard.  Further sports 
specific demand led research needs to be undertaken to fully understand the 
detailed nature of the surplus. 
 
There are 16.99 hectares of allotment sites in North West Outer, providing a 
provision ratio of 0.19 hectares per 1,000 population.  This area has one of the 
largest number of people on waiting lists (273 in 2010).  Application of the standard 
highlights a deficit of 5 hectares.  Residents in Guiseley, Adel, Bramhope and 
Southern Rawdon have to travel further than a 15 minute walk to access existing in 
use sites.  The average quality score for sites in use is 5.32, with 15% of sites 
achieving the quality standard.  The priority should be to create new sites in areas of 
greatest deficiency and improve the quality of existing sites by tackling security and 
facilities provision such as a water supply. 
 
With a provision ratio of 4.12 hectares per 1,000 population of natural green space 
there is a surplus of 170 hectares when compared against the proposed standard.   
Accessibility to natural sites is good, with 79% of households within 15 minutes walk 
of a natural site.  Parts of Yeadon and Guiseley do not have access within a 15 
minute walk time of a natural site, however, access to the countryside and the rights 
of way network is very good.  With an average quality score of 5.24 and 8% of sites 
meeting the quality standard the area is above average.  Improving the quality of the 
existing spaces should be the priority focus. 
 
There are three council indoor leisure facilities; Holt Park Leisure Centre, 
Chippendale Swimming Pool, Otley, and Aireborough Leisure Centre.  Chippendale 
Pool is available for public use when not required by the grammar school.  Most 
households in the area have to travel up to 30 minutes by public transport to access 
council sports halls, health and fitness gyms and swimming pools.  This is in excess 
of the standard and reflects the rural location of many of the settlements in the area.  
However, accessibility to public indoor bowls is very poor with the majority of 
households being at least 45 minutes away from the John Charles Centre by public 
transport.   
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South Inner 
 
The area has an above standard provision ratio of 1.2 hectares of parks and 
gardens per 1,000 population (excluding city parks).  Application of the quantity 
standard suggests a current surplus of 15 hectares.  Access for residents is fairly 
good, as most households have access within 15 minutes walk to a park or multi 
facility recreation ground.  However, the residential community in the city centre is 
outside the 15 minute walk time catchment.  With an average quality score of 5.17 
and only 5% of sites achieving the quality standard there is a need to action 
improvements. 
 
South Inner has just below average ratio (0.42 hectares per 1,000 population) and 
quantity (31 hectares) of amenity green space.  Application of the amenity standard 
would indicate an existing deficit of 2 hectares.  However, when looked at together 
with Parks and Gardens, which also provides an amenity function for residents, there 
is a surplus of 13 hectares.  The communities of Northern Hunslet and Beeston are 
the only residential areas outside a 10 minute walking distance from an amenity 
green space, however, these areas are within walking distance of Parks and Garden 
sites.  The quality average for the area is 5.32, with 15% of sites satisfying the 
quality standard.  The priority should be to tackle qualitative improvements. 
 
Of all the areas, South Inner has the largest number of Multi Use Games Areas (16), 
almost a quarter of all Multi Use Games Area provision across Leeds.  Provision in 
the area for all children’s and young people’s play facilities is above average with 
2.23 areas per 1,000 child population.  Application of the standard calculates a 
surplus of 3 facilities.  Here 83% of households are within 15 minutes of equipped 
play provision, however, the distribution of children’s play areas leaves the 
communities of Beeston, Holbeck and Middleton outside 15 minutes walking 
distance standard.  The average quality of green space sites with fixed play provision 
is 4.83 indicating that the priority should be to improve the quantity and distribution of 
facilities. 
 
Performance against the city average for the quantity of outdoor sports is poor with 
the provision ratio (1.5 hectares per 1,000 population) being the lowest in the city.  It 
has the highest deficit in overall outdoor sports provision at 42 hectares.  However, 
due to larger accessibility catchments for outdoor sports facilities, those facilities of 
the adjacent area also need to be considered.  All households are within a 10 minute 
drive of a council grass playing pitch and bowling green; 20 minutes drive to an 
athletics track, golf facility and synthetic pitch.  The communities of Hunslet and 
Middleton have to walk further than 20 minutes to access an outdoor tennis court.  
Due to the influence of privately operated outdoor sports sites (including Education 
Leeds and South Leeds Stadium) the average quality score performs well at 6.07, 
however, this is below the city average.  In the area 26% of outdoor sport sites 
achieved the quality standard.  Raising the quality of existing sites should be the 
priority, although some deficiencies appear to exist.  Further sports specific demand 
led research needs to be undertaken to fully understand the detailed nature of the 
apparent deficit. 
 
There are 13.08 hectares of allotments in South Inner and only one site (0.29 
hectares) is not in use.  The provision ratio of all sites is 0.18 hectares per 1,000 
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population and this is below the quantity standard.  To achieve the proposed 
standard requires a further five hectares of allotment provision.  Residents in the city 
centre and Middleton have to travel further than a 15 minute walk to access existing 
in use sites.  The average quality score for sites in use is above the city average at 
5.69.  The priority should be to create new sites and improve the quality of existing 
sites by tackling security and provision of facilities such as a water supply. 
 
There is 1.15 hectares per 1,000 population of natural green space, calculating at a 
deficit of 61 hectares when assessed against the standard.  The total area of the 10 
natural sites is 85 hectares.  Due to the location of the larger sites on the boundary 
of the South Inner area, accessibility to natural sites is poor with 31% of households 
within 15 minutes walk of a natural site.  This is the lowest proportion of households 
with access of all the analysis areas.  The communities of Beeston, Holbeck, 
Hunslet, city centre and Belle Isle do not have access within a 15 minute walk time of 
a natural site, although some of the cemeteries and churchyards in this area do offer 
small natural areas within their grounds.  The average quality score is 3.94 and none 
of the sites achieve the quality standard.  Improving the quality of the existing spaces 
and new sites in areas of greatest deficiency should be the priority focus. 
 
There are two council indoor leisure facilities; John Charles Centre for Sport and 
Middleton Leisure Centre.  Most households in the area have 15 minute public 
transport access to all council facilities, the only area outside this is part of Hunslet. 
Both sites are in need of substantial refurbishment to satisfy the proposed quality 
standard. 
 
South Outer 
 
Provision ratio of 1.2 hectares per 1,000 population and quantity of 108.37 hectares 
of Parks and Gardens.  South Outer is one of four areas without a city park within 
its boundaries.  Application of the standards calculates a surplus of 18 hectares.  
Access for residents is good, with most residents having access within 15 minutes 
walk to a park site or multi facility recreation ground.  Communities south of West 
Ardsley and on the edge of Gildersome are not within a 15 minute walk time.  The 
average quality score is 5.8 and 26% of sites achieve the quality standard.  The 
priority should be to raise the quality of the most appropriate and best located sites 
and consider alternative green space uses to those sites in surplus. 
 
With a ratio of 0.42 hectares per 1,000 population of amenity green space, 
provision is below the proposed standard.  Application of the standard would indicate 
a deficit of 3 hectares.  When this quantitative deficit is examined with the deficiency 
for Parks and Gardens it combines to a joint surplus of 14.2 hectares.  Amenity 
space is unevenly distributed across the analysis area with Rothwell, Oulton, 
Drighington and south of East and West Ardsley not within 10 minutes walk.  
However, most of these residents (excluding south of West Ardsley) have good 
access (less than 15 minutes) to Parks and Garden sites which can fulfil the function 
of amenity green space.  The quality average for the area is 5.01 and only 5% of 
sites achieved the quality standard.  The priority should focus on raising the quality 
of amenity spaces. 
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South Outer provides 34 children’s and young people’s equipped play facilities 
at a provision ratio of 1.98 facilities per 1,000 population.  Application of the standard 
calculates that the provision is about right.  A total of 82% of households are within 
15 minutes of equipped play provision and the distribution is generally good, 
although the communities of West Ardsley and Western Rothwell are outside the 15 
minutes walk time catchment.  The current quality of provision has only been 
assessed on the space which is not necessarily a reflection of the play facility itself.  
The average quality of green space sites with fixed play provision is 6.55, indicating 
that sites with equipped play provision are generally of a higher quality. 
 
Performance against the city average for the quantity of outdoor sports is slightly 
below at 1.74 hectares per 1,000 population.  It has a deficiency in overall outdoor 
sports provision of 10 hectares.  All households are within a 10 minute drive of a 
council grass playing pitch and bowling green; 20 minutes drive to an athletics track, 
golf facility and synthetic pitch.  The communities of Drighlington, Gildersome, 
northern and eastern Morley, East Ardsley and Robin Hood have to walk further than 
20 minutes to access an outdoor tennis court.  Due to the influence of privately 
operated outdoor sports sites (including Education Leeds) the average quality score 
performs well at 6.84; this is the highest of all areas.  In total 46% of sites achieve 
the quality standard.  Raising the quality of existing sites should be the priority, 
although some deficiencies appear to exist.  Further sports specific demand led 
research is needed to fully understand the detailed nature of the apparent deficit. 
 
South Outer has the highest number of allotment sites in use (27), covering 22.56 
hectares.  The area has three disused sites covering 1.46 hectares which could crate 
up to 51 full size plots in an area with a waiting list of 119 names.  The provision ratio 
of all sites is 0.27 hectares per 1,000 population, which reduces to 0.25 hectares per 
1,000 population when only considering sites in use. Both of these standards are 
above the recommended standard of 0.24 hectares per 1,000 population.  Appling 
the standard results in a 0.82 excess in allotment land.  However, given that all plots 
are in use and there are 119 names on the waiting list, all sites in the area are 
required.  This is one of only two areas in Leeds which meet the standard.  
Accessibility of allotments is good with only the residents in Drighlington, eastern 
Morley, northern Gildersome, south of West Ardsley and eastern Rothwell having to 
travel further than a 15 minute walk to access existing in use sites.  The average 
quality score for sites is below the city average at 5.01.  Only 3% of sites achieve the 
quality standard.  The study highlights the area is deficient in all aspects; the priority 
should be to bring disused sites back into use, where appropriate and improve the 
quality of existing sites by tackling security and facilities provision such as a water 
supply. 
 
There is 4.48 hectares per 1,000 population of natural green space with a surplus 
of 205 hectares.  Accessibility to natural sites is good, with 85% of households within 
15 minutes walk of a natural site.  The communities of Drighlington, parts of 
Gildersome and an area to the south of Morley do not have access within a 15 
minute walk time of a natural site.  With an average quality score of 4.56 and 5% of 
sites meeting the quality standard the area is in need of further quality 
improvements.  Improving the quality of the existing spaces should be the priority 
focus. 
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There are two council indoor leisure facilities; Morley Leisure Centre and Rothwell 
Sport and Leisure Centre.  It is also important to consider Middleton Leisure Centre 
in South Inner as for some residents this will be their closest facility.  Many 
households are within 15 minutes public transport access to council sports halls, 
gyms, swimming pools, indoor tennis and indoor bowls. The only area lacking 
reasonable access is northern Churwell and that is due to access to public transport. 
 
West Inner 
 
West Inner has the highest provision ratio of parks and gardens (excluding city 
parks) at 1.88 hectares per 1,000 population, of all ten areas.  The area is one of 
four without a city park.  Access for residents is very good, with most residents 
having access within 15 minutes walk to a park site or multi facility recreation 
ground.  Only part of the community of Upper Armley are outside of the 15 minute 
catchments.  Application of the standard indicates a surplus of 44 hectares, the 
largest of all 10 areas.  However, with an average quality score of 4.72, the lowest 
score for any area, the priority should be to raise the quality of sites. 
 
The lowest quantity (17.61 hectares) results in one of the lowest ratios (0.35 
hectares per 1,000 population) of amenity green space of the ten areas.  
Application of the amenity standard would indicate an existing deficit of five hectares.  
This quantitative deficit needs to be balanced with the surplus for Parks and Gardens 
of 44 hectares.  Access to amenity space is patchy with a number of residential 
areas (Stanningley, Rodley, north and eastern Bramley and Upper Armley) outside a 
10 minute walk catchment to access amenity space.  However, these areas are 
within a catchment for a park and garden site which can also perform the functions of 
an amenity space.  The quality average for the area is 4.68 which is below the city 
average for amenity space which is 5.05.  Only 4% of sites achieve the quality 
standard.  The priority should focus on raising the quality of amenity spaces. 
 
Of all the areas, West Inner has one of the least number of 0 to 16 year olds (9,883 
mid year estimate 2008), although this group does still represent 20% of the area’s 
total population.  The area has the lowest number of children’s and young 
people’s equipped play facilities (14), 5% of all facilities city wide.  The area also 
has the lowest provision of children’s play area facilities (5) and teen zones (1). 
However, the area has about average number of skate parks.  Application of the 
standard calculates that 6 additional facilities could be needed.  In total 68% of 
households are within 15 minutes of equipped play provision, however, the 
distribution of children’s play areas leaves the communities of Upper Armley and 
Bramley outside a 15 minute walk time.  The current quality of provision has only 
been assessed on the space which is not necessarily a reflection of the play facility 
itself.  The average quality of green space sites with fixed play provision is 4.63.  The 
priority should focus on improving the quantity and distribution of children’s fixed play 
areas in the area. 
 
The quantity of outdoor sports is the lowest of all areas with only 68 hectares, 
resulting in a below average ratio of 1.3 hectares per 1,000 population.  It has a 
deficit in overall outdoor sports provision of 25 hectares.  All households are within a 
10 minute drive of a council grass playing pitch and bowling green; 20 minutes drive 
to an athletics track, golf facility and synthetic pitch.  The communities of Bramley 
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and Rodley have to walk further than 20 minutes to access an outdoor tennis court.  
Due to the influence of privately operated outdoor sports sites (including Education 
Leeds) the average quality score performs well at 6.27.  Here 51% of the sites 
achieve the quality standard.  Raising the quality of existing sites should be the 
priority, although some deficiencies appear to exist.  Further sports specific demand 
led research needs to be undertaken to fully understand the detailed nature of the 
apparent deficit. 
 
West Inner has the lowest quantity of allotment sites with only 6 covering 5.3 
hectares and with a ratio of 0.11 hectares per 1,000 population.  This reduces to 0.1 
hectares per 1,000 population when considering only those sites in use.  Only one 
site is disused, and that would provide 12 full plots if brought back into use.  The 
area has a waiting list of 123 names.  When the standard is  applied to this area it 
results in a deficit of 8 hectares.  Residents in Stanningley and Bramley have to 
travel further than a 15 minute walk to access existing in use sites.  The average 
quality score for sites in use is one of the highest for all the areas at 5.74.  With a 
waiting list of 123 names, the priority should be to create new sites and improve the 
quality of existing sites by tackling security and facilities provision such as a water 
supply. 
 
There is 1.73 hectares per 1,000 population of natural green space with a deficit of 
6 hectares.  Accessibility to natural sites is good, with 80% of households within 15 
minutes walk of a natural site.  The communities of New Wortley and parts of Armley 
do not have access within a 15 minute walk time of a natural site.  With an average 
quality score of 4.48 and 5% of sites meeting the quality standard there is scope for 
improvement.  Improving the quality of the existing spaces in the areas of greatest 
deficiency should be the priority focus, such as Dunkirk Hill. 
 
There are two council indoor leisure facilities; Bramley Baths and Armley Sport and 
Leisure Centre.  Many households have 15 minute public transport access to council 
sports halls, swimming pools, tennis courts and gyms.  However, large parts of the 
area have to travel up to 30 minutes by public transport to access these facilities.  
The quality of the two council sites is very different.  The new Armley centre boasts 
modern high quality facilities.  Bramley Baths are historic, dating from 1904 and 
require some quality improvements. 
 
West Outer 
 
West Outer has above average provision ratio (1.12 hectares per 1,000 population) 
and quantity (80 hectares) of parks and gardens (excluding city parks).  West Outer 
is one of four areas without a city park.  Access for residents is very good, with most 
residents having access within 15 minutes walk to a park site or multi facility 
recreation ground.  However, the priority should be to raise the quality of sites, with 
an average quality score of 5.95 and only 14% of site achieving the quality standard. 
 
The area has just below average provision ratio (0.42 hectares per 1,000 population) 
of amenity green space covering 29.54 hectares.  Application of the amenity 
standard would indicate an existing deficit of two hectares.  When balanced with the 
surplus for parks and gardens (which can serve as amenity space) there is a total 
surplus of 6.27 hectares.  Access to amenity space is fair with Farsley, the edges of 
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Pudsey and Rodley outside a 10 minute walk catchment to access amenity space.  
However, all residential areas have access to an amenity space or a parks and 
garden site.  The quality average for the area is 4.19, the lowest of all ten areas.  In 
total 9% of amenity spaces achieve the quality standard.  The priority should focus 
on raising the quality of amenity spaces. 
 
West Outer has one of the lowest provision ratios for equipped play areas with 1.59 
facilities per 1,000 child population.  Provision appears to focus on young children, 
with 15 Children’s equipped play spaces and 6 other facilities.  Here 72% of 
households are within 15 minutes of equipped play provision. However, the 
distribution of children’s play areas leaves the communities of Farnley and Swinnow 
Moor with no access to facilities, although recent capital investment at Swinnow 
Moor has created a new children’s play area and a teen zone.  The current quality of 
provision has only been assessed on the space which is not necessarily a reflection 
of the play facility itself.  The average quality of green space sites with fixed play 
provision is 6.54 indicating that sites with such provision are of a better quality than 
the average amenity space and Park and Garden site.  The priority should focus on 
improving the quantity and distribution of children’s fixed play areas. 
 
Performance against the city average for the quantity of outdoor sports is above 
the standard at 2.07 hectares per 1,000 population.  It has a surplus in overall 
outdoor sports provision of 15 hectares.  All households are within a 10 minute drive 
of a council grass playing pitch and bowling green; 20 minutes drive to an athletics 
track, golf facility, bowling green and synthetic pitch.  Only the communities of 
Swinnow Moor and northern Farnley have to walk further than 20 minutes to access 
an outdoor tennis court.  Due to the influence of privately operated outdoor sports 
sites (including Education Leeds) the average quality score performs well at 6.56.  
Raising the quality of existing sites should be the priority.  Further sports specific 
demand led research needs to be undertaken to fully understand the detailed nature 
of the apparent surplus. 
 
There are 7.88 hectares of in use allotment sites.  The provision ratio of sites in use 
is one of the lowest at 0.11 hectares per 1,000 population.  To achieve the proposed 
standard requires a further 9 hectares of allotment provision.  Distribution of 
allotments is uneven with residents in Farsley, Calverley, New Farnley and the 
edges of Pudsey and New Wortley all outside the 15 minute walk time for access.  
The average quality score for sites in use is above average at 5.44, but only 10% of 
sites achieve the quality standard.  Application highlights the area is deficient in all 
aspects; the priority should be to create new sites in areas of greatest deficit and 
improve the quality of existing sites by tackling security and facilities provision such 
as a water supply. 
 
There is 3.86 hectares per 1,000 population of natural green space, calculating at a 
surplus of 124 hectares when assessed against the standard.  Accessibility to 
natural sites is good, with 75% of households within 15 minutes walk of a natural 
site.  Parts of Pudsey, Fartown and Farnley do not have access within a 15 minute 
walk time of a natural site.  The average quality score is 4.46.  None of the sites 
achieve the quality standard.  Improving the quality of the existing spaces should be 
the priority focus. 
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There is only one council indoor leisure facility; Pudsey Leisure Centre.  Most 
households have 15 minute public transport access to council sports halls, gyms, 
swimming pools, indoor tennis courts and council health and fitness gyms.  This may 
be facilitated by the proximity of the sports centre to the bus interchange in Pudsey.  
Access to public indoor bowls provision for the majority of households in the area is 
45 minutes by public transport.  Pudsey Leisure Centre was last refurbished in 1988 
and requires considerable improvements to raise the standard from its current score 
of 3. 
 
 
Planning Obligations and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
 
13.16 Assessments of need undertaken in relation to PPG17 should drive the future 

provision of open space, sport and recreation facilities.  Planning 
contributions can be an important source of funding to ensure that provision 
of open space, sport and recreation facilities meet the aims and objectives of 
current and future residents, employees and visitors to Leeds. 

 
13.17 With regards the use of planning obligations, paragraph 33 of PPG17 states: 

“planning obligations should be used as a means to remedy local deficiencies 
in the quantity or quality of open space, sports and recreation provision.  
Local Authorities will be justified in seeking planning obligations where the 
quantity or quality of provision is inadequate or under threat, or where new 
development increases local needs.  It is essential that local authorities have 
undertaken detailed assessments of needs and audits of existing facilities, 
and set appropriate local standards in order to justify planning obligations.” 

 
13.18 The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) came into force in April 2010 and 

has recently been followed by amended regulations in April 2011 (Statutory 
Instrument 2011 No. 987).  CIL is a new levy that local authorities can choose 
to charge on new developments in their area.  The money can be used to 
support development (including development which does not require planning 
permission), by providing ‘gap’ funding to provide infrastructure that is 
needed as a result of the development.  It should be emphasised however, 
that the levy is intended to focus on the provision of new infrastructure and 
should not be used to remedy pre-existing deficiencies in infrastructure 
provision, unless those deficiencies will be made more severe by new 
development.  The levy can be used to increase the capacity of existing 
infrastructure or to repair failing existing infrastructure, if that is necessary to 
support development. 

 
13.19 The council will need to implement the levy on the basis of requirements set 

out in the Local Development Framework - Core Strategy and must produce 
a charging schedule setting out the levy’s rates in their area.  A levy can be 
charged at a rate of £ per sq metre for most new development, which is 
transparent and non-negotiable to provide up front certainty of costs for 
developers.  It should be noted also that under powers in the 2008 Planning 
Act, the CIL Regulations change the use of planning obligations (Section 
106).  After 2014, it will not be possible to secure off site S106 developer 
contributions for green space improvements. 
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13.20 As CIL will finance the wide range of infrastructure required for new 

development, green space will have to compete against other needed 
infrastructure for these funds.  It is unlikely that CIL contributions will be 
protected for specific infrastructure purposes.  The information and results 
available as a consequence of the preparation of this study will be essential 
to evidence the investment in open space, sport and recreation. 
 

Applying the Standards to Non-Residential Development 
 
13.21 It is reasonable to request provision of formal and informal public open space 

from employment and commercial development that is likely to generate 
increased demand for, and use of open space, sport and recreation 
infrastructure. 

 
13.22 Paragraph 23 of PPG 17 refers to the use of obligations relating to new 

development “especially housing”, thus not excluding other uses.  A number 
of planning authorities seek contributions in relation to employment and 
commercial proposals.  Examples from other authorities highlight: 
• obligations can be sought in relation to office, shop, retail and warehouse 

proposals; 
• local authorities normally employ cut off points, a common one being 

1000 sq.m of gross floor space; 
• assumed or actual occupancy is taken from local survey figures; 
• authorities may request full contributions (e.g. Windsor and Maidenhead) 

or reduced contributions based on percentage of staff from outside the 
area (e.g. South Northamptonshire) or the percentage of the day 
assumed to be spent in the area (LB Camden); 

• Other uses from which contributions may be sought include hotels, 
hostels and halls of residence, holiday parks, static caravan sites and 
dwellings subject to holiday let conditions (North Devon). 

 
13.23 Seeking contributions from non-residential development as suggested above, 

would be consistent with the approach for residential development.  
Commercial developments place pressure on existing open space and 
recreation facilities at lunchtime and after work.  Users of these areas are not 
always residents of the city and additional demands are placed on local 
resources as a result.  Assuming that workers commute a distance which is 
greater than the accessibility standards in this PPG17 assessment, they will 
contribute towards an increased level of demand on existing provision within 
that locality.  It is recommended that the financial sum or direct provision 
sought corresponds to the expected number of net additional employees that 
would result from the proposal, based on the proposed use and the amount 
of floor space proposed. 

 
13.24 This contribution needs to be guided by proposed local standards.  There are 

two calculations that can be made: 
 

• Where quantitative or accessibility deficiencies exist in open space or 
recreational facilities in the area which cannot be provided for on site, the 
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city council will accept a contribution in lieu of new provision to deliver new 
provision within the area; & 

• The site is located in an accessible area of sufficient provision, but the 
quality does not meet the required standard then the contributions will be 
used to improve the quality of existing facilities and spaces to 
accommodate the additional demand created by the new development. 

 

Conclusion and Summary of Recommendations 

13.25 This study has been completed in accordance with the requirements of the 
latest Planning Policy Guidance Note 17 (PPG17) and its Companion Guide. 
It provides an overview of the provision of open space, sport and recreation 
facilities across Leeds.  The study brings together the results of a 
comprehensive audit of open space and recreation facilities across the city 
and the perceptions and opinion of residents and users of these facilities.  
Additional relevant research and results have also been used to further 
inform the recommendations and proposed standards. 

 
13.26 Leeds is fortunate to have a good supply of green space and recreation 

facilities which compare favourably to other cities and local authorities.  The 
key issue to address is the uneven distribution of quality green space.  Some 
areas have an abundance of certain types of open space.  Despite this, the 
survey results indicate dissatisfaction with the amount of space, thus 
illustrating the complex issues which need to be considered such as location, 
layout and design.  If any of these elements are not fully considered, the 
space may not be used or disregarded as a valuable community resource. 

13.27 The results provide an invaluable tool in the formulation and implementation 
of planning policies.  This relates to both the protection and enhancement of 
existing open space and the framework for developing planning obligations 
and its eventual replacement by CIL. 

13.28 Open space and recreation provision will continue to change and evolve as 
the city grows.  It is crucial that the information gathered for this study is 
monitored, shared and updated to enable a continued informed dialogue 
between the relevant stakeholders and affected communities. 

13.29 The key actions which need to be addressed to implement the findings of this 
study appear in the table overleaf with identified delivery responsibilities and 
a proposed timescale for implementation. 

 
13.30 The timescales used in the table are defined as: 

• Short –   within 5 years 
• Medium –  within 10 years 
• Long –   within 15 years, or the period of the core strategy up to 

2026 
 
13.31 The Delivery Partners abbreviations are as follows: 

• PS  Planning Services 
• SDU  Sustainable Development Unit 
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• FPI   Forward Planning and Implementation 
• P&C   Parks and Countryside 
• E&N  Environment and Neighbourhoods 
• P&SD Planning and Sustainable Development, incorporating the 

individual services of Planning Services, Sustainable Development Unit, 
Forward Planning and Implementation 

 
 



Action Point Delivery Partner/s Timescale 
1. Incorporate general policies within the Core Strategy relating to open 

space, sport and recreation facilities. 
LCC - FPI Short 

2. Incorporate the local standards and green space hierarchy into the LDF 
and use these as a basis for decision making.  Policies should be 
sensitive to the likely population increases resulting from new 
developments to take account of individual dwelling types and size 
(number of bedrooms).  They should be applied to new dwellings, 
including flats and conversions to residential use.  Some residential 
development does not generate a direct need for certain space or facility 
types, such as student flats and elderly person’s accommodation do not 
generate demand for children’s equipped play areas.  Polices will need to 
accommodate some flexibility. 

LCC – FPI 
LCC – PS 
LCC – P&C 

Short 

3. Incorporate a policy detailing the importance of biodiversity and 
conservation at open space sites  

LCC – P&SD 
Natural England 
Leeds Conservation Wildlife Trust 
West Yorkshire Ecology 
Yorkshire Wildlife Trust 
LCC – P&C 

Short 

4. Ensure contributions are sought towards the full range of open space, 
sport and recreation typologies identified in the study – including indoor 
sport facilities (as discussed in chapter 10), and provision of new green 
space, in addition to civic space in Leeds City Centre (as discussed in 
chapter 12) 

 

LCC – FPI 
LCC – PS 
LCC – P&C 

Short 

5. Policy to protect allotments no longer in functional use from development 
in areas of green space need in addition to allocation of new allotment 
sites 

 

LCC – FPI 
LCC -PS 
 

Short 

6. Incorporate provision and accessibility standards for allotments, natural 
spaces, council indoor sports facilities, children and young people’s 
equipped facilities 

LCC – FPI 
 

Short 
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Action Point Delivery Partner/s Timescale 
 

7. Continue to base the nature and scale of contributions on the size of 
development and the impact on open space, sport and recreation 
provision.  Continue to seek contributions from all residential 
developments that increase the demand for open space, sport and 
recreation facilities.  

LCC - FPI Short 

8. Regarding non-residential developments, develop new policies which 
include for contributions to public open space provision from applications 
for commercial development that increase the demand for open space, 
sport and recreation facilities. 

LCC - FPI Short 

9. Devise a series of minimum size thresholds which will guide decision 
making relating to acceptable on and off-site provision.  This is necessary 
to ensure the provision of useable areas of open space that can be easily 
and economically maintained and ensure that the system is transparent. 

LCC – FPI 
LCC – P&C 

Short 

10. Off-site contributions should be derived from standardised open space 
costings based on recent tender returns for relevant works and projects 

LCC – FPI 
LCC - P&C 

Short 

11. Develop a detailed implementation strategy to address the identified 
deficits and surplus of some types in different areas across the city.  
Prepare a methodology and assessment tool to consider the potential 
movement between typologies of surplus space. This should consider all 
the possible alternative green space uses for sites prior to formal 
identification as surplus.  Income generated by sales should be used to 
address deficits in the area.  

LCC – FPI 
LCC – P&C 
LCC – E&N 

Medium 

12. Review the existing cut-off for seeking green space provision at 10 or 
more houses – reduce, increase or leave the same 

LCC – FPI 
LCC - PS 

Short 

13. Develop a city centre open space policy to seek provision of new green 
space or contributions towards new provision 

LCC – FPI 
LCC - PS 

Short 

14. Explore creation of a city-wide open space fund (pooled fund) to improve 
the quality of city parks which are used by all residents.  Since the scaling 
back of S106 through the CIL regulations, this could only be achieved 
through implementation of CIL. 

LCC – FPI 
Which service is responsible for CIL 

Medium 
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Action Point Delivery Partner/s Timescale 
15. Establish a list of priority quality improvement projects containing outline 

cost estimates which can be updated.  The initial priorities should be 
linked to priorities identified in the audit, to bring sites up to a ‘good’ 
standard. 

LCC - P&C 
LCC – FPI 
LCC – Indoor Sports 

Short 

16. Continue the green space implementation group to progress the use of 
S106 contributions to drive up quality standards in parks and green 
spaces.  Use the NHS Active Planning Toolkit and local Joint Strategic 
Needs Assessment (JSNA) data to assist in this process.  The green 
space implementation group should consist of representatives who have 
an interest in the provision of open space, outdoor sport and recreation 
across the city.  The role of this working group will prioritise improvement 
programmes, co-ordinate funding applications and work with developers 
to ensure provision meets local requirements.  The group should share, 
and utilise the expertise of leisure and planning officers, to ensure that 
specific site development issues are fully considered, and the 
implications shared, before a planning decision is made. 

LCC - FPI 
LCC - P&C 
NHS 

Ongoing 

17. Ensure that sport, leisure and open spaces are monitored on a continuing 
basis and publish findings in terms of the quality and quantity of 
provision, including successful projects resulting from the use of the NHS 
Active Planning Toolkit and feedback from the community.  It is important 
to monitor the quality of sites on a regular basis to ensure that the quality 
issues identified are improving and to act as a guide in updating 
investment priorities.  This will allow user data to be collated and 
improvements to be tracked.  Findings should be published to enable 
stakeholders to track progress. 

 

LCC - FPI 
LCC - P&C 
NHS 

Short 

18. Continue to develop the marketing information produced about the parks 
and open space facilities available, key activities accommodated and 
access arrangements.  Ensure that open space fulfils a valuable role in 
meeting wider social objectives (e.g. Health improvement, increased 
active participation from programmes such as Parks4Life and 

LCC - P&C 
NHS 
LCC - Youth Service 

Ongoing 
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Action Point Delivery Partner/s Timescale 
Change4Life). 

 
19. Develop a central record of all open space, sport and recreation facilities 

to include the findings of the assessments undertaken.  The central 
record should include access to GIS mapping and be updated regularly.  
Prepare updates of demand led sports studies such as strategies for 
playing pitches, bowling greens and outdoor tennis. Make information 
available for the JSNA and accessible through the planned Leeds 
Observatory website.  

LCC - FPI 
LCC - P&C 

Medium to Long 

20. Develop an access standard regarding physical access for disabled users 
in agreement with local providers.  Further detailed work required to 
assess sites for DDA compliance. 

LCC – P&C 
 

Short 

21. Continue to work towards reducing the incidences and opportunities of 
and for crime and anti-social behaviour in parks and open spaces. 

 

LCC - P&C 
WY Police 

Ongoing 
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Appendix A 
 

List of All Sites and Quality Scores 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Parks and Gardens 
 
Site Name Address Ward Average 

Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 
(ha) 

Site 
Ref 

Adjacent to Southroyd 
Primary School Littlemoor Road Pudsey 7.81 2.12 958

Adwalton Moor Moorside Road Morley North 2.92 16.98 19

Allerton Bywater 
Playground Park Lane 

Kippax & 
Methley 4.63 0.36 1276

Allerton Bywater Sport 
Ground Robinson Street 

Kippax & 
Methley 6.93 5.46 20

Armley Park Stanningley Road Armley 5.46 13.69 21

Banstead Park Harehills Road 
Gipton & 
Harehills 6.41 2.14 22

Barley Hill Park Barley Hill Road 
Garforth & 
Swillington 4 3.16 23

Becketts Park St Chads Drive Weetwood 5.92 18.84 25

Bedquilts Recreation 
Ground Adel Lane 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 6.53 22.12 26

Beggars Hill Hoxton Mount 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 5 10.31 28

Bell Lane Bell Lane/Park Road 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 5.23 0.47 1731

Beza Street Recreation 
Ground Beza Street City & Hunslet 5.61 2.33 1054

Blackman Lane Rec Blenheim Grove 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 6.84 1.18 167

Bow Street Rec Ground Bow Street 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5.5 1.96 304

Bramham Recreation 
Ground Freeley Lane Wetherby 5.15 2.52 672

Bramley Falls Wood 
Park 

Leeds and Bradford 
Road 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 5.07 34.55 29

Bramley Park Park View 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 5 14.69 30

Broad Lane Rec 
Ground Broad Lane 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.46 2.35 1199

Brookfield Recreation 
Ground Brookfield Avenue 

Calverley & 
Farsley 4.14 3.42 32

Burley Lodge Alexandra Road 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 3.69 1 393



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 
(ha) 

Site 
Ref 

Burley Park Park View Road Kirkstall 5.66 6.35 34

Buslingthorpe 
Recreation Ground Savile Drive Chapel Allerton 6.5 1.96 111

Butt Lane Recreation 
Ground Butt Lane / Tong Road 

Farnley & 
Wortley 6.3 5.85 1429

Calverley Park (Victoria 
Park) Salisbury Street 

Calverley & 
Farsley 7.5 3.84 112

Cardinal Square 
Recreation Ground 
(Beeston Juniors) Cardinal Square 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.46 1.48 581

Carlton Recreation 
Ground Shayfield Lane Rothwell 7.61 1.05 817

Cayton Road Playing 
Field Cayton Road Otley & Yeadon 5.61 0.33 776

Chapel Allerton Park Pasture Lane Chapel Allerton 5.53 3.31 115

Churwell Park William Street Morley North 5.86 1.94 118

Cliff Mount Fields Cliff Mount 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 3.61 1.31 941

Clifford Village Hall Albion Street Wetherby 8.46 0.25 574

Coal Hill Recreation 
Area Coal Hill Lane 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 4.46 5.53 963

Cottingley Drive Cottingley Drive 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 5 9.6 579

Cragg Hill Recreation 
Ground Cragg Road Horsforth 5.53 2.85 1109

Cragg Lane Rec Cragg Lane Alwoodley 6.3 2.89 1510

Cranmer Bank 
Recreation Ground Cranmer Rise Alwoodley 4.69 4.68 122

Cranmore Rise Cranmore Rise Middleton Park 5.23 0.46 955

Cross Flats Park Parkfield Avenue 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.13 17.3 36

Deepdale Community 
Centre Deepdale Lane Wetherby 6.53 1.24 545

Drighlington Park Whitehall Road Morley North 3.93 0.74 38

Drury Avenue 
Recreation Ground Drury Avenue Horsforth 5.61 1.97 1108

East Ardsley Recreation 
Ground Off Main Street 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.38 3.56 39



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 
(ha) 

Site 
Ref 

East End Park Victoria Avenue 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 4.86 20.23 40

Ebors Playing Fields Rigton Drive 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 6.69 3.21 299

Elder Road - Field 
Opposite Elder Road Armley 3.88 0.28 709

Elder Street - Field On Elder Street Armley 3.77 0.47 710

Farfield Playing Fields Red Lane 
Calverley & 
Farsley 5.69 0.14 557

Farfield Recreation 
Ground Ring Road Farsley 

Calverley & 
Farsley 3.73 3.69 43

Farnley Hall Park Hall Lane 
Farnley & 
Wortley 7.2 16.17 45

Fleet Lane Rec Eshald Lane Rothwell 5.76 8.19 1009

Ganners Lane Ganners Lane 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.53 0.4 1730

Gildersome Park Town Street Morley North 7.5 0.33 1339

Glebelands Recreation 
Ground Ninelands Lane 

Garforth & 
Swillington 6.33 4.25 51

Glen Road Playing 
Fields Glen Road Morley South 6 9.13 484

Golden Acre Park Otley Road 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 6.8 42 53

Goldsmith Drive Goldsmith Drive 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 7.38 0.39 778

Goose Fields Westbourne Avenue 
Garforth & 
Swillington 5.61 1.07 1232

Grove Hill Park, Otley Ilkley Road Otley & Yeadon 5.86 2.27 123

Grove Road 
Recreational Ground Grove Road City & Hunslet 5.2 1.03 124

Hainsworth Park New Park View 
Calverley & 
Farsley 6.83 1.88 126

Hallfield Lane 
Recreation Ground Hallfield Lane Wetherby 3.69 0.73 513

Halton Dean - Primrose 
Valley Primrose Lane Temple Newsam 4.73 34.46 127

Harehills Park Coldcotes Avenue 
Gipton & 
Harehills 5.75 11.16 131



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 
(ha) 

Site 
Ref 

Hartley Avenue Park Hartley Crescent 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 6 1.14 1169

Harwill Playing Fields Harwill Avenue Morley North 4.38 1.38 528

Hawksworth Recreation 
Ground Greenfield Lane 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 4.84 1.02 1068

Hawksworth Wood Hawkswood Avenue Kirkstall 5.38 22.72 1833

Hawthorn Crescent 
POS Hawthorn Crescent Otley & Yeadon 5.84 0.44 1394

Hembrigg Recreation Dartmouth Avenue Morley South 5.53 3.91 134

Henshaw Oval Henshaw Oval Otley & Yeadon 5.38 0.27 839

Heritage Village POS Martingale Drive 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 8.15 0.72 829

Hesketh Recreation 
Ground Hesketh Lane Morley South 5.53 2.37 54

Holbeck Moor - Towers 
Side Holbeck Moor Road 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.23 4.68 14

Holbeck Moor Bowling 
Club Moorville Grove 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 6 1.1 15

Holt Park Farrar Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 3.26 2.14 58

Hopefield POS (2) Hopefield Crescent 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6.23 0.61 879

Horsforth Hall Park Hall Lane Horsforth 7.13 15.15 61

Houghside Hough Top Pudsey 5.61 4.54 1337

Hunslet Lake Moor Road City & Hunslet 3.4 1.97 64

Hunslet Moor Moor Road City & Hunslet 4 6.11 13

Hyde Park Rec Ground 
Next to Mosque Hyde Park Road 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 4.84 0.31 391

Jaily Fields Oak Road Armley 3.23 1.92 1078

John O'Gaunts 
Recreation Ground Fifth Avenue Rothwell 4.84 3.7 66

Jubilee Hall Layton Avenue Horsforth 6.92 0.69 1356

King Georges Field 
Recreation Ground Linton Road Wetherby 5 3.88 469

Kippax Common Green Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 6.92 5.11 1234



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 
(ha) 

Site 
Ref 

Kippax Sports Centre Station Road 
Kippax & 
Methley 6.84 1.54 1247

Kirk Lane Park Newlands Avenue 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 4.8 3.04 69

Kirkstall Abbey Estate Abbey Road Kirkstall 7.2 24.16 70

Leasowe Recreation 
Ground Leasowe Road City & Hunslet 5.15 1.91 1050

Lewisham Park Middleton Road Morley South 3.8 2.02 135

Ley Lane Recreation 
Ground Albion Avenue Armley 2.5 1.97 136

Lofthouse Recreation 
Ground Green Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6.61 0.32 669

Lotherton Hall Estate Lotherton Lane Harewood 7.73 57.13 140

Lovell Park Grafton Street 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 4 1.55 141

Low Grange View Low Grange View Middleton Park 5.69 1.6 1044

Magpie Lane 2 Magpie Lane Morley South 5.15 1.6 487

Main Street - Football 
Ground Cave Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3.23 1.04 656

Manston Park Austhorpe Road 
Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 7.06 5.32 143

Meanwood Park Hollin Drive Moortown 6.86 34.15 144

Micklefield Park, 
Rawdon Micklefield Lane 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 7.33 4.28 73

Middleton Park 
Ring Road Beeston 
Park Middleton Park 4.2 143.07 74

Miles Hill Beck Hill Grove Chapel Allerton 4.16 2.09 1272

Moor Knoll Recreation 
Ground Moor Knoll Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 8.61 0.64 1423

Nethermore Park, 
Guiseley Otley Road 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 5.07 3.56 77

New Farnley Park Lower Moor Side 
Farnley & 
Wortley 5.80 1.06 78

New Road Side Playing 
Fields New Road Side 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 5.76 4.28 1039

Newall Carr Road Newall Carr Road Otley & Yeadon 4.46 0.84 772

Nidd Approach Nidd Approach Wetherby 5.53 0.17 536



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 
(ha) 

Site 
Ref 

North West Road North West Road 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 7.69 0.78 170

Northways Field and 
Woodland Area Nunnery Way Wetherby 7.46 1.65 572

Nowell Mount Nowell Mount 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 4.84 3.7 437

Nunroyd Park, Guiseley New Road A65 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 5.33 22.33 81

Old Farm Close 
Greenspace Old Farm Close Kirkstall 4.4 1.57 678

Old Lane POS / Playing 
Field Red Hall Crescent 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 4.41 0.99 583

Old Run Road Old Run Road Middleton Park 5.23 12.84 1072

Ouzelwell Green POS Ouzelwell Green 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6.23 0.44 821

Owlcotes Rec Ground Owlcotes Road Pudsey 5.3 1.84 1306

Park Avenue Playing 
Fields Park Avenue 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 3.92 0.97 1042

Pool Recreation Ground Main Street 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 4.53 3.23 712

Potternewton Park Avenue Hill Chapel Allerton 5.73 12.61 87

Pudsey Park Radcliffe Lane Pudsey 7.4 3.28 89

Quarry Hill Lane Rec, 
Wetherby Quarry Hill Lane Wetherby 7.07 2.8 419

Queens Park, Pudsey Victoria Road Pudsey 5.93 7.57 90

Queens Road 
Recreation Ground Queens Road 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 5.53 0.64 392

Raynville Crescent POS Raynville Road Armley 6.23 3.53 1191

Rodley Park Recreation 
Ground Town Street 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 3.14 3.99 146

Roker Recreation 
Ground Walmer Grove Pudsey 3.53 1.26 147

Roundhay Park Princes Avenue Roundhay 7.46 148.09 150

Sandford Road Sandford Road Kirkstall 4.07 1.56 473

Sandringham Road 
Recreation Ground Sandringham Road Wetherby 4.38 0.98 611

Saville Road Recreation 
Ground Savile Road 

Kippax & 
Methley 3.92 1.38 151



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 
(ha) 

Site 
Ref 

Scatcherd Park Gladstone Terrace Morley South 7.2 4.33 153

Seacroft Gardens Foundry Mill Street 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 4.38 2.94 269

Shadwell Lane 
Recreation Ground Shadwell Lane Alwoodley 6.92 2.84 516

Sharp Lane Recreation 
Ground Sharp Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6.23 1.24 883

Shaw Lane Recreation 
Ground Ruskin Crescent 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 4.61 3 766

Silk Mill Bank Silk Mill Bank Weetwood 6.3 1.13 1492

Smithy Lane Recreation 
Ground Smithy Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3.61 2.09 400

Springfield Hill Park Hargreaves Close Morley North 8.76 2 531

Springhead Park Rothwell Lane Rothwell 7.2 22.2 92

St Peters Playing Field Sharp Lane Middleton Park 4.07 1.6 844

Stanningley Park Intake Lane 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 5.06 10.55 95

Station Lane Recreation 
Ground Station Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.07 5.55 651

Stonegate Approach 
Recreation Ground Stainbeck Avenue Moortown 6.53 0.22 898

Swarcliffe Langbar Stanks Drive 
Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 6.08 2.01 1511

Swinnow Moor Swinnow Lane Pudsey 4.5 2.11 1358

Tarnfield Park, Yeadon Cemetery Road Otley & Yeadon 6.33 16.95 96

Temple Newsam Estate 
Adjacent to 
M1Junction 45 Temple Newsam 7.33 339.61 97

Temple Newsam Road 
Amenity / Sports Area Temple Newsam Road Temple Newsam 5.69 2.58 367

The Bumps West Park Road Roundhay 4.76 2.4 983

The Rein - Seacroft The Rein 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 3.61 4.66 254

The Village Street 
Recreation Ground The Village Street Kirkstall 3.53 1.87 387

Throstle Recreation 
Ground Throstle Road Middleton Park 6.15 6.28 794

Tinshill Recreation 
Ground Otley Old Road Weetwood 4.08 6.88 100



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 
(ha) 

Site 
Ref 

Tyersal Park Tyersal Road Pudsey 5.46 2.57 102

Valley Drive Playground Valley Drive 
Garforth & 
Swillington 5.69 0.37 1319

Vandicourt Recreation 
Ground East View 

Kippax & 
Methley 6.92 0.5 1392

Welfare Avenue OS Welfare Avenue Harewood 7.46 0.85 1796

Well Hill Magpie Lane Morley South 5.76 1.18 485

West Park West Dale Wetherby 4.23 0.73 544

Western Flatts Cliff 
Park Fawcett Lane 

Farnley & 
Wortley 7.4 12.62 106

Weston Drive Sports 
Field Weston Drive Otley & Yeadon 5.61 1.29 770

Westroyd Park Sycamore Walk 
Calverley & 
Farsley 7.53 3.09 107

Wharfemeadows Park Farnley Lane Otley & Yeadon 7.26 5.8 109

Whinmoor Park Coal Road 
Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 3.84 2.08 110

Windmill Hill Cross Heath Drive 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.07 5.72 585

Windmill Road Rec Winrose Drive Middleton Park 5.23 1.49 1025

Winrose Crescent Winrose Crescent Middleton Park 7.23 0.87 1066

Woodhall Park Woodhall Close 
Calverley & 
Farsley 5.38 2.78 833

Woodhouse Moor Park Woodhouse Lane 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 3.53 19.8 159

Woodhouse Street 
Recreation Ground Woodhouse Street 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 4.23 0.94 918

Woodlane Recreation 
Ground Manor Crescent Rothwell 5.3 3.72 881

Woodlesford Park All Saints Drive Rothwell 6.76 3.91 1115

Wordsworth Drive POS Wordsworth Drive Rothwell 4.92 1.1 1099

 
 



Amenity Green Space 
 
Site Name Address Ward Average 

Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Aberfield Drive (rear of) Aberfield Drive Middleton Park 3.46 0.3 1067

Aberford Playing Fields 
and Tennis Courts Parlington Villas Harewood 3.41 0.68 1574

Acre Road Acre Road Middleton Park 5.69 0.36 798

Acres Hall field Acres Hall Avenue Pudsey 2.9 0.32 1390

Alderton Crescent Alderton Crescent Alwoodley 1.72 0.25 429

All Saints POS Church Street Rothwell 6.18 0.24 1541

Amberton Lane Amberton Lane 
Gipton & 
Harehills 4.5 0.2 278

Amberton Road Amberton Road 
Gipton & 
Harehills 5.11 0.53 280

Arlington Business 
Centre Ring Road Beeston Morley North 8 2.55 644

Armley - Charlie Cake 
Park Town Street Armley 6 0.35 616

Ash Tree Approach 
Greenspace Ash Tree Approach 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 4.44 0.28 191

Bagby Fields Servia Hill 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 4.1 0.7 174

Bantom Grove Watering Meadow Morley South 3.38 1.88 488

Bardsey Dog Exercising 
Area Keswick Lane Harewood 6.61 1.23 1548

Barnsdale Road POS Barnsdale Road 
Kippax & 
Methley 7.58 0.6 1186

Barras Garth Road 
Allotments Benson Gardens 

Farnley & 
Wortley 1.46 6.07 767

Bawn Avenue POS Bawn Avenue 
Farnley & 
Wortley 2.44 0.88 755

Bawn Lane Bawn Lane 
Farnley & 
Wortley 2.81 0.23 904

Becket Park Campus - 
The Acre 

Becket Park Campus 
(Leds MET) Weetwood 7.5 1.81 1662

Beckett Park 
Community Centre Spen Lane Kirkstall 6.54 0.28 1677

Beckett Street Amenity 
Corridor Beckett Street 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 6.61 3.61 310



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Beckhill Fold Beckhill Fold Chapel Allerton 5.7 0.42 1174

Beechcroft View (Rear 
of) Beechcroft View 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.38 0.82 578

Beechwood Primary 
School (Adjacent to) Off Brooklands Avenue

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 3.16 0.31 229

Beechwood Working 
Mens Club (land 
adjacent to) Ramshead Crescent 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 3.58 0.31 369

Beeston Road Local 
Green Space Beeston Road 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.9 1.38 10

Belgrave Street POS Belgrave Street City & Hunslet 6.75 0.25 184

Belle Isle Road Belle Isle Road Middleton Park 5.53 0.56 996

Billys Field Station Road 
Kippax & 
Methley 4.36 0.82 1239

Birkdale Walk 
Greenspace Birkdale Walk Alwoodley 5.45 0.4 687

Blenheim Square Archery Road 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 5 0.6 189

Bodmin Crescent Bodmin Crescent Middleton Park 4.46 0.43 1004

Boggart Hill Gardens - 
Open Area Boggart Hill Gardens 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 2.16 1.76 256

Boggart Hill Road - 
Grassed Area Boggart Hill Road 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 3.55 0.23 257

Boundary Farm Road - 
Church of the Nazarene Boundary Farm Road Alwoodley 1 0.27 434

Brackenwood 
Community Centre Lidgett Lane Roundhay 7.38 0.37 498

Bradford Road 
/Stanningley Bypass Bradford Road 

Calverley & 
Farsley 4.75 1.54 1062

Bramley Park Broad Lane 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.84 2.69 986

Brooklands Allotment Asket Crescent 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 6.66 0.47 252

Brooklands Avenue Brooklands Avenue 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 4.18 0.97 261

Brookleigh Park Towngate 
Calverley & 
Farsley 6.84 0.51 838

Bruntcliffe Road Green Bruntcliffe Lane Morley South 4.76 0.46 461



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Butterbowl Drive POS Butterbowl Drive 
Farnley & 
Wortley 1.8 1.05 754

Butterwick Gardens Grasmere Drive Wetherby 7 0.6 467

Calverley Dog Training 
Centre Carr Road 

Calverley & 
Farsley 4.69 0.26 704

Calverley Street (Leeds 
MET) Calverley Street City & Hunslet 7.66 0.38 177

Cambrian Street POS Cambrian Street 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 6.09 0.96 12

Cambridge Drive POS Cambridge Drive Otley & Yeadon 3.23 5.33 1089

Cambridge Drive POS 
(Site adjacent to) Off Cambridge Drive Otley & Yeadon 3.7 1.16 1090

Carlton Gate - Little 
London Carlton Carr 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 4.58 0.96 165

Carlton Green Main Street Rothwell 8.38 0.33 872

Carr Manor Recreation 
Ground Stonegate Road Moortown 6.86 4.25 113

Cartmell Drive Cartmell Drive 
Temple 
Newsam 6.33 2.21 275

Chatsworth 
Recreational Ground Chatsworth Road 

Calverley & 
Farsley 3.53 1.19 116

Chippies Quarry(AKA 
Scholes Brick Works) Wood Lane 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 3.85 1.51 117

Church Avenue 
Greenspace Church Avenue Moortown 1.63 0.43 900

Church Crescent 
Greenspace Church Crescent Moortown 4.66 0.35 515

City Gate Off Kirkstall Road City & Hunslet 6.15 0.52 179

City West One Office 
Park (1) The Boulevard 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 3.16 1.65 638

City West One Office 
Park (2) The Boulevard 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 3.16 1 639

Claremont Grove Claremont Grove Pudsey 7.69 1.35 1301

Cliff Road Greenspace Woodhouse Street 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 3.45 2.15 917

Clough Street (Rear of) Clough Street Morley South 4.3 0.21 592

Clyde Grange Clyde Approach Armley 6.63 0.27 859



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Coal Road - Sherburn 
Road North Sherburn Road North 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 4.91 1.67 197

Cockshott Drive - Land 
Off Cockshott Drive Armley 1 0.3 753

Coldcotes Circus Coldcotes Circus 
Gipton & 
Harehills 5 0.26 285

Collingham Bowling 
Green and Tennis 
Courts Main Street Harewood 7.25 0.44 1521

Collingham Community 
Hall Main Street Harewood 7.3 0.2 1630

Commercial Road 
Wildlife Garden Commercial Road Kirkstall 4.76 0.85 1374

Cookridge Hospital 
Grounds 1. 

Hospital Lane / Silk 
Mill Way. Weetwood 5.16 1.29 1783

Cookridge Hospital 
Grounds 2. 

Hospital Lane / Silk 
Mill Way. Weetwood 5.16 0.63 1784

Cookridge Methodist 
Church Otley Old Road Weetwood 7.15 0.22 1158

Cookridge Village Hall Moseley Wood Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 6.38 0.11 1250

Coppice Wood Avenue Banksfield Close Otley & Yeadon 5.5 0.23 854

Coronation Parade 
Amenity Space Coronation Parade 

Temple 
Newsam 2.63 0.58 360

Cottingley Road / Drive 
(Rear of) Cottingley Drive 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 4.23 2.36 625

Cromwell Heights Macaulay Street 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5 0.73 373

Cross Bath Road Cross Bath Road 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 5.54 0.62 1332

Czar Street Czar Street 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.41 0.2 2

Daisy Hill Daisy Hill Avenue Morley North 3.61 1.11 491

David Lloyd Sports Club Tongue Lane Moortown 6.92 10.38 945

Deanswood Deanswood View Alwoodley 1 0.74 435

Deepdale Lane 
Playground High Street Wetherby 2.45 0.2 622

Deighton Road Deighton Road Wetherby 6.54 0.5 543



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Dewsbury Road Traffic 
Island (Turbine Site) Dewsbury Road City & Hunslet 5.18 0.76 11

Dolphin Beck (1) - 
Adjacent to Meadow Side Road 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3.53 3.22 646

Dolphin Beck (2) - 
Adjacent to Meadow Side Road 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3.53 0.6 647

Drydock POS Woodhouse Lane City & Hunslet 4.36 0.5 178

East Dean Drive East Dean Drive 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 6.91 0.31 220

East Garforth Field 
Adjacent to Aberford 
Road 

Garforth & 
Swillington 4.66 0.74 1487

Easy Road Easy Road 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 6.91 1.02 292

Emmott Drive Emmott Drive Horsforth 6.9 0.22 1342

Fairfax Grove POS Fairfax Grove 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 6.18 0.3 152

Fall Lane Back Wood Street 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.76 0.3 658

Far Fold Moor (2) Theaker Lane Armley 6.5 0.77 604

Farnley Community 
Centre POS Butterbowl Garth 

Farnley & 
Wortley 2.36 0.3 907

Farnley Lane Farnley Lane Otley & Yeadon 4.84 0.31 706

Farrow Vale POS Off Farrow Vale 
Farnley & 
Wortley 4.16 0.65 598

Farsley Recreation 
Ground Calverley Lane 

Calverley & 
Farsley 3.26 2.02 47

Fawcett Place Fawcet Place 
Farnley & 
Wortley 3.66 0.34 861

Fawcett Way POS Fawcett Way 
Farnley & 
Wortley 1.23 2.22 769

Flossmore Way Flossmore Way Morley North 6.91 0.37 1746

Foundry Lane (1) Foundry Lane 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.66 0.43 272

Foundry Lane (2) Foundry Lane 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.63 0.81 233

Foundry Mill View Foundry Mill View 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 4.81 0.49 267



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Foundry Mill Walk Foundry Mill Walk 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.27 1.37 270

Foxglove Avenue 
Greenspace North Lane Roundhay 6.58 2.19 356

Fraser Allotments (Old 
site of) Fraser Road 

Calverley & 
Farsley 4 0.4 1426

Fulford Grange 1 Micklefield Lane Horsforth 6.66 0.28 1666

Fulford Grange 2 Micklefield Lane Horsforth 6.83 0.37 1667

Ganners Lane (Rear of) Ganners Lane 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 5.07 0.31 1586

Ganners Road Rear of Ganners Road 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 5.00 0.28 1729

Gathorne Terrace 
Amenity Area Gathorne Terrace 

Gipton & 
Harehills 6.75 0.58 318

Gledhow Manor Park Gledhow Park Drive Chapel Allerton 4.78 1.14 410

Gledhow Towers 
Greenspace Lincombe Drive Roundhay 4.09 0.51 506

Glen Road - Morley Site 
1 Glen Road Morley South 4.84 1.4 481

Glen Road - Morley Site 
2 Glen Road Morley South 4.84 0.83 482

Glen Road (1) Magpie Lane Morley South 4.76 0.82 480

Glen Road (2) Glen Road Morley South 6.38 1.37 483

Glendales Field Off East Park Drive 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 2.9 0.52 1530

Gordon Street/Brought 
Street POS Gordon Street 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.84 0.27 653

Granny Place Granny Place Morley North 2.38 0.4 549

Grantham Tower Play 
Area Lincoln Road 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5.5 0.79 305

Green Hill Close POS Green Hill Close Armley 4.66 0.43 600

Greenhow Road Greenhow Road Kirkstall 3.23 0.63 389

Grimes Dyke Whinmoor Sledmere Lane 
Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5.5 4.31 1371

Grosvenor Road 
Greenspace Grosvenor Road Headingley 4.83 0.42 932

Grove Lane 
Greenspace Grove Lane Weetwood 5.36 0.74 934



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Halton Moor Public 
House (Land to rear of) Rathmell Road 

Temple 
Newsam 1.18 1.63 368

Hanover Square Hanover Square 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 4.06 0.9 128

Hansby Bank Green 
Corridor/Ring Road 
Seacroft York Road 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.75 0.71 385

Harlow Close Harlow Close Pudsey 5.69 0.26 1299

Harper Terrace Harper Terrace Otley & Yeadon 5.61 0.28 1397

Haven Chase POS Haven Chase Weetwood 5.27 0.35 1755

Hawkhill Avenue Silverdale Avenue 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 3.61 0.37 886

Hawley Way/ Elvaston 
Road Elvaston Road Morley South 6.30 1.29 453

Hazel House Rec Watergate 
Kippax & 
Methley 4.16 0.26 1176

Heights (West) Farrow Bank 
Farnley & 
Wortley 5.72 0.34 751

Heights East Tong Road 
Farnley & 
Wortley 5.75 0.42 750

Heritage Village POS 
(2) Middleton Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.69 1.73 877

High Ash Drive High Ash Drive Alwoodley 1.80 0.57 1230

High Moor Avenue 
Greenspace High Moor Avenue Moortown 4.4 0.89 517

High Royds Hospital 3 Bradford Road 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 2.37 5.18 1047

Highfield Green Highfield Green 
Calverley & 
Farsley 5.15 0.29 1296

Hill Top Moor Hill Top Road Armley 1.38 0.78 601

Hilton Grange Hilton Grange 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 7.46 0.88 1655

Hinsley Hall Headingley Hill Headingley 7.53 0.53 1533

Holbeck Park Cambrian Terrace 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.81 0.69 1006

Holbeck Stocks Hill Stocks Hill 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 7.18 1.1 1007



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Holt Lane Holt Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 7 2.31 1651

Holtdale Approach Holtdale Approach 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 6.63 0.69 1252

Holtdale Green Holtdale Green 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 6.45 0.49 1253

Holtdale Place Holtdale Place 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 7.27 1.13 186

Holywell Lane Park Holywell Lane Harewood 6.69 0.42 1484

Hough Top Court Hough Top Pudsey 7 1.62 1428

Hovingham Play Area Hovingham Avenue 
Gipton & 
Harehills 4.23 0.55 338

Inglewood Approach Inglewood Approach 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.88 0.23 237

Inglewood Approach 
North Inglewood Approach 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.36 0.21 238

Ingram Road POS Ingram Road 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.83 1.09 9

Intake Square Intake Square Middleton Park 5.07 0.6 813

Inverness Road POS Inverness Road 
Garforth & 
Swillington 5.07 0.35 1017

Ironwood Crescent Ironwood Crescent 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.81 0.37 232

Iveson Drive Iveson Drive Weetwood 5.36 0.29 1221

Jubilee Gardens West Gate Wetherby 9.5 0.27 612

Juniper Avenue POS Juniper Avenue Rothwell 6.92 0.81 1134

Kelmscott Green 
(Stanks Amenity Space) Kelmscott Green 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5 1.5 283

Kilburn Road (AAP) Kilburn Road 
Farnley & 
Wortley  0.32 1080

King George Road King George Road Horsforth 6.5 0.28 1352

Kirkstall Hill Amenity 
Area Kirkstall Hill Kirkstall 5.15 1.08 1373

Lady Pit Lane Lady Pit Lane City & Hunslet 5.25 0.19 3

Lambrigg Crescent Lambrigg Crescent 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 4.84 0.54 243

Law Close Greenspace Law Close Wetherby 5.9 0.48 534



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Lawrence Road 
(backland area off) Lawrence Road 

Gipton & 
Harehills 1.36 0.3 279

Leafield POS Leaafield Drive Moortown 4.37 0.27 1217

Leasow Road Sub 
Station Leasowe Road City & Hunslet 6.18 0.33 1057

Lee Grange Hostel Western Road Morley South 4.38 0.41 417

Leeds City Office Park 
Adjacent to New 
Briggate House City & Hunslet 6.69 0.27 188

Leeds Road POS Leeds Road Harewood 3.5 3.13 1798

Leigh Road (rear of) Leigh Road 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3.3 0.25 633

Lidgett Towers 
Greenspace Larkhill Road Roundhay 5.63 0.31 508

Lime Wood Approach 
Greenspace 

Off Limewood 
Approach 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 2.66 0.36 204

Lincombe Mount Lincombe Mount Roundhay 5.76 0.41 1540

Lingfield Gate Lingfield Gate Alwoodley 3.27 0.36 451

Lingfield Hill 
Greenspace Lingfield Hill Alwoodley 2.9 0.22 700

Little Moor (4) Town Street Armley 4.84 0.2 606

Littlemoor Gardens Littlemoor Gardens Pudsey 4.36 0.34 1388

Long Meadows Shaw Close 
Garforth & 
Swillington 5.61 1.2 1231

Lower Town Street Lower Town Street 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.23 0.35 1336

Lupton Flats 
Greenspace Alma Road Headingley 7.3 0.98 105

Magpie Lane 1 Magpie Lane Morley South 6.07 1.14 486

Main Street- Derelict 
land at the rear of Main Street 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3.53 0.97 654

Manor Garth Bridge Street Otley & Yeadon 7.07 0.77 677

Maryfield Avenue Maryfield Avenue 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 7.75 0.33 245

Meadowgate Croft (2) Meadowgate Drive 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6.46 0.42 665

Meanwood Road Meanwood Road 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 3.84 1.04 168



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Meanwood Road Meanwood Road Chapel Allerton 6.16 1.82 1167

Meanwood Road Green 
Corridor (1) Meanwood Road Chapel Allerton 5.60 3.06 939

Meanwood Valley 
Model Farm Sugar Well Mount Chapel Allerton 6.58 10.02 752

Merrion Gardens Merrion Street City & Hunslet 8.61 0.22 182

Meynell Road Meynell Road 
Temple 
Newsam 5.63 0.38 1444

Middlethorne Rise 
Greenspace Middlethorne Rise Alwoodley 5.27 1.28 977

Middleton Park 
Crescent (rear of) 

Middleton Park 
Crescent Middleton Park 5.38 0.25 830

Middleton Park Green Sissons Place Middleton Park 7.07 0.44 799

Middleton Ring Road Middleton Ring Road Middleton Park 3.76 2.92 914

Midland Garth POS Midland Garth City & Hunslet 3.08 0.22 1270

Mill Green View 
Amenity Space Mill Green View 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5.16 0.43 215

Mill Green View 'Village 
Green' Mill Green View 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 3.83 0.84 214

Mill Lane POS Mill Lane 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6.15 0.54 652

Mill Pond Lane 
Greenspace Mill Pond Lane Moortown 3.36 0.56 65

Millennium Village Flood 
Area Beeston Way 

Kippax & 
Methley 7.81 0.77 1348

Mistress Lane (1) Mistress Lane Armley 4.36 0.22 614

Mistress Lane (2) Mistress lane Armley 4.08 0.29 615

Moat End (rear of) Moat End Harewood 6.25 0.72 1219

Moor Top Armley 
Common Town Street Armley 2.69 2.24 605

Moresdale Lane (West 
of York Road) Moresdale Lane 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 4.36 0.77 234

Moresdale Lane East 
98 - 130 Moresdale 
Lane East 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.18 0.24 271

Morley and Victoria 
Reservoir Bruntcliffe Road Morley South 5.16 1.61 588

Morley Hole Bruntcliffe Lane Morley South 3.38 0.33 831



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Moss Plantation 
Access Off Osprey 
Grove Alwoodley 5.72 4.48 978

Mount Preston Street 
(Leeds Uni) Mount Preston Street 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 8.45 0.54 180

Mullbery Greenspace Off Tile Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 5.09 0.87 989

Naburn Chase Play 
Area Naburn Chase 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 4.16 0.25 201

Naburn Gardens Naburn Gardens 
Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 4.45 0.28 198

Nepshaw Lane Nepshaw Lane Morley North 5 2.24 460

Neville POS Osmondthorpe Lane 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 1 2.35 523

New Farnley Recreation 
Ground Lawns Lane 

Farnley & 
Wortley 7.25 0.55 1742

New Nemple Gate POS Temple Newsam Road 
Temple 
Newsam 6.77 1.11 1206

New Sturton Bus 
Turnaround POS New Sturton Lane 

Garforth & 
Swillington 3.75 0.25 1018

New Wortley Shops and 
CC Adjacent Tong Road Armley 1.91 0.38 1079

Norman Towers Spen Walk Kirkstall 3.91 0.68 1708

North Grove Road North Grove Road Wetherby 6.45 0.22 542

Nursery Grove 
Greenspace Nursery Grove Alwoodley 5.81 0.27 686

Nutting Grove Terrace 
POS Nutting Grove Terrace 

Farnley & 
Wortley 2.76 2.13 756

Oak Tree Drive Amenity 
Space 

Oak Tree Drive 
(Adjacent to Lidl) 

Gipton & 
Harehills 5.5 1.45 284

Oaklands Fold 
Greenspace Oaklands Fold 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 6.27 0.21 972

Oatland Towers Lovell Park Road 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 7 0.36 173

Off Tong Road Tong Road Armley 5.54 0.32 957

Old Library and Hall on 
Eastleigh Drive Eastleigh Drive 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 2.61 1.2 632

Osmondthorpe Lane 
and Rookwood Road 
(Between) 

Behind Rookwood 
Terrace 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 3.91 0.3 348



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Parish Church Gardens 
(Penny Pocket Park) York Street City & Hunslet 7.13 0.94 84

Park Square Park Square North City & Hunslet 7.86 0.62 85

Parklands Amenity 
Space (Seacroft Hall 
Allotment) Inglewood Drive 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 4.5 10.93 326

Parkway Grange Foundry Mill Drive 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 6.18 0.39 263

Peacock Green (Off) Peacock Green Morley South 3.15 3.63 489

Pegholme Drive POS Pegholme Drive Otley & Yeadon 6.46 0.32 775

Penda's Fields 
(Adjacent) Chelsfield Way 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5.76 1.9 1578

Penda's Playing Field Smeaton Approach 
Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5.33 4.6 511

Phil May Court Green Lane Armley 3.3 0.34 1076

Phoenix Campsite 
(Cubs) Nepshaw Lane Morley North 6.15 0.59 458

Plane Tree Hill Off Bayton Lane Otley & Yeadon 3.20 3.45 1029

Pontefract Lane 
(Aysgarth Amenity 
Space) Pontefract Lane 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 6.00 1.19 294

Poplar Court POS (2) Poplar Way Armley 4.25 1.6 596

Poplar POS Off Poplar Rise Armley 3.27 1.13 594

Potternewton Heights Potternewton Lane Chapel Allerton 6.72 0.61 1172

Quarry Hill Bridge, 
Wetherby Quarry Hill Lane Wetherby 5.46 0.78 422

Queen Square Queen Square City & Hunslet 2.38 0.26 190

Queenshill Queenshill Avenue Moortown 4.85 0.37 1595

Queenswood Gardens Queenswood Gardens Kirkstall 5.81 0.25 1263

Railsfield Rise Railsfield R 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 4.54 0.6 697

Raincliffe Road 
Recreation Ground Raincliffe Road 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5.16 0.98 324

Ramsgate Recreation 
Ground Ramsgate Crescent 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.69 0.29 664

Ramshead Approach Ramshead Approach 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 4.41 3.01 221



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Ramshead Approach 
(Open Scrub) Ramshead Approach 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 3.66 0.37 226

Ramshead 
Approach/Training 
Centre Ramshead Approach 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 6.41 0.27 227

Ramshead Drive Ramshead Drive 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 3.33 2.02 210

Ramshead Drive Open 
Area Ramshead Drive 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.11 1.3 203

Reginald Street Reginald Street Chapel Allerton 4.75 0.85 1596

Richmond Hill Amenity 
Space Pontefract Street 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5.33 0.51 298

Richmond Hill Rec 
Centre (Next to) York Road 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 6.66 0.2 295

Ridgeside Cookridge Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 6.75 0.42 1660

Robin Hood POS Oast House Croft 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.92 0.64 876

Rocheford Walk POS Rocheford Walk City & Hunslet 3.09 1.2 1285

Rookwood Crescent Rookwood Crescent 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 4.41 0.38 343

Rookwood Road 
Amenity Space Rookwood Road 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5.08 0.61 349

Roos Field Bachelor Lane Horsforth 6.84 0.24 1491

Rudgate Park Rudgate Park Wetherby 4.08 0.93 1468

Rudgate Park 4 Rudgate Park Wetherby 3.27 2.37 1559

Sandringham Gardens Sandringham Gardens Alwoodley 4.27 0.73 444

Saxon Grove Wood Tynwald Drive Alwoodley 2.38 1.4 433

Saxton Gardens 
(Dolphins Greenspace) Railway Street 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 6.38 0.68 306

Scarsgill Close Amenity 
Area Scarsgill Close 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 7.08 0.27 309

Scarth Gardens Queen Promenade Morley South 5.07 0.51 457

Scotland Wood Road 
Greenspace Scotland Wood Road Alwoodley 1.63 0.5 427

Seacroft Crescent 
(Former Gala Bingo) Baileys Lane 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 3.41 1.25 219



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Selby Road Amenity 
Space Selby Road 

Temple 
Newsam 3.66 0.34 365

Servia Gardens Cambridge Road 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 4.6 0.35 176

Shadwell Lane 
Greenspace Shadwell Lane Alwoodley 6 0.73 980

Shakespeare Lawn 
Village Green Area Shakespeare Lawn 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5.22 0.19 313

Shire Road Shire Road Morley South 4.46 0.81 407

Sissons Road Sissons Road Middleton Park 4.23 0.21 793

Smeaton Approach Smeaton Approach 
Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 6.66 0.41 1577

South Hill Grove South Hill Grove Middleton Park 5.23 0.67 970

South Parkway South Parkway 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.08 0.23 244

Southwood Crescent 
Amenity Space Southwood Crescent 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 7.08 0.75 196

Southwood Gate 
Backland Southwood Gate 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 4.08 0.39 195

St Barnabos Church The view Alwoodley 6.38 0.27 691

St Chad's Parish Centre Otley Road Weetwood 6.33 0.58 888

St Georges Centre St Georges Road Middleton Park 6.41 0.7 846

St James Approach 
(Backland off) 

Backland off St James 
Approach 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 2.36 0.46 240

St James The Great 
Cemetery Church Lane 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 6.88 0.88 209

St Margaret Clitherow 
Roman Catholic Church 
- Whinmoor Naburn Approach 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 3.33 0.36 1275

St Martins Institute St Martins View Chapel Allerton 7 0.27 1815

St Mary's Churchyard St Mary's Street 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 4.23 0.51 382

St Marys Park Crescent 
St Marys Park 
Crescent Armley 7.27 0.21 584

St Marys Street 
Greenspace St Mary's Street 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 4.88 0.31 383

Station Road 
Recreation Ground Station Road Morley North 3.84 0.59 492



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Stephencroft Park Danefield Terrace Otley & Yeadon 6.15 0.32 1093

Stonegate Approach 
Greenspace Stonegate Approach Moortown 4.84 0.51 897

Stonegate Lane 
Greenspace Stonegate Lane Moortown 5.36 0.46 899

Stonegate Road 
Recreation Ground Stone Gate Road Moortown 4.61 10.51 946

Stott Street POS Stott Street Armley 5.27 0.45 791

Strawberry Fields Hill Lane Armley 4 1.28 784

Summerfield Drive 
Rear of Summerfield 
Drive 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 5.07 0.29 1772

Swallow Drive 
Greenspace Swallow Drive 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 7.36 0.35 735

Swarcliffe Mill Green 
Close Mill Green Close 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5.36 0.23 1274

Swarcliffe Parade 
Greenspace Swarcliffe Drive 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 4.33 0.22 194

Swillington Recreation 
Ground Off Park Avenue 

Garforth & 
Swillington 6.91 0.67 1726

Swinnow Lane Swinnow Lane Pudsey 4.3 0.61 1353

Sycamore Chase 
Greenspace Sycamore Chase Pudsey 6 0.7 845

Temple View Road 
Green Space Temple View Road 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5.58 0.2 323

The Clearings POS Winrose Drive Middleton Park 6.07 0.55 1024

The Crescent The Crescent 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.84 0.46 630

The Crescent, Selby 
Road The Crescent 

Temple 
Newsam 4.77 0.37 289

The Green - Seacroft York Road 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 7.84 1.54 1850

The Oval - Killingbeck Somerville Green 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5 0.2 363

The Oval - Otley The Oval 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 5.3 0.28 1086

The Square The Square 
Kippax & 
Methley 5.09 0.42 1311



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

The Staithes Main Street 
Kippax & 
Methley 6.38 0.8 1343

The Staithes Park Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 7.16 0.91 1346

Thorp Arch Grange Walton Road Wetherby 6.07 1.09 1463

Thwaites Mill Paddock Thwaite Lane City & Hunslet 5.36 3.05 1059

Tinshill Mount Tinshill Mount Weetwood 3.54 0.24 1527

Tofts Road POS Tofts Road Pudsey 6.16 0.35 1294

Torre Crescent Torre Crescent 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 4.81 0.4 438

Torre Drive (Semi - 
Circle) Torre Drive 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 3.91 0.2 334

Torre Grove Torre Grove 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 6.16 0.62 335

Trent Road (Arcadia 
Access) - Greenspace 
west of Trent Road 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5.58 1.33 312

Turnberry Gardens Turnberry Gardens Morley South 6.23 0.34 629

Tynwald Drive Tynwald Drive Alwoodley 2.45 0.27 432

Tynwald Road Tynwald Road Alwoodley 2.36 0.28 431

Tynwald Road POS Tynwold Road Alwoodley 4.14 0.25 1268

Union Court Union Street Otley & Yeadon 7.84 0.28 1776

Upland Crescent / 
Easterly Avenue 
Amenity Area 

Upland Crescent / 
Easterly Avenue Roundhay 6 0.62 336

Valley Road Playground Valley Road Pudsey 3.1 0.29 1391

Vesper Road Quarry Vesper Road Kirkstall 5.61 0.29 471

Waddington's Wildlife 
Run Middleton Grove 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 3.08 1.88 8

Weavers Croft Weavers Croft Pudsey 6.15 0.35 1297

Weetwood Avenue 
Greenspace Weetwood Avenue Weetwood 3 0.25 943

West Lea Crescent 
POS West Lea Crescent 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 6.15 0.27 1363

West Park Ring Road 
Open Space West Park Ring Road Kirkstall 4.9 5.99 1847



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Westgate Lane 
Recreation Ground Westgate Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.76 0.99 668

Whincover Bank POS Whincover Bank 
Farnley & 
Wortley 5.81 0.21 906

Whincover Gardens 
POS Whincover Gardens 

Farnley & 
Wortley 1.2 1.44 758

Willow Road - Rising 
Sun POS Willow Road Kirkstall 5.54 1.38 1822

Windermere Drive Windermere Drive Alwoodley 8.18 0.24 690

Winrose Drive Winrose Drive Middleton Park 4.07 0.63 1026

Wood Row Rec Ground The Hollings 
Kippax & 
Methley 5 0.5 1204

Woodhouse Cliff Woodhouse Cliff 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 6.16 0.26 342

Woodhouse Lane 
Greenspace Woodhouse Lane 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 2.5 1.53 390

Woodhouse Square Woodhouse Square 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 5.86 0.26 161

Woodside Park Avenue 
POS 

Woodside Park 
Avenue Horsforth 7.46 1.86 1402

Woodside Recreation 
Ground Low Lane Horsforth 4.13 1.27 162

Woodsley Road (Leeds 
Uni) Woodsley Road 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 8.45 1.21 388

Wortley Heights Wortley Park Armley 4.27 0.62 860

Wyke Beck North - 
Amenity Space 

Wetherby Road - 
South Pathway 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5 3.16 1849

Wykebeck Valley 
South Parkway 
Approach 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 4.16 3.56 264

Wyther Lane Wyther Lane Armley 6.76 0.31 1267

York Road Bridle Path York Road 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 8.25 0.32 249

 



Equipped Play Provision for Children and Young People 
 
Site Name Address Ward Average 

Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Abbey Grange Church 
of England School Butcher Hill Kirkstall 7.9 1.32 1624
Allerton Bywater Youth 
and Adult Centre Leeds Road 

Kippax & 
Methley 6.75 0.37 1350

Allerton High , Fir Tree 
Site Fir Tree Rise Alwoodley 6.7 1.74 446
Alwoodley Primary 
School Cranmer Rise Alwoodley 8.63 1.92 439
Archbishop Cranmer 
Church Of England 
Primary School Lingfield Approach Alwoodley 7.45 2.14 694
Armley Primary School Rombalds Terrace Armley 6.36 0.21 1515
Asquith Primary School Harsfall Street Morley North 7.9 0.74 723
Bains Terrace POS Leadwell Lane Rothwell 6.15 0.11 875
Barwick in Elmet 
Church of England 
Junior and Infant School Chapel Lane Harewood 8.22 0.49 1608
Beckside Play Area Off Main Street Harewood 8.18 0.02 1866
Boston Spa Primrose 
Lane Primary School Westwood Way Wetherby 7.2 2.1 1631
Bramham Primary 
School Bramham Road Wetherby 6.8 0.84 1635
Bramhope Playground 
("The Knoll") Breary Lane 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 7.15 0.34 740

Bramhope Primary 
School Tredgold Crescent 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 6.45 3.13 738

Brodetsky Primary 
School Wentworth Avenue Alwoodley 7.1 2.01 695
Brownhill Primary 
School Playing Field Torre Drive 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 7.11 0.9 332

Brudenell Primary 
School. Weston Place Headingley 7.27 0.4 1676
Carlton Primary School New Road Rothwell 7.81 0.29 866
Carr Manor Primary 
School Carr Manor Road Moortown 7.18 0.98 1637
Chandos Gardens 
Playground Chandos Gardens Roundhay 6.53 0.36 412
Christ Church Upper 
Armley Church of 
England Primary School Christ Church Road Armley 6 0.23 1509
Churwell Primary 
School Westwood Side Morley North 8.09 1.23 1084
Coney Moor Rec 
ground Coney Moor Grove 

Kippax & 
Methley 6.5 0.28 1181

Cookridge Primary 
School Tinshill Drive Weetwood 7.81 1.27 1150
Cross Flatts North 
Primary School Harlech Mount City & Hunslet 7 0.34 1107
Cross Gates Primary 
School Poole Crescent 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 6.5 1.2 376

Crossley Street Primary 
School Crossley Street Wetherby 8.45 1.31 618



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Deighton Gates Junior 
and Infant School Deighton Road Wetherby 8.54 1.29 540
East Leeds Leisure 
Centre - playground 
adjacent to Neville Road 

Temple 
Newsam 2.07 0.23 415

Ebor Gardens Primary 
School Playground Rigton Drive 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 6.9 0.67 300

Farndale Approach 
Playground Farndale Approach 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5.91 0.39 1284

Farsley Farfield Primary 
School Cotefield Avenue 

Calverley & 
Farsley 8.81 3.36 552

Forest Ridge Play Area, 
West Ardsley 

Forest Ridge, East 
Ardsley 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6.25 0.36 1841

Gipton Square Play 
Area Gipton Square 

Gipton & 
Harehills 6.41 0.41 354

Gledhow Primary 
School Lidgett Lane Roundhay 8 1.51 411
Gledhow Primary 
School - greenspace 
behind Brackenwood Drive Roundhay 1.9 1.51 414

Grafton School. Craven Road 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 6.36 0.38 1696

Grange Farm Primary 
School Barncroft Rise 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 7.2 1.34 1615

Greenhill Primary 
School Gamble Hill Drive 

Farnley & 
Wortley 6.27 1.27 1518

Harehills Primary 
School Darfield Road 

Gipton & 
Harehills 7.66 0.48 1618

Highfield Primary 
School Sandringham Gardens Alwoodley 7.45 1.09 519
Holy Name Catholic 
School Iveson Approach Weetwood 5.36 0.46 1160
Holy Rosery and St 
Annes Catholic School Leopold Street Chapel Allerton 6.44 0.44 1806
Holy Trinity Church of 
England Primary School Green Lane 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 7.63 0.85 1156

Horsforth Featherbank 
Infants School Featherbank Lane Horsforth 4.3 0.33 1159
Horsforth School and F 
E Centre Lee Lane East Horsforth 6.27 6.6 1162
Horsforth St Margarets 
Church of England 
Primary School Church Lane Horsforth 7.27 0.69 1149
Hunslet Carr Primary 
School Woodhouse Hill Grove City & Hunslet 7.14 0.26 852
Imaculate Heart of Mary 
Catholic Primary School Off Harrogate Road Moortown 7.8 0.69 1804
Ireland Wood Primary Raynel Drive Weetwood 6.9 2.37 1152
Iveson House County 
Primary School Iveson Rise Weetwood 5.6 1.78 1151
John Jameison School Hollin Hill Drive Roundhay 7 0.35 1620
Kerr Mackie Primary 
School Gledhow Lane Roundhay 8.72 0.78 501
Kippax Ash Tree 
Primary School Gibson Lane 

Kippax & 
Methley 7.8 1.11 1593



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Kyffin Avenue Play Area Kyffin Avenue 
Temple 
Newsam 6.46 0.51 366

Lady Elizabeth Hastings 
Church of England 
Primary School Dowkell Lane Wetherby 6.5 0.35 1628
Lawnswood School Otley Road Weetwood 7 7.3 1153

Little London Play Area Meanwood Street 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 7.3 0.35 172

Longbow Avenue 
Playgroup Longbow Avenue 

Kippax & 
Methley 7.75 0.48 1185

Lower Wortley Primary 
School Lower Wortley Road 

Farnley & 
Wortley 8.54 1.03 1644

Methley Infant School Little Church Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 2.90 0.94 1183

Middleton Children' 
Centre Under 3's 

Middleton Park 
Avenue Middleton Park 6.72 0.38 795

Miles Hill Primary 
School Beckhill Approach Chapel Allerton 5.9 2.28 937

Milestone School 2 Town Street 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.9 0.55 1507

Mill Field Primary 
School Field Potternewton Mount Chapel Allerton 7 0.69 1621
Millennium Village 
Playground Silkstone Square 

Kippax & 
Methley 8.45 0.52 1789

Milner Lane Playing 
Field ( Robin Hood 
Primary) Milner Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5 0.62 666

Moor Allerton Hall 
Primary School Lidgett Lane Roundhay 8.36 0.49 500
Morley Victoria Primary 
School Victoria Street Morley North 8.18 0.77 724
North West SILC 
(Pennyfield) School Tongue Lane Moortown 6.9 0.42 924

Nottingham Close POS Nottingham Close 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5 0.28 1083

Pool in Wharfedale - 
Church of England 
Primary School Arthington Lane 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 8.36 1.03 711

Quarry Mount Primary 
School. Pennington Street. 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 6.81 0.36 1694

Raynville Primary 
School Cross Aston Grove Armley 4.54 1.15 1519
Robin Hood Junior and 
Infant School Hilner Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 8.18 0.41 782

Rosebank Primary 
School. Burley Road 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 6.72 0.22 1700

Seven Hills Primary 
School Appleby Way Morley South 7.63 1.23 722
Sharp Lane Primary 
School Sharp Lane Middleton Park 7.66 1.07 1737
Shire Oak Church of 
England Primary School Wood Lane Headingley 7.63 0.45 108
South Side Broomfield 
School Broom Place Middleton Park 6.81 0.49 1035



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Springbank Primary 
School. Spring Road. Headingley 7.9 0.43 1693
St Anthonys RC Primary 
School Barkley Road 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 7 0.55 1085

St Barts Primary School Strawberry Lane Armley 5.09 0.42 1643
St Chads Church of 
England School Northholme Avenue Weetwood 7.81 0.3 1155
St Edward's RC Primary 
School Westwood Way Wetherby 7.7 1.04 1632
St James Church of 
England School Hallfield Lane Wetherby 8.63 0.57 537
St Joseph's Primary 
School Barley Fields Court Wetherby 7.45 0.59 421
St Mary's Church of 
England Primary School Clifford Road Wetherby 7.90 1.1 1622
St Matthew's Church of 
England Aided Primary 
School Wood Lane Chapel Allerton 7.6 0.35 1793
St Pauls Roman 
Catholic Primary School Buckstone Crescent Alwoodley 8 0.87 436
St Peter's Primary 
School Cromwell Street 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 6 0.34 1617

Stanningley Primary 
School Leeds Bradford Road 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 5.54 0.26 1508

Strawberry Fields 
Primary School Lidgett Lane 

Garforth & 
Swillington 8.3 1.22 1568

Talbot Primary School Talbot Road Roundhay 7.44 0.66 1803
Tinshill Learning Centre Woodnook Drive Weetwood 4.5 1.24 1154
Tranmere Park Primary 
School Ridgeway 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 7 1.32 1087

Two Willows Nursery 
Centre Cardinal Square 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 7.5 0.5 720

Weetwood Primary 
School Hollin Mount Weetwood 7.9 0.43 887
Wellcroft Crow Lane Otley & Yeadon 5.46 0.89 104
West End Primary 
School West End Lane Horsforth 6.36 1.68 1161
West Oaks SILC Westwood Way Wetherby 7.54 1.13 1634
Westbank Lane Junior 
and Infant School Westbrook Lane Horsforth 6.63 0.99 1148

Whitkirk Primary School TempleGate Walk 
Temple 
Newsam 6.5 1.07 377

Wigton Manor Primary 
School Barfield Crescent Alwoodley 8.27 1.3 699
Windmill Primary School Windmill Road Middleton Park 7.72 1.05 1037

Woodside Playground Preston Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 5.41 0.34 1788

 
Outdoor Sports 
 
Site Name Address Ward Average 

Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Abbey Gardens Rugby 
Pitches Bridge Road Kirkstall 7.22 9.99 1382
Aberford Albion FC Bunkers Hill Harewood 7.18 2.07 1407
Aberford Bowling Green Parlington Drive Harewood 8.54 0.21 1573
Aberford Church of 
England Primary School School Lane Harewood 5.44 0.3 1612
Acre Close, Bowling 
Green 

Acre Close, Bowling 
Green Middleton Park  0.16 1853

Adel Primary School Tile Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 8.81 0.93 987

Adel Sports and Social 
Club Church Lane 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 8.3 4.86 991

Adel St John the Baptist 
Church of England 
Primary School Long Causeway 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 8 1.37 975

Adwalton Cricket 
Ground Moorside Green Morley North 7.5 0.8 1753
All Saints Church of 
England Primary School 
Pitch Cross Aysgarth Mount 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 6.3 0.49 293

Allerton Bywater 
Primary School Manor Park Avenue 

Kippax & 
Methley 7.33 1.01 1344

Allerton Grange High 
School Talbot Avenue Roundhay 7.63 5.49 497
Allerton High School King Lane Alwoodley 5.92 3.19 693
Alwoodley Community 
Association Sports 
Ground Moss Valley Alwoodley 6.16 2.53 688
Alwoodley Cricket Club Cragg Lane Alwoodley 5.5 1.65 1293
Alwoodley Golf Club Wigton Lane Alwoodley 9.27 33.57 1717
Armley - Conservative 
Club Bowling Green Ridge Road Armley 7.58 0.46 607
Armley Lazer Centre Armley Ridge Road Armley 5.54 4.76 137
Armley Liberal Bowling 
Club Lodge Road Armley 7.1 0.21 856
Arthington Cricket 
ground Arthington lane 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 7.27 0.85 736

Ash Lane Pitch Ash Lane 
Garforth & 
Swillington 2.66 1.77 1013

Asket Hill Primary 
School Kentmere Approach 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 1.44 2.12 255

Asket Hill School 
(Former) 

Adjacent to 
Beechwood Court 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 2.87 0.47 259

Austhorpe Primary 
School Austhorpe Lane 

Temple 
Newsam 7.6 0.84 1813

Bankside Multi Sport 
Area Back of Vicars Road 

Gipton & 
Harehills 5 0.23 317

Bardsey Bowling Green 
and Tennis Courts. Woodacre Lane Harewood 6.4 0.29 1482
Bardsey Junior & Infant 
School Woodacre Lane Harewood 4.8 1.71 1588
Bardsey Sports Ground Keswick Lane Harewood 5.53 2.66 1481
Barwick Sports Ground Chapel Lane Harewood 7.72 2.42 1797
Beckett Park Primary 
School Fox Croft Mount Kirkstall 8 2.11 1005



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Becketts Park Sports 
Pitches 

Becketts Park Campus 
(Leeds MET) Weetwood 8 8.89 1663

Beechwood Primary 
School Playing Field Kentmere Avenue 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 7.09 1.22 228

Beecroft Primary Eden  Way Kirkstall 7.09 0.28 1626

Beeston Primary School Crow Nest Lane 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 6 1.13 1817

Benton Park School Harrogate road 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 6.75 2.49 1692

Berry Lane Cricket Pitch Berry Lane 
Garforth & 
Swillington 5.75 1.42 1334

Berry Road Playing 
Field Berry Lane 

Garforth & 
Swillington 6.23 0.8 1333

Blackgates Junior 
School Bradford Road 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6.72 2.67 730

Blenhiem Primary 
School. Lofthouse Place 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 6.9 2.08 1695

Blenkinsop Field Aire Road Middleton Park 4 2.27 797
Boddington Playing 
Field (2) Otley Road Weetwood 4.8 3.02 1165
Boddington Playing 
Fields (1) Otley Road Weetwood 5.45 26.25 1166
Bolton Royd Primary 
School Moorland Grove 

Calverley & 
Farsley 7.81 1.38 1566

Boston Spa 
Comprehensive School Clifford Moor Road Wetherby 7.09 6.58 1629

Bradford Golf Course Hawksworth Lane 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 8.38 41.32 1865

Bradford University 
Playing Fields Woodhall Lane 

Calverley & 
Farsley 7.18 8.49 732

Bramham Cricket Pitch Bowcliffe Court Wetherby 6.1 2.6 1636
Bramham Park Cricket 
Pitch Bramham Park Wetherby 3.75 0.78 1458

Bramhope Bowling Club Old Lane, Bramhope 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 4.17 0.13 1852

Bramhope Bowls Club Old Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 8.36 0.13 743

Bramhope Recreation 
Ground Old Lane 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 7.3 1.92 741

Bramhope Tennis Club Old Lane, Bramhope 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 6.83 0.12 1851

Bramhope Tennis Club Old Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 7.9 0.12 742

Bramley Liberal Club Pospect Avenue 
Bramley & 
Stanningley  0.21 1856

Bramley Phoenix RFC Warrels Grove 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.75 1.09 1399

Bramley Primary School Fairfield Hill 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 4.54 0.67 1504

Bramley St Peters 
Primary School Hough Lane 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 5.36 1.08 1505

Brierlands Lane Pitches Brierlands Lane 
Garforth & 
Swillington 5.38 2.83 1125

Brigshaw High School Brigshaw Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 6.9 8.59 1536



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Bronte House School 
Playing Fields Woodlands Drive Horsforth 6.63 1.59 1415
Brooklands View Basket 
Ball Area Brooklands View 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.16 0.48 262

Brown Lane East POS Brown Lane East 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.18 1.62 129

Brownberrie Lane Rec Brownberrie Lane Horsforth 7 8.78 1836
Bruntcliffe High School Bruntcliffe Lane Morley South 6.72 10.58 726
Butcher Hill Sports 
Ground Butcher Hill Kirkstall 7 10.4 1679
Calverley Church of 
England Primary School Thornhill Drive 

Calverley & 
Farsley 6.91 0.89 1682

Calverley Golf Course 
(East) Woodhall Lane 

Calverley & 
Farsley 6.75 49.92 1277

Calverley Lane Sports 
Ground Calverley Lane Horsforth 7.15 2.51 967

Cambridge Road Cambridge Road 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 1.9 3.33 175

Cardinal Heenan RC 
High School Tongue Lane Moortown 8.54 8.73 922
Carlton AFC Town Street Rothwell 7.76 0.78 819
Carlton Cricket Club Town Street Rothwell 8 1.21 818
Carr Manor High School Carr Manor Road Moortown 8 4.61 947
Castleton Primary 
School Eighth Avenue Armley 7.09 0.75 1517
Cavalier Hill Recreation 
Ground Ellerby Road 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 4.41 2.54 236

Chapel Allerton and St 
Mathews Primary 
School Playing Fields 

Stainbeck La 124-
186,Stainbeck Hall Chapel Allerton 7.8 0.83 1271

Chapel Allerton Primary 
School Harrogate Road Chapel Allerton 7.11 0.36 1792
Chapel Allerton Tennis, 
Squash and Gym Club Wensley Avenue Chapel Allerton 9.4 1.34 1273
Chapel Town Football 
Youth Development 
Centre Scott Hall Avenue Chapel Allerton 7.9 3.83 1532
Christ the King Roman 
Catholic Primary School Kings Approach Armley 4.36 0.97 1506
'City Golf' Golf Course Kirkstall Road Armley 7.92 7.11 1846

City of Leeds School Woodhouse Cliff 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 7.54 1.23 942

Clapgate Primary 
School Cranmore Drive Middleton Park 7.63 1.96 954

Cobden Primary School Cobden Road 
Farnley & 
Wortley 8.6 2.32 862

Cockburn College of Art Gypsey Lane 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 6.14 3.44 1642

Collingham And Linton 
Sports Association Harewood Road Harewood 6.69 2.62 1523

Colton Primary School School Lane 
Temple 
Newsam 6.7 0.72 1814

Colton Sports 
Association School Lane 

Temple 
Newsam 7.33 3.01 1449



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Cookridge Cricket Club Smithy Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 5.66 1.78 1493

Cookridge Golf Course Cookridge Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 8.6 46.42 1863

Corpus Christie High 
School Neville Road 

Temple 
Newsam 5.8 0.74 276

Corpus Christie Primary 
School Playing Fields Neville Road 

Temple 
Newsam 6.7 0.73 353

Cottingley Primary 
School Dulverton Grove 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 7.81 1.42 1073

Crawshaw School Ravens Mount Pudsey 7.81 6.89 1563
Cross Gates Cricket 
Pitch Austhorpe Lane 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 2.72 0.98 1435

Cross Green Lane 
Former Rugby Pitches Cross Green Lane 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 0.66 2 320

Crossgates Bowling 
Club Well Garth, Cossgates 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft  0.17 1855

Crossgates 
Recreational Hall Back Poplar Avenue 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor  0.12 1860

David Young Playing 
Fields (East) 

Within the David 
Young Academy 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 8.33 4.82 250

Dick Lane - La Liga 
Soccer Centre. 

Rear of Gallagher 
Leisure Park 

Calverley & 
Farsley 6.61 6.2 1691

Drighlington Cricket 
Ground 

B6125 / Rear of 
Bowling Green View Morley North 7.5 0.89 1754

Drighlington Primary Moorland Road Morley North 7.36 1.23 1641
East Ardsley Cricket 
Club Royston Hill 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6.3 1.67 636

East Ardsley Primary 
School Main Street 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 7.33 1.26 1713

East Beckett Park 
Campus Beckett Park Campus Weetwood 7.66 2.57 1671
East Garforth Primary 
School Aberford Road 

Garforth & 
Swillington 5.7 1.94 1572

East Keswick Sports 
Association Moor Lane Harewood 4.75 3.93 1475
East Keswick Tennis 
Courts Moor Lane Harewood 5.41 0.26 1483
East Leeds Cricket and 
Sports Club Pontefract lane 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5.7 1 521

East Leeds Rugby 
League Pitch Clark Lane 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5.23 1.72 297

Elland Road Playing 
Field Elland Road Morley North 5.53 2.88 577
Elmet Central BESD 
SILC Elmete Lane Roundhay 4.2 0.17 1805
Elmete Central BESD 
SKC Stonegate Road Moortown 4.09 0.96 1699
Elmete Lane Schools Elmete Lane Roundhay 1.9 14.25 1406

Farnley Cricket Ground Lawns lane 
Farnley & 
Wortley 7.41 2.16 1832

Farnley Park High 
School Off Chapel Lane 

Farnley & 
Wortley 6.3 6 909

Farsley Celtic Pavillion Gardens 
Calverley & 
Farsley 7.33 3.81 1657
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Farsley Springbank 
Junior School Springbank Road 

Calverley & 
Farsley 6.63 2.16 1690

Fearnville Sports Centre 
(outdoor sports 
facilities) Foundry Lane 

Gipton & 
Harehills 7 2.73 265

Fieldhead Carr School White Laithe Approach 
Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 4.9 2.82 1684

Firthfields POS New Sturton Lane 
Garforth & 
Swillington 5.76 1.13 1015

Former Copperfield 
High School Playing 
Fields Cross Green Lane 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5.11 5.2 372

Former Thomas 
Chippendale School 
Pitches Weston Ridge Otley & Yeadon 3.33 1.09 1770
Foundry Mill (private 
pitch off) Foundry Mill Street 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 6.16 1.47 268

Fountain Primary 
School Fountain Street Morley South 6.9 2.53 728
Fulneck Golf Course Dye House Lane Pudsey 8 13.02 1864
Garforth and Swillington 
Bowling Club Beaconsfield Court 

Garforth & 
Swillington  0.11 1854

Garforth Community 
College Lidgett Lane 

Garforth & 
Swillington 6.72 8.65 1569

Garforth Cricket Club Pinfold Lane 
Garforth & 
Swillington 6.41 1.71 1226

Garforth Golf Course Long Lane Harewood 7.66 49.95 1550
Garforth Green Lane 
Primary School Ribblesdale Avenue 

Garforth & 
Swillington 7.5 1.41 1571

Garforth Ninelands 
Infant & Junior School Ninelands lane 

Garforth & 
Swillington 5.7 1.56 1570

Garnetts Field Riverdale Road Otley & Yeadon 5.3 1.96 773
Gateways School The Avenue Harewood 7.72 4.95 993
Gildersome Birchfield 
County Primary Birchfield Avenue Morley North 7.54 1.51 1640
Gildersome Cricket Club East View Morley North 6.77 1.62 1745
Gildersome Primary Town Street Morley North 7 1.81 1639
Gipton Square (Playing 
Field behind) Gipton Square 

Gipton & 
Harehills 1.84 1.23 355

Gledhow Lane Cricket 
Pitch Gledhow Lane Roundhay 7.58 1.88 502
Goals Football Centre Kirkstall Road Armley 8.45 3.72 1843
Gotts Park Golf Course Armley Ridge Road Armley 5.93 37.43 768
Grangefield School Mount Pleasant Road Pudsey 7.45 1.8 1497
Grangefield School 
(Part of) Grange View Pudsey 5.45 3.11 1495
Great Preston Church of 
England Primary School Preston Lane 

Garforth & 
Swillington 5.22 0.9 1535

Green Bottom Bowling 
Club Off Silverdale Avenue 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 6.61 0.32 55

Green Lane Cricket 
Club Green Lane 

Garforth & 
Swillington 6.08 1.21 1228

Greenmount Primary 
School Lodge Lane City & Hunslet 7.57 0.56 1819
Greenside School South Parade Pudsey 7.36 0.49 1565
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Grimes Dyke Primary 
School Stanks Drive 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 7.63 3.27 1580

Grove Hill Cricket 
Ground West Buck Lane Otley & Yeadon 4.92 1.69 777

Guiseley Infant School Oxford Road 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 8.37 0.9 1810

Guiseley Secondary 
School Fieldhead Road 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 6.88 7.69 1338

Haigh Road Primary 
School Haigh Road Rothwell 5.66 0.2 1262

Hall Lane Pitch Hall Lane 
Farnley & 
Wortley 5.25 0.91 905

Harewood Cricket Club 
Harewood House East 
off the A61 Harewood 6.09 1.23 992

Hawksworth Church of 
England Primary School Main Street 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 9.12 0.3 1616

Hawksworth Wood 
Primary Broadway Kirkstall 7.18 0.41 1623
Hawley Hall Golf 
Course Scotchman Lane Morley South 7.78 40.94 462
Headingley Cricket 
Ground Practice Area St Michaels Lane Headingley 6.8 0.79 216
Headingley Golf Course Old Church Lane Alwoodley 7.81 45.32 1720
Headingley Stadium - 
Rugby Ground St Michaels Lane Headingley 9.5 0.94 893
Headingley Stadium - 
Yorkshire Cricket Club St Michaels Lane Headingley 9.5 1.74 894
Highbury Cricket Club 
(Disused) Hollin Drive Moortown 1.84 1.02 60
Hill Top Primary School 
Playing Field Batley Road 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.8 0.27 398

Hillcrest Primary School Hamilton Terrace Chapel Allerton 7.9 0.45 316

Holbeck Bowling Club St Anthonys Road 
Beeston & 
Holbeck  0.16 1862

Hollybush School Broad Lane 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.9 1.54 1502

Horsforth Golf Course Bayton Lane Otley & Yeadon 7.58 45.16 1287
Hovingham Primary 
School Playing Field (St 
Wilfrid's Drive, Harehills) St Wilfrids Drive 

Gipton & 
Harehills 6.5 0.6 340

Hugh Calverley Playing 
Fields Wakefield Road Rothwell 6.84 7.99 1101
Hugh Gatiskell Primary 
School St Anthonys Road 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 7.14 2.46 1613

Hunslet Green 
(Community Sports 
Club) The Oval City & Hunslet 7.61 3.76 1053
Hunslet Moor Primary 
School Fairford Avenue City & Hunslet 6.28 0.26 1825
Hunslet Nelson Cricket 
Club Gypsy Lane 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 6.76 2.31 564

Hunslet St Marys 
Primary School Lawns Lane City & Hunslet 5.36 0.67 1052

Intake High School Calverley Lane 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.72 5.62 966
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Intake Road Cricket 
Ground Intake Road Pudsey 6.75 1.95 1372

Irish Centre Sports Pitch Everleigh Street 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 6.72 0.6 322

John Smeaton 
Community School Smeaton Approach 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5.77 3.42 1683

John Smeaton Sports 
Centre Smeaton Approach 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5.54 3.47 1829

King George's Playing 
Fields Brownberrie Lane Horsforth 4.53 7.22 67
Kippax Ash Tree 
Primary School Playing 
Field Robinson Lane 

Kippax & 
Methley 7.36 0.72 1241

Kippax Greenfield 
Primary School Ebor Mount 

Kippax & 
Methley 5 1.58 1592

Kippax North Infant and 
Nursery School Brexdale Avenue 

Kippax & 
Methley 6.6 1.66 1594

Kippax Welfare Rugby 
Club Longdike Lane 

Kippax & 
Methley 7.3 4.57 1244

Kirkham Cricket Club Woodhouse Lane 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.23 3.98 637

Knotford Nook Pool Road Otley & Yeadon 4.91 25.17 1653
Lady Elizabeth Hasting 
Church of England 
Aided Primary School Linton Road Harewood 7.6 0.75 1591
Lady Elizabeth Hastings 
Church of England 
Primary School Green Lane 

Kippax & 
Methley 6.3 0.51 1537

Lawns Park Primary 
School Chapel Lane 

Farnley & 
Wortley 7.8 0.38 908

Lawnswood Recreation 
Ground Otley Old Road Weetwood 6.9 10.32 1790
Ledsham Cricket 
Ground Claypit Lane 

Kippax & 
Methley 6.9 0.88 1211

Leeds Corinthians 
RUFC St Georges Road Middleton Park 5.83 2.66 847
Leeds Girls High School 
(Main Site) Victoria Road Headingley 6.63 1.38 929
Leeds Girls High School 
Playing Fields Victoria Road Headingley 6.72 0.69 930
Leeds Golf Club Elmete Lane Roundhay 7.9 44.78 1421
Leeds Grammar School Alwoodley Gates Alwoodley 8.63 27.45 1715
Leeds Lions AFC 
Football Pitch Manston Lane 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 4.91 1.36 1434

Leeds Rugby Academy Bridge Road Kirkstall 8.4 3.99 1375
Leeds United FC - 
Elland Road Elland Road 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 7.6 0.85 1316

Leeds United Training 
Ground Walton Road Wetherby 7.9 10.22 1464
Leodiensions Rugby 
Pitches Cragg Lane Alwoodley 6.07 7.85 1513
Leopold Street Playing 
Field Leopold Street Chapel Allerton 2.33 0.67 315
Linton Tennis Courts Linton Lane Harewood 7.33 0.63 1627
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Little London Primary 
School. Meanwood Street 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 7.45 0.37 1698

Long Thorpe Lane 
Playing Field Long Thorpe Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.84 2.03 671

Low Road County 
Primary School Low Road City & Hunslet 6.5 0.85 1341
Manston Primary 
School Playing Field Church Lane 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 7.5 0.99 222

Manston St James 
Playing Fields Sandbed Lane 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 6.3 0.75 224

Matthew Murray High 
School Brown Lane East 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 2.09 4.22 719

Meadowfield Primary 
School Halton Moor Avenue 

Temple 
Newsam 7.33 1.06 347

Meanwood Cricket Club Parkside Road Moortown 5.08 0.81 1283
Meanwood Road Rugby 
Club Meanwood Road Chapel Allerton 3.81 1.34 935
Merlyn Rees Youth Hub 
(High School) Middleton Road Middleton Park 2.72 2.88 1046

Methley Cricket Ground Little Church Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 9 2.49 1202

Methley Primary School Church Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 8 0.94 1261

Methley Warriors Rugby 
Ground Pinfold Lane 

Kippax & 
Methley 4.27 2.06 1188

Micklefield Church of 
England Primary School Great North Road 

Kippax & 
Methley 5.81 0.81 1538

Micklefield Miners 
Welfare Rec Ground Great North Road 

Kippax & 
Methley 6.25 4.59 1213

Middleton Church Of 
England Primary School Moor Flatts Road Middleton Park 6.71 1.18 1828

Middleton Golf Course 
Ring Road Beeston 
Park Middleton Park 4.2 49.8 1839

Middleton Lane Football 
Ground (Robin Hood 
Athleti Middleton Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6.5 2.21 864

Middleton Leisure 
Centre Pitch 1 Ring Road Middleton Middleton Park 5.07 1.87 848
Middleton Leisure 
Centre Pitch 2 Acre Road Middleton Park 4.92 5.37 841
Middleton Primary 
School 

Middleton Park 
Avenue Middleton Park 6.72 1.57 796

Moor Allerton Golf Club Coal Road Harewood 8.63 86.64 1761
Moorfield Road Pitch Moorfield Road Armley 5.33 1.26 597
Moortown Golf Club Harrogate Road Alwoodley 9.18 54.93 1716
Morley Cricket and 
Sports Club Scatcherd Lane Morley South 7 6.9 452
Morley High School Scatchered Lane Morley South 6.36 3.59 727
Morley St Francis 
Roman Catholic Primary 
School Highcliffe Road Morley South 7 1.59 725
Morley Victoria Primary 
Playing Field Nepshaw Lane Morley North 6.61 1.61 459
New Bewerley Primary 
School Bismark Drive City & Hunslet 6.85 0.85 1733
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New Rover Cricket Club Smithy Mills Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 8.23 2.65 925

New Wortley Recreation 
Ground Oldfield Lane 

Farnley & 
Wortley 5.53 12.36 80

Newlaithes Junior 
School Victoria Crescent Horsforth 7.81 1.68 968
Newlands Junior and 
Infants School Albert Road Morley South 7.81 1.36 721
Newton Road Newton Road Chapel Allerton 4.5 1.58 1175

Ninevah Playing Fields Ninevah Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 6.76 3.69 1385

Northfield Avenue 
Recreation Ground Northfield Avenue 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.92 1.05 865

Oakwood Primary 
School Playing Pitch Thorn Walk 

Gipton & 
Harehills 8.1 0.76 379

Old Cricket Ground Pool 
Road Mills Pool Road 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 0.9 1.91 1652

Old Etonian Rugby 
Pitches Off Pool Road Otley & Yeadon 6.23 4.04 1092
Old Moderians 
Association Cookridge Lane 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 7.3 2.56 1500

Oldfield Lane Oldfield Lane 
Farnley & 
Wortley 0.66 1.8 949

Opposite Fulneck 
School Avenue Close Pudsey 7.09 4.64 1095
Osmondthorpe 
Recreation Ground Rookwood Road 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5.66 5.2 345

Otley All Saints Primary 
School Lisker Drive Otley & Yeadon 8 0.57 1604
Otley Ashfield First 
School Weston Lane Otley & Yeadon 9 0.75 1602
Otley RUFC Cross Green Otley & Yeadon 8.09 2.94 1767
Otley Town Football 
Club Off Pool Road Otley & Yeadon 5.84 4.09 1091
Oulton Hill Golf Course / 
Park Rothwell Lane Rothwell 7.76 111.09 1011
Oulton Primary School Green Lea Rothwell 7.44 1.64 1259
Our Lady Primary 
Playing Field Pigeon Cote Road 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 6 0.46 211

Outgang Lane Outgang Lane Armley 2.76 2.26 1503
Park Spring Primary 
School Wellstone Avenue Pudsey 8.18 1.59 1499

Parkland High School South Parkway 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 4.88 1.91 328

Parklands Football 
Pitches South Parkway 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 3.91 4.82 327

Parklands Primary 
School Dufton Approach 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.87 1.64 329

Parliament Road MUGA Parliament Road Armley 7.4 0.27 790
Pepper Road 
Recreation Ground Pepper Road City & Hunslet 4.07 4.12 915

Pheonix Golf Club Rear of Dick Lane 
Calverley & 
Farsley 4.46 6.44 1675

Pool Cricket Club Arthington Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 5.53 3.96 734
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Priesthorpe School Priesthope Lane 
Calverley & 
Farsley 7 5.28 1680

Primrose High (Sports 
Ground Associated With 
Former) Lincoln Road 

Gipton & 
Harehills 3.45 0.53 311

Prince Henry's 
Grammar School Farnley Lane Otley & Yeadon 8 4.41 1606
Pudsey Bowling Club Windmill Hill Pudsey  0.27 1858
Pudsey Littlemoor 
Working Mens Club 
Bowling Green Valley Green Pudsey  0.12 1859
Pudsey Lowtown 
Primary School Kent Road Pudsey 8.09 0.61 1562
Pudsey Primrose Hill 
Primary School Primrose Hill 

Calverley & 
Farsley 7.36 1 1681

Pudsey St Lawrence 
Cricket Ground Tofts Road Pudsey 5.75 1.34 1387
Pudsey Tyersal Primary Tyersal Drive Pudsey 7.27 0.42 1567
Queensway Junior and 
Infant School Shaw Royd Otley & Yeadon 8.5 0.51 1603
Queenswood Drive 
Sports Pitches Queenswood Drive Kirkstall 6.72 4.58 1256
Ralph Thoresby High 
School Farrar Lane Weetwood 6.2 2.6 1157
Rawdon - St Peters 
Church of England 
Primary School Billingwood Drive Horsforth 6.5 0.65 1807

Rawdon Cricket Club Larkfield Road 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 7.5 1.44 1780

Rawdon Golf Course Rawdon Drive Horsforth 7.41 15.59 1279

Rawdon Grounds Billing View 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 6.76 0.83 1786

Rawdon Littlemoor 
Primary School New Road 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 9 0.65 1599

Rawdon Meadow 
Playing Fields Apperley Lane Horsforth 8.16 5.14 1818

Red Hall Playing Fields Red Hall Lane 
Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 6.41 8.32 1762

Red Lane Cricket 
Ground Red Lane 

Calverley & 
Farsley 5.3 1.54 558

Richmond Hill Primary 
School Clark Crescent 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 7.27 0.66 307

Richmond Holme 
School Sports Ground Glen Road Weetwood 9 3.33 139

Rodillian School Long Thorpe Lane 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.63 5.4 779

Rodley Cricket Ground Town Street 
Calverley & 
Farsley 4.15 6.18 559

Rose Court Leeds Girls 
High School Buckingham Road Headingley 6.27 0.81 931
Rothwell Bowling Club Rea of Arran Way Rothwell 7 0.21 1222
Rothwell Church of 
England primary School Queensway Rothwell 5.88 1.17 1260
Rothwell Sports Centre Wakefield Road Rothwell 7.07 4 1100
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Rothwell St Marys RC 
Primary School Royds Lane Rothwell 8.18 1.14 1114
Rothwell Victoria Junior 
School Cornwall Crescent Rothwell 7 1.32 902
Rothwell West Junior 
School Stone Brig Lane Rothwell 9 1.91 1122
Round Legions Club 
(Rugby Ground) Chelwood Drive Moortown 6.63 3.39 518
Roundhay Golf Course Princes Avenue Roundhay 7.46 30.78 1838
Roundhay School Old Park Road Roundhay 8.54 7.77 499
Roundhay St John 
Primary School North Lane Roundhay 7.7 0.17 1802
Roundhay Tennis Club Shaftesbury Avenue Roundhay 8.3 0.44 1719
Royds High School Pennington Lane Rothwell 7.63 11.67 1097
Royds Lane  - Rothwell 
sports Club Royds Lane Rothwell 6.75 2.45 1113
Rufford Park Primary 
School Rufford Avenue Otley & Yeadon 8.57 0.9 1808
Ryecroft primary School 
Playing Field Stonebridge Grove 

Farnley & 
Wortley 8 1.29 762

Sacred Heart Roman 
Catholic Primary Eden Way Kirkstall 7.45 1.44 1625
Sandmoor Golf Club Alwoodley Lane Alwoodley 8.9 48.38 1714
Scarcroft Cricket Pitch Off Wetherby Road Harewood 7.4 0.87 1766
Scarcroft Golf Course Syke Lane Harewood 8.54 51.01 1768
Scholes Elmet Primary 
School Station Road Harewood 7.1 1.09 1610
Scholes Playing Field Off Belle Vue Avenue Harewood 7.75 2.73 1800
Scott Hall Pitches Scot Hall Road Chapel Allerton 3.83 6.71 1281
Scott Hall Sports 
Pitches Scott Hall Road Chapel Allerton 5.54 8.86 1546
Seacroft Grange 
Primary School Playing 
Field Moresdale Lane 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.55 0.44 273

Shadwell Cricket 
Ground Avon Court Harewood 6.1 1.74 1763
Shadwell Primary 
School Main Street Harewood 5.5 0.86 1587
Shakespeare Primary, 
Primrose High Beckett Street 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 8.6 1.69 314

Skelton Grange Road 
Pitch Skelton Grange Road City & Hunslet 2 1.01 912
Skelton Road (Private 
Sports Pitch) Skelton Road 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5.3 2.12 351

Skelton Wood Sports 
Field Skeltons Lane 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5.25 10.93 156

South Leeds 
Conservative Club Cross Flatts Place 

Beeston & 
Holbeck  0.23 1861

South Leeds Golf 
Course (One) Beeston Ring Road Middleton Park 7.38 27.5 567
South Leeds Golf 
Course (Two) Beeston Ring Road Middleton Park 7.38 18.2 568
South Leeds High 
School PFI Charles Approach Middleton Park 7.87 4.61 1826
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South Leeds Sports 
Centre Beeston Road City & Hunslet 4.69 5.94 16
South Leeds Stadium Middleton Grove Middleton Park 8.58 8.71 1056
South Royd Primary Littlemoor Crescent Pudsey 7.63 0.81 1564
Spinkwell Lane Rec 
Ground Spinkwell Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.46 1.56 406

Springbank Road POS Springbank Road Morley North 5.91 2.18 1744

St Agnes MUGA Naseby View 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 6.11 0.16 301

St Agnes Pitch Naseby View 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 3.5 0.34 302

St Augustines Primary 
School St Wilfrids Circus 

Gipton & 
Harehills 7.5 1.19 358

St Benedict Roman 
Catholic Primary School Station Fields 

Garforth & 
Swillington 6.2 0.72 1579

St Chads Broomfield 
Cricket Club Otley Road Weetwood 6.58 0.86 892

St Chads Tennis Club 
Next to St Chads 
Church Weetwood 5.58 0.2 891

St Francis of Assisi 
Primary School Coupland Street City & Hunslet 6 0.45 1685
St James Primary 
School Otley Manor Court Otley & Yeadon 8.62 0.76 1607
St John's Residential 
School for the Deaf Church Street Wetherby  2.8 1398
St Josephs Primary 
School Joseph Street City & Hunslet 6.71 0.45 1646
St Josephs RC Primary 
School Rayner Terrace Pudsey 7.45 0.43 1496
St Joseph's School 
Playing Field Barleyfields Court Wetherby 7.77 0.68 420
St Marys 
Comprehensive School Bradford Road 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 9 4.41 1611

St Marys Primary 
School North Broadgate Lane Horsforth 8.12 1.77 1614
St Mathias Primary 
School Burley Road Kirkstall 8.36 0.34 386
St Nicholas Playing 
Fields Wykebeck Valley Road

Gipton & 
Harehills 6.5 2.5 286

St Oswald Church of 
England Junior School The Green 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 7.5 1.53 1601

St Patricks School 
Playing Pitch Torre Road 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5 2.03 331

St Phillips Primary 
School St Phillips Avenue Middleton Park 6.83 0.56 1827
St Theresas Primary 
School Playing fields Barwick Road 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 6.4 7.38 223

Stables Lane Playing 
Field Stables Lane Wetherby 6.23 2.08 573
Stainbeck School 
Playing Field Stainbeck Lane Moortown 0.58 0.79 1867
Stanmore Terrace 
Sports Ground Stanmore Terrace Kirkstall 4.07 1.76 928

Stanningley Rugby Club Coal Hill Drive 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 7.84 1.94 969
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Street Lane Recreation 
Ground Street Lane Morley North 5 2.87 1673
Summerfield Primary 
School Intake Lane 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.63 0.69 1678

Swarcliffe Primary 
School and Nursery Swarcliffe Drive 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5.83 2.32 1581

Swillington Minors 
Welfare Club Wakefield Road 

Garforth & 
Swillington 5.1 6.03 1725

Swillington Primary 
School Church Lane 

Garforth & 
Swillington 7.4 1.42 1534

Swinnow Primary 
School Swinnow Road Pudsey 7.63 1.12 1498
Temple Moor High 
School Field End Road 

Temple 
Newsam 4.44 2.17 1812

Temple Newsam Golf 
Course 

Adjacent to 
M1Junction 45 

Temple 
Newsam 7.33 141.63 1840

Temple Newsam, 
Halton Primary School 
Playing Pitch Pinfold Lane 

Temple 
Newsam 7.10 1.47 291

Terrace Lawn Tennis 
Club High Street Wetherby 7.61 0.8 675

The Green - Seacroft York Road 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 7.84 1.46 230

The Ings Wetherby A58 Wetherby Road Wetherby 4.26 13.42 99
The Manor Golf Club Bradford Road Morley North 8.72 67.88 1750
'The Manor' Playing 
Pitch Stony Royd 

Calverley & 
Farsley 3.12 0.87 1821

The Moor Allerton 
Sports and Social 
Centre Off Stonegate Road Moortown 7.08 0.8 985
The Yorkshire 
Conductive Education 
Centre High Street Wetherby 3.54 0.84 1455
Thomas Danby Pitches Barrack Road City & Hunslet 7.11 0.88 319

Thornbury Cricket Club Daleside Road 
Calverley & 
Farsley 7.45 0.85 1823

Thornbury Playing Field 
/ Sports Ground Bradford Road 

Calverley & 
Farsley 3.84 2.11 718

Thorner Bowling Club Carr Lane Harewood 6.18 0.3 1738
Thorner Church of 
England Primary School Kirk Hills Harewood 6.9 0.76 1488
Thorner FC and Thorner 
Mexborough CC Thorner Lane Harewood 7.25 2.27 1576
Thorner Tennis Club Carr Lane Harewood 6.5 0.12 1485
Thorp Arch and Boston 
Spa Cricket Ground The Village Wetherby 6.66 0.99 1466
Thorp Arch HM Prison 
Sports Ground Walton Road Wetherby 4.2 1.01 1457
Thorp Arch Tennis 
Courts The Village Wetherby 6.45 0.11 1561

Thorpe Primary School Dolphine Lane 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.9 0.62 781

Tingley Athletic Casson Drive 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6.23 5.04 631
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Tranmere Park Tennis 
Courts Fairway Close 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 7.07 0.25 1070

Trent Road - Arcadia 
Sports Ground Trent Road 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 3.9 2.95 333

Troydale Recreation 
Club Ltd 

Troydale Grove, 
Pudsey Pudsey  0.19 1857

University of Leeds 
Athletics Ground 
/Weetwood Sports 
Pitches Lawnswood Ring Road Weetwood 7.72 18.2 1286
Upper Armley Tennis 
Club Off Stanningley Road Armley 6 0.53 759
Valley View Primary 
School Coal Hill Drive 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 7.9 1.53 964

Wades Charity Pitches York Road 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 5.46 2.78 352

Walton Road Sports 
Pitches Walton Road Wetherby 2.75 3.17 1456
Weetwood Avenue 
Sports Ground Weetwood Avenue Weetwood 4 2.82 927
West Leeds High 
School (PFI) Heights Lane Armley  5.97 920

West Leeds RUFC Pitch Blue Hill Lane 
Farnley & 
Wortley 6.9 1.46 789

West Oaks School 
Annexe Oakwood Lane 

Gipton & 
Harehills 6.5 0.34 277

West Park Leeds RUFC 
Ground The Sycamores 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 7.46 8.01 746

West Park Playing 
Fields Queenswood Drive Weetwood 5.76 20.63 1322
West Riding County 
Football Association Rear of Fleet Lane Rothwell 7.75 2.14 1131
Westerton Primary 
School Hesketh Avenue Morley South 7.72 1.25 731
Westwood Primary Bodmin Garth Middleton Park 8.09 0.94 1003
Wetherby Cricket 
Ground Boston Road Wetherby 6 2.44 1459
Wetherby Golf Club Linton Lane Harewood 6.76 64.6 1669
Wetherby High School Hallfield Lane Wetherby 8.09 4.02 538
Wheatley Park Football 
Ground Brierlands Lane 

Garforth & 
Swillington 8.5 1 1124

Whingate Primary 
School Whingate Road 

Farnley & 
Wortley 8.5 0.9 760

Whinmoor St Pauls 
School Playing Pitch Red Hall Croft 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 7.5 1.2 208

White Laith Primary 
School Naburn Drive 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 7.44 0.52 200

Whitkirk Selby Road 
Temple 
Newsam 8.8 3.31 1184

Wigton Sports 
Association Harrogate Road (A61) Alwoodley 4.92 3.64 698
Windmill PS Belle Isle Road Middleton Park 5 3.59 1036
Woodhall Hills Golf 
Course Woodhall Road 

Calverley & 
Farsley 7.16 25.68 1278



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Woodhall Lane Playing 
Field Woodhall Lane 

Calverley & 
Farsley 5.53 2.58 835

Woodhouse Cricket 
Club Meanwood Road Chapel Allerton 6 0.93 936
Woodhouse Public 
School Palaying Fields Apperley Lane Horsforth 9.3 10.35 1816
Woodkirk Cricket 
Ground Off Dewsbury Road Morley South 3.83 1.42 381
Woodkirk High School Rein Road Morley South 6.9 9.65 729
Woodlesford Primary 
School Highfield Lane Rothwell 7.88 1.21 1258

Wortley High School Swallow Crescent 
Farnley & 
Wortley 5.72 4.75 757

Wyke Beck North - 
David Young Academy Off Bishops Way 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 3 11.87 1848

Wykebeck North 
(Fearnville Playing 
Pitches) Wetherby Road 

Gipton & 
Harehills 4.9 25.78 266

Wykebeck Primary 
School Playing Field Brander Road 

Gipton & 
Harehills 6.6 0.66 380

Yarn Bury Rugby Club Brownberrie Lane Horsforth 8.38 4.4 1063
Yeadon - Westfield 
Junior School Crofters Lea 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 7.25 2.09 1809

Yeadon Cricket Club Moorfield Crescent Otley & Yeadon 6.25 2.05 1773
Yeadon Football Pitch Dam Lane Otley & Yeadon 5.41 0.85 1774
Yorkshire Amateur FC Roxholme Road Chapel Allerton 4.33 1.8 496
Yorkshire Bank Sports 
Ground Allerton Grove Moortown 2.66 4.67 1598
 
Allotments 
 
Site Name Address Ward Average 

Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Aberford Allotments - 
Field Lane Field Lane Harewood 5.9 0.78 1408
Aberford Road 
Allotments Aberford Road Wetherby 7.25 0.65 1689

Ardsley Common Farm Common Lane 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.07 1.63 627

Ardsley Mill Allotments Common Lane 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3.62 0.22 399

Armley Ridge Road 
Allotment Society Armley Ridge Road Armley 6.45 1.03 825

Arthington Allotments Holme View 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 4.09 0.38 1756

Ash Road Allotments St Anne's Road Headingley  4.05 1021
Bandstand Allotments Meanwood Road Chapel Allerton 1.63 1.21 1589

Bank Row Allotments Off Dale Croft 
Garforth & 
Swillington 2.40 0.4 1012

Beechwood Crescent 
Allotments Beechwood Crescent Kirkstall 5.54 0.57 142
Belle Vue Allotments - 
Scholes Off Main Street Harewood 2.63 0.3 1799



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Berwick in Elmet 
Allotments Off Chapel Lane Harewood 5.45 1.41 1795
Bird Cage Walk 
Allotments East Bird Cage Walk Otley & Yeadon 4.4 0.31 1105
Birdcage Walk 
Allotments East Birdcage Walk Otley & Yeadon 2.11 0.37 424
Boston Spa Allotment 
Gardens High Street Wetherby 6.3 0.61 674
Bridge Street Allotments Bridge Street Morley South 3.38 1.76 1000

Bright Street (Behind) Bright Street 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3 0.84 660

Broadgate Lane (King 
Edward Avenue) 
Allotments King Edward Avenue Horsforth 7.25 0.73 1106
Burley Mills (aka Goit 
Allotments) Kirkstall Road Kirkstall 3 6.53 477
Burley Model Allotment Stanmore Lane Kirkstall 5.54 2.8 1002
Burras Lane Allotments West Chevin Road Otley & Yeadon 6.63 0.65 814

Butt Hill Allotments Off Hollins Park 
Kippax & 
Methley 4 0.87 1520

Byelaw Men's Field 
Allotments Green Lane 

Temple 
Newsam 7.09 0.87 248

Calverley (Gatescroft) 
Allotments Carr Road 

Calverley & 
Farsley 7.5 1.01 703

Calverley Allotments Carr Road 
Calverley & 
Farsley 5.4 0.5 1349

Carlton Lane Allotments 
Rear of Windmill 
Chase Rothwell 4.91 0.33 1117

Carters Field Allotments Sandgate Terrace 
Kippax & 
Methley 4.16 1.35 1242

Cave Lane Allotments Cave Lane 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6.66 1.23 659

Cemetery Road 
Allotments - Yeadon Cemetery Road Otley & Yeadon 5.09 0.3 840
Chaucer Avenue (Rear 
of) Chaucer Avenue Pudsey 6.38 0.61 1430
Church Lane Allotment - 
Kirkstall Woodbridge Close Kirkstall 2.18 2.29 1707

Church Lane Allotments Church Gardens 
Garforth & 
Swillington 6.08 1.43 1227

Clarkes Field Allotments Dewsbury Road 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 7.25 3.7 4

Clifford Allotments Windmill Road Wetherby 5.9 0.72 1470

Club Lane Allotments Club Lane 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 5.5 0.34 1419

Cobden Road 
Allotments Cobden Road 

Farnley & 
Wortley 3.7 1.41 863

Collingham Allotments Mill Lane Harewood 4.27 0.21 1688
Common Lane 
Allotments Common Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6 1.01 628

Common Lane 
Allotments (South) Common Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 2.42 0.48 1542

Copley Lane Allotments Copley Lane 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.38 1.22 867



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Copley Lane Grazing 
Field Copley Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3.53 0.8 868

Cragg Wood Allotments Outwood Lane Horsforth 7.41 1.02 1103

Crescent Allotments The Crescent 
Kippax & 
Methley 3.5 0.79 1366

Crimbles Allotments Longfield Road Pudsey 6.41 0.58 1361
Cross Hall Allotments Scotchman Lane Morley South 5.76 1.73 404

Daisyvale Terrace Daisyvale Terrace 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 1.42 0.32 1265

Danefield Terrace 
Allotments Danefield Terrace Otley & Yeadon 1.75 0.25 1575
Deanswood Drive 
Allotments 

Rear of Deanswood 
Drive Alwoodley  0.23 1842

Dolphine Lane 
Allotments Dolphine Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.5 0.43 650

Elland Road Allotments Elland Road Morley North 4.83 0.85 576
Fearnville Allotments 
(Oakwood Lane 
Allotment) Fearnville Road 

Gipton & 
Harehills 5.23 2.51 281

Fearnville Road 
(Overgrown Allotment ) Fearnville Road 

Gipton & 
Harehills 1.58 1.31 282

Field Terrace (Primrose 
Lane) Allotments Primrose Lane 

Temple 
Newsam 4.9 0.22 290

Firthfields Allotments Firthfields 
Garforth & 
Swillington 3.5 0.56 1016

Flicks Allotments, 
Yeadon St Andrews Road Otley & Yeadon 3.63 1.11 842
Foundry 
Place/Drive/Avenue 
(Allotments Behind) 
(Gipton South) Foundry Drive 

Gipton & 
Harehills 3.81 1.8 359

Gallows Hill Allotments Gallows Hill Otley & Yeadon 0.9 0.22 1516
Gelderd Road 
Allotments Gelderd Road Morley North 6.9 0.56 1751

Gibson Lane allotments Gibson Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 6.83 2.78 1243

Gledhow Valley 
Allotments Gledhow Valley Road Chapel Allerton 5 4.29 413
Greenthorpe Allotments 
(1) Off Poplar Gardens Armley 5.41 1.22 595
Haigh Road Allotments High Ridge Park Rothwell 7.16 0.86 1116
Hayleys Field Allotment 
- Westover Road 

Rear of Westover 
Road 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 7.58 0.89 855

Headingley Station 
Allotments Queenswood Drive Kirkstall 5 2.5 1705
Hepworth Avenue 
Allotments Hepworth Avenue Morley North 2.25 1.8 570
Highbury Small Holding Stone Mill Approach Moortown 5.18 0.22 1023
Highfield Avenue 
Allotments Highfield Avenue 

Farnley & 
Wortley 2 0.69 952

Hollin Lane Allotments 
(Mill Race) Hollin Drive Weetwood 4.75 2.18 1022

Hollinhurst Allotments Hollinhusrt 
Garforth & 
Swillington 5 0.62 1377



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Holmsley Field Lane 
Allotments Rear of Albert Road Rothwell 5.08 0.46 1008
Hough Side Allotments Houghside Lane Pudsey 3 0.36 1340

Hovingham Allotments St Wilfreds 
Gipton & 
Harehills 3.38 0.53 341

Inglewood Drive 
(Allotments off) Inglewood Drive 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 4.46 0.64 235

Ings Lane Allotment Ings Lane Otley & Yeadon 4.92 0.33 1088
Keswick Lane 
Allotments Woodacre Lane Harewood 4.8 0.21 554

Kippax Allotments Station Road 
Kippax & 
Methley 5.92 1.41 1248

Kirk Lane Allotments Swaine Hill Terrace 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 7.58 0.34 1395

Lady Pit Lane 
Allotments & POS Lady Pit Lane City & Hunslet 7.41 1.91 7
Lastingham Road 
Allotments Lastingham Road 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 5.7 0.32 1845

Low Hall Road 
Allotments Low Hall Road Horsforth 6.3 0.24 1834
Marshall Street 
Allotments Marshall Street Morley South 4.84 0.66 493
Meanwood Valley 
Urban Farm Sugar Well Road Chapel Allerton 8.16 0.29 1173
Millennium Village 
allotments Park Avenue 

Kippax & 
Methley 6.9 0.97 1315

Moor (Ripley Lane) 
Allotments Moor Lane 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 6 0.67 1844

Myers Croft Allotments Off Myers Croft Otley & Yeadon 3.7 0.33 1648
Myers Croft Allotments Off Myers Croft Otley & Yeadon 5.9 0.25 824
North Park Avenue 
Allotments Lidgett Lane Roundhay 5.09 1.5 504

Old Lane Allotments Old Lane 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.58 1.8 582

Oldfield Lane / Highfield 
Garden (New Wortley) 
Allotments Oldfield Lane 

Farnley & 
Wortley 5.63 0.84 953

Osmondthorpe 
Allotments Osmondthorpe Lane 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 4.3 1.49 350

Parker Street Behind Chapel Street 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.15 0.65 635

Parklane Allotments Park lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 2.54 2.16 1347

Parkside Allotments Off Westland Road 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 6.08 1.67 6

Parkside Road 
Allotments Parkside Road Moortown 7.83 0.86 933
Pease Hill Allotments 
(Crowtrees) Pease Hill Close 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 6.5 1.28 1043

Pondfields Drive (East 
View)  Allotments Pondfields Drive. 

Kippax & 
Methley 2.41 0.93 1702

Pondfields Drive 
Allotments Pondfields Drive 

Kippax & 
Methley 2.41 0.95 1701

Pontefract Lane 
Disused Allotments Pontefract Lane 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 1.07 0.7 321



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Preston View Allotments Preston View 
Garforth & 
Swillington 6.09 0.3 1723

Priesthorpe Lane 
Allotments Priesthorpe Lane 

Calverley & 
Farsley 7.5 0.59 1233

Primrose Allotments Off Primrose View 
Garforth & 
Swillington 6.2 0.21 464

Red Road Allotments Pontefract Lane 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 2.11 1.21 522

Ring Road Lower 
Wortley Allotments Ring Road 

Farnley & 
Wortley 1.77 0.94 787

Rooms Fold Allotments Rooms Fold Morley North 6.07 0.64 619
Roundhay Allotment 
Gardens Lidgett Park Road Roundhay 6.69 1.61 503
Sandon Mount 
Allotments (Woodhouse 
Hill Street) Woodhouse Hill Road City & Hunslet 3 0.29 1058

School Lane Allotments School Lane 
Temple 
Newsam 4.8 0.57 1451

Shafton Lane 
Allotments Shafton Lane 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 3.66 1.59 125

Silverdale Avenue silverdale Avenue 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 3.5 0.9 1835

Silverdale Avenue 
Allotments Silverdale Avenue 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 5.7 0.93 1345

Spring Well Cottages 
Allotments 

Leadwell Lane 
(Behind) Rothwell 2.66 0.4 874

Springfield Allotments Springfield Rise Rothwell 5.75 0.67 1112
Springfield Close  
Allotments Springfield Close Horsforth 6.58 0.39 1704
St Anne's Road 
Allotments St Anne's Road Headingley 6 0.56 1020

St James Allotments 
Off St James 
Approach 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 4.15 0.23 242

Stanningley Road 
Allotments Stanningley Road Armley 3.54 1.5 815

Station Allotments West of Sunnybank 
Kippax & 
Methley 1.3 2.24 1389

Station Lane Allotments Station Lane 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3.25 0.31 657

Station Road (Station 
Top) (Myers Croft) 
Allotments Myerscroft Otley & Yeadon 4.54 0.54 826
Stonegate Road 
Allotments Stonegate Road Moortown 6.72 0.4 919
Summer Hill Allotments 
Methley Saville Road 

Kippax & 
Methley 6.81 0.96 1831

Swillington Common 
Allotments. Selby Road 

Garforth & 
Swillington 2.63 2.22 1432

Telford Terrace 
Allotments Telford Terrace City & Hunslet 4.58 0.52 1051
Tempest Allotments 
(Livestock and Growing) Wharfedale Court Otley & Yeadon 6.27 1.79 683
Thorner Road 
Allotments Thorner Road Wetherby 5.18 1.37 1670
Todds Allotments Off East Busk Lane Otley & Yeadon 5.61 0.76 1094



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Tofts Road Allotments Tofts Road Pudsey 6.66 0.31 1295
Toll Bar Fields 
Allotments 

Access via 52-54 
Easterly Road 

Gipton & 
Harehills 2.84 0.63 337

Unicorn Allotments 
Main Street (behind) 
Unicorn Pub Rothwell 5.08 0.85 873

Victoria Pit Allotments Victoria Road Rothwell 6.16 1.43 903
Victory Garden (Pease 
Hill) Allotments Park Avenue 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 6.58 0.66 1041

Westdale Allotments Westdale Mews 
Calverley & 
Farsley 5.91 0.72 1313

Western Road 
Allotments Western Road 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6.46 0.45 403

Westgate Lane 
Allotments (Lofthouse 
Recreation Allotment) Westgate Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.75 0.32 667

White Bridge Allotments 
Off Cross Green / Pool 
Road Otley & Yeadon 3.3 0.77 1512

White House Farm 
Allotments South View Road Middleton Park 5.25 1.60 1032
Whitehouse Ave 
Allotments Whitehouse Av 

Garforth & 
Swillington 6.41 1.72 1376

Willow Green 
Allotments Rose Terrace Horsforth 7.83 1.47 823
Windmill Allotments Windmill Lane Rothwell 6.5 0.63 1118
Wood Lane - Reservoir 
Allotments Wood Lane Rothwell 6.91 0.49 916

Wood Row Allotments The Hollings 
Kippax & 
Methley 4.63 0.77 1203

Woodhouse Moor 
Allotments Moorland Road 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 2.45 2.32 1837

Woodlea (Primrose 
Lane) Allotments Westwood Way Wetherby 7.6 0.2 512
 
 
 
Natural Green Space 
 
Site Name Address Ward Average 

Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Aberford Pond - Field 
Lane Field lane Harewood 2.5 1.35 1551
Aberford Road 
Greenspace Aberford Road Wetherby 3.66 0.4 673

Addymans Wood 
West Park Drive 
(West) Roundhay 4.33 9.55 17

Adel Wood (Adj to Long 
Causeway) Long Causeway 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 3.36 1.28 990

Adel Woods Buckstone Avenue Alwoodley 5.86 48.28 18
Allerton Bywater 
Primary School (adj to) Park Lane 

Kippax & 
Methley 2 0.32 1255

Almhouse Wood - Rear 
Methley Lane Rear of Methley Lane Rothwell 7.07 11.77 1132
Alwoodley Park Sunningdale Drive Alwoodley 4.16 12.23 689



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Asket Hill Wetherby Road Roundhay 6.54 3.13 260
Aston Grove Snowden Crescent Armley 4.76 1.32 1194
Austhorpe Lane 
Woodland Austhorpe Lane 

Temple 
Newsam 4.42 2.89 1443

Back House Wood Silk Mill Drive Weetwood 5.23 2.81 1145
Back Newton Lane 
Wood Back Newton Lane 

Kippax & 
Methley 5.16 1.17 1210

Bank Avenue/Gardens 
(Rear of) Rear of Bank Avenue Horsforth 5 0.23 1314

Barrowby Drive Barrowby Drive 
Temple 
Newsam 3.83 0.41 1442

Bedford Close Bedford Close Weetwood 3.66 0.36 1220

Beeston Royds Gelderd Road 
Farnley & 
Wortley 3.08 5.69 642

Berryleighs Wood Valley Road 
Kippax & 
Methley 1.41 0.47 1237

Bill Wood/Round Wood 
- Calverley Ravenscliffe Road 

Calverley & 
Farsley 4.58 12.29 836

Billey Lane POS Billey Lane 
Farnley & 
Wortley 2.9 1.81 950

Billing Hill Larkfield Road 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 6.3 1.87 1061

Billing View Pond Billing View 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 5.91 1.1 1360

Birch Wood Hodgson Avenue Alwoodley 3.7 3.54 982

Birkby Brow Wood 
Off Howden Clough 
Road Morley South 4.23 6.37 405

Bowcliffe Beck Bowcliffe Road Wetherby 5.66 1.91 1747
Bowcliffe Wood Bowcliffe Road Wetherby 6.42 0.44 1748
Bramham Lodge Aberford Road Wetherby 4.87 1.3 1749
Bramley Fall and 
Newlay Quarry Pollard Lane 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 4.69 1.97 1489

Bramley Fall and 
Newley Quarry (3 of 3) Pollard Lane 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 4.07 4.21 1207

Bramley Park  (Bottom 
of) Broad Lane 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 2.38 1.78 763

Bramley Station (Rear 
of) Swinnow Road Armley 3.91 0.74 1585

Breary Marsh Off Otley Road 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 7.73 9.23 31

Broadlea Gardens Broadlea Gardens 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 2.69 0.35 1728

Broadlea Mount BroadLea Mount 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 4.69 0.34 1200

Bula Close/Sandgate 
Drive Bula Close 

Kippax & 
Methley 5 7.96 1249

Bullough Lane 
Dismantled Railway Bullough Lane Rothwell 4.69 1.52 1223
Burras Drive (adjacent 
to allotments) Burras drive Otley & Yeadon 6.38 0.19 1777
Calverley Lane Picnic 
Area Calverley Lane 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 3.07 2.72 684

Calverley Picnic Area Calverley Lane Horsforth 6.3 1.34 634

Calverley Woods Clara Drive 
Calverley & 
Farsley 5 50.16 705



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Castlehill Woods Highfield Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 5.69 23.13 114

Chapel Allerton Park 
Wood Gledhow Valley Road Chapel Allerton 1.57 1.15 408

Chapel Lane Woodland Off Chapel Lane 
Farnley & 
Wortley 3.53 1.38 910

Chestnut Plantation Holt Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 6.55 3.28 1501

Church Wood Beckett Park Campus Weetwood 5.87 3.41 1528
Clark Spring Wood Westwood Side Morley North 6.23 1.96 525
Clayton Wood Silk Mill Way Weetwood 4.92 12.65 1142

Clover Court Field Clover Court 
Calverley & 
Farsley 3.41 0.31 837

Clubbed Oaks Wood Asquith Avenue Morley North 3.84 16.95 526
Coal Hill Lane 
Recreation Area Coal Hill Lane 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 4.15 2.61 965

Collingham and Linton 
Bridge Linton Road Harewood 5.75 2.08 1525
Cottingley Springs 
Wood Gelderd Road 

Farnley & 
Wortley 2.9 3.38 643

Cragg Hill Farm Wood Lane Horsforth 4.61 1.39 1111
Cragg Wood Cragg Wood Road Horsforth 6.07 3.53 1110
Cragg Wood North Cliffe Drive Horsforth 5.69 5.67 1787
Cragg Wood Road Outwood Lane Horsforth 5.15 0.37 1403
Cragg Wood South Underwood Drive Horsforth 6.46 8.43 1785
Cranmore Recreation 
Ground Cranmore Drive Middleton Park 1.93 3.64 35
Crossley Park Wood Linton Road Wetherby 3.18 0.24 609
Daffil Wood Ibbetson oval Morley North 6.3 1.81 530
Daffy Wood Silk Mill Approach Weetwood 4.84 5.48 1144
Daisy Hill Close Daisy Hill Close Morley North 1.69 0.61 586
Dark Wood Dark Wood Way Alwoodley 5.6 2.33 981
Dartmouth Park St Andrews Avenue Morley South 5.07 6.05 37
Dean Wood Asquith Avenue Morley North 2.53 5.3 524

Dick Lane Dick Lane 
Calverley & 
Farsley 4.76 9.26 1674

Dolphin Beck Marsh Meadow Side Road 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.38 5.62 645

Dunkirk Hill Canal Road Armley 5.61 1.55 505
Dunningley Hill 
Plantation Off Dewsbury Road 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3.58 4.46 593

East Ardsley Reservoir Off Barrowby Lane 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.3 32.36 394

East Keswick Main 
Street Wike Lane Harewood 4 1.62 1478
East Keswick War 
Memorial and Woodland Whitegate Harewood 5 0.65 1476

East Moor Wood East Moor Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 3.75 2.26 974

Eshald Wood Eshald Lane Rothwell 5.69 6.57 1121
Fairburn Ings Nature 
Reserve Newton Lane 

Kippax & 
Methley 6.6 16.39 42

Fairfield POS Ring Road Farsley 
Calverley & 
Farsley 2.72 1.67 1811



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Fall Lane Nurseries Bright Street 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 1.69 0.25 661

Farsley Beck (Behind 
Farsley Celtic) Spring Bank Close 

Calverley & 
Farsley 1.3 3.73 560

Fillingfir Flicks Fillinger Kirkstall 3.14 0.85 1672
Fir Tree Wood Fir Tree Lane Alwoodley 1.42 2.39 449
Fleet Bridge Wood Fleet Lane Rothwell 6.92 3.44 1010
Fleet Lane Woods Fleet Lane Rothwell 6.46 23.37 1135
Fleet Wood Fleet Lane Rothwell 6.07 3.85 1123
Fulford Grange Meadow Mickelfield Lane Horsforth 5.25 1.08 1665
Gallows Hill Nature 
Reserve Pool Road Otley & Yeadon 5.15 5.49 851
Gamble Hill Drive (Rear 
of) Gamble Hill Drive 

Farnley & 
Wortley 5.69 0.65 1291

Gelderd Road - 
Dismantled Railway (1) Gelderd Road 

Farnley & 
Wortley 3.38 4.64 640

Gipton Wood Roundhay Road Roundhay 6.73 8.21 50
Gledhow Lane Wood Gledhow Valley Road Chapel Allerton 3.57 5.09 510
Gledhow Valley Road 
Wood Gledhow Valley Road Roundhay 4.42 8.23 463
Gledhow Valley Woods Gledhow Valley Road Roundhay 5.4 15.63 52
Goits Woodland Walk 1 Kirkstall Road Kirkstall 3.64 3.6 476
Goodrick Lane Goodrick Lane Alwoodley 6 0.57 1649
Great Swarcliffe 
Plantation Eastwood Drive 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5.71 3.61 193

Haigh Hall Spring Wood 
Part 1 Batley Road 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4 2.15 395

Haigh Hall Spring Wood 
Part 2 Batley Road 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 1.8 1.4 396

Haigh Hall Spring Wood 
Part 3 Batley Road 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3 1 397

Haigh Park Road Pond Haigh Park Road City & Hunslet 3.22 4.36 999

Haigh Wood Baghill Road 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.07 1.65 832

Haigh Wood, West of 
the Railway Line Troy Road Horsforth 5 9.44 1140

Hall Drive Hall Drive 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 5.16 3.6 1721

Hall Lane (Hunger Hills 
Wood  Smaller Site) Hall Lane Horsforth 7.23 0.51 1658
Harwill Approach Off Harwill Approach Morley North 3.92 0.98 575
Haven Chase Haven Chase Weetwood 4.12 0.51 1369
Hawkes Nest Wood 
Garforth Ash Lane 

Garforth & 
Swillington 3.66 5.63 1014

Hawksworth Wood 
(Guiseley) Dean Lane 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 5.73 2.06 133

Hawksworth Woods Behind Vesper Road Kirkstall 3.3 1.4 475
Hawthorn Farm Nature 
Area Com Road 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5.3 6.24 207

Hell Pot Woods / Dam 
Wood 

A58 opposite to 
Hetchell View Harewood 6.5 4.03 1760

Hepworth Avenue (1) Hepworth Avenue Morley North 4.69 8.46 569
Hepworth Avenue (2) Hepworth Avenue Morley North 4.53 2.9 566

High Bank Approach Colton Lane 
Temple 
Newsam 2.66 0.27 1447



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

High Fields 
Woodside Park 
Avenue Horsforth 6.23 1.1 1401

Highwood Grove Woods Queen Hill Avenue Moortown 5.5 0.86 1178
Hill Top Cemetery - 
behind Gelderd Road 

Farnley & 
Wortley 2.1 5.12 641

Hollin Hill Wood 
/Oakwood Green Hollin Park Mount Roundhay 6.28 2.37 325

Hollinhurst Wood Wood Lane 
Garforth & 
Swillington 4.6 11.93 57

Hollybush Wild Flower 
(BTCV) Broad Lane Kirkstall 8.66 0.4 1198
Holy Trinity Church, 
Church Street Church Street Rothwell 6 1.7 1164
Horsfall Street (Rear of) Horsfall Street Morley North 3.69 1.04 527
Hough End Swinnow Lane Pudsey 5 8.48 1289
Hovingham Primary 
Playing Fields (Rear of) 

Access via rear of 52-
54 Easterly Road 

Gipton & 
Harehills 2.66 0.36 339

Howden Clough Beck Howden Clough Road Morley South 3.53 15.94 626
Hungerhills Wood West End Lane Horsforth 5.3 6.35 62
Ireland Wood Iveson Road Weetwood 2.57 2.1 1526
Ireland Wood & 
Cookridge Hospital 
Grounds Hospital Lane Weetwood 7.12 8.41 1367
Ireland Wood B Iveson Approach Weetwood 3 2.34 1180
Iveson Wood Iveson Rise Weetwood 4.76 2.63 1141
Jack Lane Jack Lane City & Hunslet 5 1.54 1001

Kennet Lane Meadows Fairburn Drive 
Garforth & 
Swillington 3.69 3.19 1229

Killingbeck Business 
Park Acorn Business Park 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 6.16 0.9 361

Kippax Meadows Cromwell Rise 
Kippax & 
Methley 2.93 9.32 68

Kippow Springs / 
Throstle Carr Beck Sharp Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.38 14.04 884

Kirkstall Valley Nature 
Reserve Site 1 Redcote Lane Armley 4.53 8.56 478
Kirkstall Valley Nature 
Reserve Site 2 Redcote Lane Armley 4.53 3.07 479
Laith Road Laith Road Weetwood 4.66 1.41 1791

Larkfield Dam Larkfield Road 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 6.15 5.24 1060

Lazenby Drive 
Greenspace Lazenby Drive Wetherby 3.76 1.45 425
Leafield Grange Leafield Grange Moortown 3 0.23 1171

Ledston Luck Ledston Luck cottages 
Kippax & 
Methley 5.53 4.62 1307

Lee Moor Beck Woods Ouzelwell Green / M62 Rothwell 5.38 3.66 822
Leeds And Bradford 
Road 

Leeds and Bradford 
Road 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 4 14.12 1531

Letchmire Pastures Station Road 
Kippax & 
Methley 5.5 11.28 72

Leventhorpe Lagoon 
and Ings Bullogh Lane 

Garforth & 
Swillington 3.76 41.18 1137

Lime Pitt Wood Ramshead Drive 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 3.3 5.96 202



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Little Hawksworth Wood Outwood Lane Horsforth 6.3 3.63 1404

Little Moor Park Road 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 3.8 0.98 1040

Little Swarcliffe 
Plantation Swarcliffe Bank 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 4.28 0.95 192

Lodge Wood Clar Drive 
Calverley & 
Farsley 6.46 8.27 1417

Lower North (Lake) Ninevah Lane 
Garforth & 
Swillington 6.61 31.97 1378

Luttrell Crescent Luttrell Crescent Weetwood 4.33 0.54 1370
Main Street  (Site of old 
pub) Main Street 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 1.84 0.38 655

Manor Crescent Hopefield Drive 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.46 4.09 880

Meanwood Park 
Hospital Grounds 
(Former) Off Tongue Lane Moortown 4.76 17.49 1282

Mickletown Ings SSSI Parsonage Road 
Kippax & 
Methley 6 34.1 1205

Middleton Park Circus 
(2) Middleton Park Circus Middleton Park 2.9 0.36 803

Midge Bank Wood 
Rear of Calverley 
House Farm 

Calverley & 
Farsley 5.84 1 1656

Mill Lane Collingham Mill Lane Harewood 4.87 0.93 1609

Monks Wood 
Leeds and Bradford 
Road Kirkstall 7.08 1.05 1197

Moor Allerton POS Lingfield Hill Alwoodley 3.42 0.45 1179

Moor Lane Plantation Moor Knolls Lane 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.3 10.89 648

Moorknoll Drive (Rear 
of) Moorknoll Drive 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 2.58 0.86 780

Morley Spring Wood. Scotchman Lane. Morley South 6.07 3.74 1697
Morris Woods Queenswood Drive Kirkstall 4.66 6.17 1706

Moseley Wood Croft Moseley Wood Croft 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 6.38 0.79 1354

Mosley Beck 
Rear of Wood Hill 
Road 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 3.75 2.5 1664

Moss Carr Woods Hungate Lane Rothwell 7 5.28 1102
Moss Woods Wentworth Avenue Alwoodley 5.26 5.46 75

Nan Whins Wood Tong Road 
Farnley & 
Wortley 5.85 11.85 76

New Farnley Resevoir Coach Road 
Farnley & 
Wortley 5.57 1.76 1740

New Road Side - 
Former Sewage Works New Road Side Horsforth 4.53 3.35 1380
Newall Carr Road Newall Carr Road Otley & Yeadon 0.8 0.34 771
Newlay Meadows / 
Picnic Area Pollard Lane 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.76 1.02 1494

Newlay Quarry Pollard Lane 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 2.54 4.9 555

Ninevah Playing Fields 
(Rear of) Ninevah Lane 

Kippax & 
Methley 5.76 25.99 1386

Oaklands Grove 
Greenspace Oaklands Grove 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 4.33 0.31 973

Orchard Hill Cragg Wood Drive Horsforth 3.85 2.2 1413



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Otley Chevin Country 
Park Leeds Road A660 Otley & Yeadon 6.8 74.8 83
Otley sand and Gravel 
Pits - Otley North Otley Sailing Club Otley & Yeadon 7.46 42.39 1782
Ouzlewell Green (New 
Woodland - BTCV - 
Forestry) Ouzlewell Green Rothwell 5.69 2.96 820

Owl Wood Brigshaw Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 5.33 4.33 1215

Park Lane College 
Horsforth Calverley Lane Horsforth 8.9 7.84 702
Park Road Avenue 
Woodland Parkwood Avenue Roundhay 4.08 1.33 1486
Parkside Green 
Greenspace Parkside Green Moortown 3.75 0.7 901

Peascroft Wood Whitehouse Avenue 
Garforth & 
Swillington 6.3 3.27 1383

Peascroft Wood 
(Adjacent to) Whitehouse Avenue 

Garforth & 
Swillington 6.15 1.16 1384

Pit Head Wood Rear of Fleet Lane Rothwell 4.76 14.23 1120

Pit Plantation Doctors Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 5.66 3.54 1214

Pool Road Greenspace Pool Road 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 3.16 1.67 713

Post Hill POS Pudsey Road B6154 
Farnley & 
Wortley 6.06 35.65 86

Preston Hill Whitehouse Lane 
Garforth & 
Swillington 5.69 9.09 1379

Priestthorpe Lane / 
Road Woodland Priestthorpe Lane 

Calverley & 
Farsley 5.1 0.65 1416

Priestthorpe Lane/ Ring 
Road Farsley Priestthorpe Lane 

Calverley & 
Farsley 6.3 8.46 1418

Primrose Hill Drive Primrose Hill Drive 
Garforth & 
Swillington 5.75 0.99 1724

Quarry Hill, Wetherby Quarry Hill Lane Wetherby 2.14 1.21 423
Queenswood Drive 
(Rear of) 

Rear of Queenswood 
Drive Weetwood 6.42 5.88 1661

Raby Park Raby Park Wetherby 7.66 1.66 466

Ramshead Wood Ramshead Drive 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 4.5 2.54 225

Ravenscar Wood Ravenscar View Roundhay 2.25 1.25 465

Ravenscliffe Wood Woodhall Road 
Calverley & 
Farsley 3.25 3.82 962

Rawdon Common, 
Rawdon Ponds, off 
Bayton Lane Off Bayton Lane Otley & Yeadon 3.6 4.14 1030
Ridge Plantation Stonegate Road Moortown 2.7 2.98 921

Ringwood Crescent Ringwood Crescent 
Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5.71 0.3 199

Roach Lane Hills Roach Grange Avenue 
Kippax & 
Methley 4.53 4.71 1257

Rodley Nature Reserve 17 Morland View 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 9.15 26.94 556

Rods Mill Lane Wide Lane Morley South 3.92 0.42 589



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Roman Road 
Recreation Ground Ledston Luck Villas 

Kippax & 
Methley 7.46 0.39 1309

Rothwell Country Park Bullough Lane Rothwell 5.53 52.94 148

Rothwell Pastures 
Goldsmith Drive (Rear 
of) 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3 0.76 885

Rothwell Pastures (4) 
The Pastures Stone Brigg Lane Rothwell 5.76 14.53 878
Rothwell Pastures Part 
1 Cast House Croft 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.76 4.67 869

Rothwell Pastures Part 
2 Stainton Lane Rothwell 3.61 0.55 870
Roundhay Hall Hospital Jackson Avenue Roundhay 6.91 2.31 509
Sand Bridge Sports 
Ground York Road Wetherby 2.3 1.85 1549

Sandford Woods Broadlea Close 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 5.3 2.93 1304

Sandringham Mount 
Wood Sandringham Mount Alwoodley 1.12 0.71 448
Scarcroft Plantation Wetherby Road Harewood 7.62 3.26 1769
Scotland Lane Wood Scotland Lane Otley & Yeadon 6.23 0.64 1420
Scotland Woods Scotland Wood Road Alwoodley 4.41 21.44 154
Scott Hall Drive Scott Hall Drive Chapel Allerton 2.5 2.12 1545

Scott Hall Farm 
Rear of Meanwood 
Road Chapel Allerton 6.16 1.59 676

Selby Road and Halton 
Moor Avenue (Junction 
off) 

Junction of Selby Road 
and Halton Moor 
Avenue 

Temple 
Newsam 2.5 0.3 371

Shadwell Lane Shadwell Lane Alwoodley 3.11 0.35 1645
Shadwell Ring Road 
Woods Shadwell Lane Moortown 6.33 1.32 1177
Sharp Lane (Belle Isle) Sharp Lane Middleton Park 5.15 12.57 843
Sharp Lane/ Lower 
Thorp Lane Lower Thorpe Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.38 2.65 882

Sheldon Hill Wood Panel Hill 
Kippax & 
Methley 5.16 4.74 1209

Shire View Headingley Lane Headingley 5.7 1.12 1718

Shuttocks Wood Shuttocks Close 
Kippax & 
Methley 5.38 0.58 1236

Silk Mill Mews East Silk Mill Mews Weetwood 6.37 0.36 1522
Simms Pond Moseley Wood Croft Horsforth 5.76 0.35 1355

Simpson Street Simpson street 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.92 11.96 649

Sissons Wood Sissons Road Middleton Park 5.92 5.36 155
Sissons Wood / 
Westwood - Dismantled 
railway next to Next to Sissons Wood Middleton Park 2.46 6.76 551

Skelton Lane Skelton Lane 
Garforth & 
Swillington 4 54.42 1830

Smithy Lane Woods. Smithy Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 4.38 4.46 1703

Smithy Mills Wood Smithy Mills Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 3.22 0.65 971

Sodhall Hill Woods Silverdale Close 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 5.69 1.55 1425



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Spring Wood Spring Wood 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 5.75 3.16 748

Spring Wood Silk Mill Approach Weetwood 5.61 6.47 1143
Springwood Road (Rear 
of) 

Rear of Springwood 
Road Horsforth 5.07 1.17 1412

Station Road Station Road 
Kippax & 
Methley 6.36 0.62 1351

Stonecliffe POS Stonecliffe Crescent 
Farnley & 
Wortley 2.83 1.85 761

Sugar Hill Wakefield Road Rothwell 3.76 8.69 1098
Sugarwell Hill Potternewton Crescent Chapel Allerton 5.33 10.05 1824
Sunnybank Lane 
Playing Field Sunnybank Lane 

Calverley & 
Farsley 4 4.49 733

Sunnyside Road (Rear 
of) Sunnyside Road Pudsey 4.15 2.33 1583
Swaine Wood A6120  Horsforth Horsforth 4.11 6.71 764
The Banks woodland 
/Dismantled Railway Smalewell road Pudsey 5.92 14 1668
The Hollies Weetwood Lane Weetwood 6.53 22.75 98
The Outwood - 
Horsforth New Road Side Horsforth 6.38 2.28 1381
The Spinney The Spinney Moortown 4.36 0.27 145
The Valley Greenspace The Valley Alwoodley 4.12 0.44 692

Thorpe Wood Thorpe Lane 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 4.07 14.19 662

Tile Lane Wood Tile Lane 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 3.4 0.23 988

Tongue Lane Wood Tongue Lane Moortown 4.12 0.68 923
Topcliffe Hill Dewsbury Hill Morley South 4 4.99 455

Torre Drive (Scrubland) Torre Drive 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 0.54 2.73 330

Town Close Hills Oxford Drive 
Kippax & 
Methley 6.71 25.17 101

Tunnel How Wood Alfred's Drive Moortown 3.33 1.7 926
Upper Moor Quarries Smalewell Road Pudsey 6.23 10.05 1582
Valley Road Valley Road Morley South 2.84 3.54 490
Verity's Shaft Buckstone Oval Alwoodley 6.66 0.27 1600

Wakefield Road Wakefield Road 
Garforth & 
Swillington 5.9 3.49 1727

Water Haigh Fleet Lane (Rear of) Rothwell 6.07 7.16 1119
Weetwood Avenue 
Wood Weetwood Avenue Weetwood 3.72 0.66 944

Well Head Wood Hall Rise 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 3.28 2.71 747

West Wood Rear of Bodmin Road Middleton Park 3.46 21.98 561
Westbourne Close 
woodland. Westbourne Close Otley & Yeadon 6.07 0.23 1781
Westbourne House 
Woodland Westbourne Close Otley & Yeadon 6.5 0.41 1779
Wetherby Road 
Meadow Wetherby Road Roundhay 3.61 2.87 1539
Wetherby Road POS Weatherby Road Roundhay 6.5 0.33 1712
Wetstone Plantation Brownberrie Lane Horsforth 3.5 11.87 1064
White Rose Lakeside 
Walk White Rose Centre Morley North 7.46 2.62 624



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

White Rose Woodland 
Walk White Rose Centre Morley North 6.38 3.28 550

Wide Lane - (Opposite) Dewsbury Road 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 2.84 2.02 547

Winter Woods 
/Clumpcliffe Wood Methley Lane Rothwell 4.33 1.39 1130
Wood Nook - New 
Pudsey Train Station Owlcotes Lane 

Calverley & 
Farsley 6 5.33 1305

Woodcross Woodcross Morley North 6.23 0.46 529

Woodhall Lake Woodhall Lane 
Calverley & 
Farsley 4.06 4.63 158

Woodhall Plantation Woodhall Lane 
Calverley & 
Farsley 6.07 3.16 1424

Woodhouse Ridge Ridge Terrace Headingley 2.46 16.84 160
Woodland Off Lea Farm 
Mount Lea Farm Mount Kirkstall 3.3 5.06 474
Woodlesford Station Aberford Road Rothwell 2.58 2.89 1224
Wyke Beck (Halton 
Moor/Osmondthorpe) Halton Moor Avenue 

Temple 
Newsam 3.61 24.99 346

Wykebeck - York Road 
to Wykebeck Valley 
Road Wykebeck Valley Road

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 3.33 41.98 375

Yeadon Brickwoods 
/Railway Cutting Milners Lane 

Guiseley & 
Rawdon 4.46 4.62 1362

 
Indoor Sports Facilities (Council) 
 
Site Name Address Ward Average 

Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Aireborough Leisure 
Centre The Green 

Guiseley and 
Rawdon 4 1.16 2095

Armley Sports and 
Leisure Centre Carr Croft Armley 9.22 0.4 2097

Bramley Baths Broad Lane 
Bramley and 
Stanningley 6.66 0.19 2098

Chippendale Swimming 
Pool Farnley Lane 

Otley and 
Yeadon  0.17 2120

East Leeds Leisure 
Centre Halton Road 

Temple 
Newsam 6.22 0.26 2100

Fearnville Leisure 
Centre Oakwood Lane 

Gipton and 
Harehills 4.44 0.27 2101

Garforth Squash and 
Leisure Centre Ninelands Lane 

Garforth and 
Swillington 3.33 0.7 2102

Holt Park Leisure 
Centre Holt Park Road 

Adel and 
Wharfedale 2.77 0.27 2103

John Charles Centre for 
Sport Bowls and 
Athletics Middleton Grove Middleton Park 6.44 1.16 2104
John Charles Centre for 
Sport: Aquatics Middleton Grove Middleton Park 5.66 0.47 2096
John Charles Centre for 
Sport: Stadium Middleton Grove Middleton Park 5.44 1.95 2105
John Charles Centre for Middleton Grove Middleton Park 3.66 0.5 2106



Sport: Tennis Centre 
John Smeaton Leisure 
Centre Smeaton Approach 

Cross Gates 
and Whinmoor 7.88 0.82 2107

Kippax Leisure Centre Station Road 
Kippax and 
Methley 4.11 0.66 2108

Kirkstall Leisure Centre Kirkstall Lane Kirkstall 4.77 0.88 2109
Leeds Sailing and 
Activity Centre Cemetery Road 

Otley and 
Yeadon 7.77 0.09 2116

Middleton Leisure 
Centre Ring Road Middleton Park 3.77 0.66 2110
Morley Leisure Centre 
(PFI) Queensway Morley South 9.33 0.5 2007
Pudsey Leisure Centre Market Place Pudsey 3 0.39 2111

Richmond Hill 
Recreation Centre Pontefract Lane 

Burmantofts 
and Richmond 
Hill 5 0.26 2112

Rothwell Sports and 
Leisure Centre Wakefield Road Rothwell 5.88 1.02 2113
Scott Hall Sports Centre Scott Hall Road Chapel Allerton 6 0.73 2126
South Leeds Sports 
Centre Beeston Road 

City and 
Hunslet 2.66 0.45 2114

Wetherby Leisure 
Centre The Ings Wetherby 4.88 0.69 2115
 
Indoor Sports Facilities (Private, including Education) 
 
Site Name Address Ward Average 

Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Abbey Grange Church 
of England High School Butcher Hill Kirkstall 5.87 0.54 2065
Adel Sports and Social 
Club Church Lane 

Adel and 
Wharfedale 5.66 0.1 2016

Allerton Grange School King Lane Alwoodley  0.09 2094
Allerton High School King Lane Alwoodley 8.62 0.06 2032
Altered Image Gym Lane End Pudsey 6.44 0.01 2067
Alwoodley Community 
Hall The Avenue Alwoodley 5.77 0.06 2015
Bangladeshi Centre, 
Harehills Shephards Lane 

Gipton and 
Harehills 5.55 0.09 2053

Benton Park School 
Sports Hall Quakers Lane 

Guiseley and 
Rawdon 6.5 0.34 2012

Bodylines Natural Mcaulay Street 
City and 
Hunslet 4.77 0.08 2048

Bodymania Fitness 
Centre Marsh Street Rothwell 5.66 0.02 2082
Boston Spa School Winnow Lane Wetherby 8.25 0.05 2001
Bradford and Bingley 
Indoor Cricket Centre St Michael's Lane Headingley 7.66 0.19 2092
Brigshaw High School 
Sports Hall brigshaw Lane 

Kippax and 
Methley  0.17 2118

Broad Lane - Flex 
Gymnasium Broad Lane 

Bramley and 
Stanningley 7.88 0.07 2056

Bruntcliffe High School Bruntcliffe Lane Morley South 7.25 0.3 2041
Cardinal Heenan 
Catholic High School Tongue Lane Moortown 6.62 0.54 2027
Carr Manor High School Carr Manor Road Moortown  0.06 2119



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Chapel Alerton Tennis 
and Squash Club Stainbeck Lane Chapel Allerton 8.22 0.25 2018
Chevin Country Park 
and Hotel York Gate 

Otley and 
Yeadon 7.44 0.03 2031

City of Leeds School Woodhouse Cliff 
Hyde Park and 
Woodhouse 5.5 0.7 2063

Club Energy Crossgate 
Otley and 
Yeadon 6.77 0.08 2008

Cockburn High School Gipsy Lane 
Beeston and 
Holbeck 7.75 0.19 2042

Collingham and Linton 
Sports Association Harewood Road Harewood 7.11 0.05 2052
Corpus Christi Catholic 
College Neville Road 

Temple 
Newsam 5.87 0.42 2085

Cromer Terrace 
Gymnasium Cromer Terrace 

Hyde Park and 
Woodhouse 6.22 0.04 2049

Cross Gates 
Community Centre Maryfield Avenue 

Killingbeck and 
Seacroft 4.66 0.06 2083

David Lloyd -Meanwood Leafield Drive Moortown 8.44 1.06 2026
David Young 
Community Academy North Parkway 

Killingbeck and 
Seacroft 8.12 0.93 2088

De Vere Leisure Club Leeds Road Rothwell 8 0.58 2076

Denis Heley Centre Foundry Mill Street 
Killingbeck and 
Seacroft  0.06 2143

Ebor Gardens 
Community Centre Hasslewood Drive 

Burmantofts 
and Richmond 
Hill 4.55 0.06 2086

Esporta Health and 
Fitness - Albion Street Albion Street 

City and 
Hunslet 8 0.42 2073

Esporta Health and 
Fitness - Cookridge 
Lane Cookridge Lane 

Adel and 
Wharfedale 9 0.19 2030

Esporta Health Club - 
Dick Lane Gallagher Leisure Park 

Calverley and 
Farsley 9.22 0.2 2037

Farnley Park High 
School Maple Croft 

Farnley and 
Wortley 5.87 0.18 2060

Farsley Celtic Football 
Club Sports Hall Back Lane 

Calverley and 
Farsley  0.33 2121

First step Fitness LTD 60 Bradford Road 
Calverley and 
Farsley   2122

Fitness First Health 
Club-Redcote Lane Redcote Lane Armley 7.77 0.17 2017
Fulneck School Fulneck Pudsey 8.12 0.05 2055
Fusion Peel Street Morley South  0.03 2123
Future Bodies Gym and 
Fitness Centre Bank Avenue Morley North 7.66 0.03 2046
Future Fitness 
(Crossgates) 12 Austhorpe Road 

Cross Gates 
and Whinmoor  0.01 2124

Future Fitness (Wortley) 280 Tong Road Armley  0.21 2125
Garforth Community 
College Ringway/ A63 

Garforth and 
Swillington 6.75 0.34 2093

Gateways School Leeds Road Harewood  0.1 2144
Greenacre Community 
Hall New Road Side 

Guiseley and 
Rawdon 7.66 0.09 2013



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Guiseley School Fieldhead Drive 
Guiseley and 
Rawdon 5.75 0.15 2010

Gym and Health Fitness 
Centre Cowper Road 

Gipton and 
Harehills 6.22 0.13 2047

Horsforth School Lee Lane East Horsforth  0.07 2127
Hunslet Green 
Community Sports Club Hetton Court The Oval 

City and 
Hunslet  0.05 2156

Jimmys Fitness Centre 
Rear of Ravenscliffe 
Road 

Calverley and 
Farsley 5 0.06 2036

Joe G's Fitness Centre Dewsbury Road Morley South 6.33 0.01 2038
John Smeaton Leisure 
Centre Smeaton Approach 

Cross Gates 
and Whinmoor 7.88 0.82 2107

Karisma Health Dance 
& Beauty Studio Oxford Street 

Guiseley and 
Rawdon  0.01 2129

Kirkstall Brewery Gym Broad Lane Kirkstall  0.11 2155

LA Fitness Yeadon Queensway 
Otley and 
Yeadon 7.55 0.2 2021

Lawnswood School Otley Road Weetwood 8.62 0.18 2090
Leeds Metropolitan 
University (Headigley 
Campus) Beckett Park Campus Weetwood  0.29 2130
Leeds Metropolitan 
University, Calverley 
Street Calverley Street 

City and 
Hunslet 7.25 1.23 2061

Leeds Thomas Danby 
Community College Roundhay Road 

City and 
Hunslet 7.12 0.77 2051

Leeds West Academy Calverley Lane 
Bramley and 
Stanningley 7.37 0.09 2054

Livingwell Health Club - 
Neville Street Neville Street 

City and 
Hunslet 7.88 0.2 2077

Mandela Sports Centre off Chapletown Road Chapel Allerton  0.06 2141

Marriot Leisure Club Briggate 
City and 
Hunslet 7.77 0.29 2075

Mill Street Gym Mill Street 

Burmantofts 
and Richmond 
Hill  0.14 2146

Millford Sports Club Beecroft Street Kirkstall  0.1 2145
Momentum Leisure 
Club St Andrews Street 

City and 
Hunslet 7.66 0.05 2066

Moortown Rugby Club Moss Valley Alwoodley 4.66 0.1 2079
Morley High School Fountain Street Morley South 7.25 0.17 2040

Mount St Mary's 
Catholic High School Ellerby Road 

Burmantofts 
and Richmond 
Hill  0.06 2131

New Era Fitness Whack House Lane 
Guiseley and 
Rawdon 4.77 0.06 2019

New Wortley 
Community Centre Tong Road Armley 7.22 0.03 2011
Notre Dame Catholic 
Sixth Form College St Marks Avenue 

Hyde Park and 
Woodhouse 6.12 0.37 2064

Nuffield Health Fitness 
& Well Being-Guiseley Otley Road 

Guiseley and 
Rawdon 8.66 0.2 2020

Old Cockburn Sports 
Hall Primrose Lane 

City and 
Hunslet  0.06 2142



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Old Otliensians RUFC 
Chaffers Field Pool 
Road 

Otley and 
Yeadon  0.03 2147

Otley Civic Centre Garnet Street 
Otley and 
Yeadon 6.22 0.01 2006

Otley Squash Club Cross Green 
Otley and 
Yeadon 6.88 0.02 2004

Oxley Hall Fitness 
Centre Off Weertwood Lane Weetwood  0.03 2157
Park Lane College 
(Park Lane Site) Park Lane 

City and 
Hunslet  0.03 2133

Parklands Girls High 
School South Parkway 

Killingbeck and 
Seacroft  0.05 2134

Priesthorpe School Priesthorpe Lane 
Calverley and 
Farsley  0.06 2135

Primrose High School Stoney Rock Lane 

Burmantofts 
and Richmond 
Hill  0.07 2136

Prince Henry's 
Grammar School Farnley Lane 

Otley and 
Yeadon 7 0.1 2089

Prince Phillip 
Community Centre Scott Hall Avenue Chapel Allerton 6.66 0.07 2062
Pudsey Crawshaw High 
School, aka Sir Leonard 
Hutton Sports Centre Robin Lane Pudsey 8.5 0.32 2068

Ralph Thoresby School Holtdale Approach 
Adel and 
Wharfedale 8.75 0.7 2000

Real Fitness Street Lane Roundhay 6.44 0.04 2029
Robert Craven 
Memorial Hall Westgate Cottages 

Adel and 
Wharfedale 6.66 0.04 2024

Rodillian School Long Thorpe Lane 
Ardsley and 
Robin Hood 8.75 0.65 2044

Rothwell Squash Club Royds Lane Rothwell 7.88 0.06 2080
Rothwell Windmill Youth 
Centre Marsh Street Rothwell 6 0.04 2081
Roundhay School of 
Technology Gledhow Lane Roundhay 8.62 0.61 2087
Royds School, Rothwell Pennington Lane Rothwell  0.03 2151
Sebastian Coe Health 
Club Otley Road 

Adel and 
Wharfedale 7.33 0.11 2025

South Leeds High 
School Old Run Road Middleton Park 8.5 0.56 2043
Spindles Health and 
Leisure Hall Drive 

Adel and 
Wharfedale 5.66 0.04 2023

Spirit Health Club Wellington Street 
City and 
Hunslet 8.22 0.17 2074

Springbank School 
Sports Hall Spring Road Headingley 7.12 0.11 2034
St Margarets Parish 
Church Hall Hall Lane Horsforth 6.55 0.06 2057
St Mary's Catholic 
Comprehensive School A65 Bradford Road 

Guiseley and 
Rawdon 7 0.18 2005

Star Fitness Glenthorpe Crescent 

Burmantofts 
and Richmond 
Hill  0.08 2132

Sugarwell Court Gym Meanwood Road Chapel Allerton  0.04 2153



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Sunny Gym Crossley Street Wetherby 8 0.02 2009
Swallow Hill Community 
College Congress Mount Armley  0.15 2128
Swinnow Community 
Centre Swinnow Lane Pudsey  0.03 2137
Temple Moor High 
School Science College Field End Grove 

Temple 
Newsam  0.09 2138

The Coachouse Fitness 
Centre Boston Lodge Wetherby  0.02 2139
The Forum Leisure 
Centre York Street 

City and 
Hunslet 7.88 1.13 2069

The Grammar School at 
Leeds Alwoodley Gates Alwoodley 8.25 0.33 2059
The Gryphon Sports 
centre Woodsley Road 

Hyde Park and 
Woodhouse  0.13 2150

The Hunslet Club Hillidge Road 
City and 
Hunslet  0.12 2149

The Krypton Sports 
Centre Woodsley Road 

Hyde Park and 
Woodhouse 8.22 0.11 2050

The Roundheigians 
Sport Association Chelwood Drive Moortown  0.03 2148

The Workhouse Bagley Lane 
Calverley and 
Farsley 7.33 0.05 2058

Thorpe Arch T E - Train 
FX Unit 712 Wetherby 7.44 0.03 2002

Thorpe Park Spa Century Way 
Garforth and 
Swillington 6.11 0.05 2084

Triangle Health and 
Fitness Wakefield Road 

Garforth and 
Swillington 6.33 0.31 2078

Trinity and All Saints 
Sports Centre Brownberrie Lane Horsforth 8.55 0.2 2014
University of Leeds 
Sports Centre Woodhouse Lane 

Hyde Park and 
Woodhouse 8.62 0.46 2091

Upper Armley Tennis 
Club LTD Stanningley Lane Armley 6.77 0.06 2033
Village Leisure Club Otley Road Weetwood 9 0.33 2028
Village Leisure Club 
(South Leeds) Capitol Boulevard Morley South 9.55 0.58 2039
Virgin Active Club -
Kirkstall Cardigan Fields Road Kirkstall 8.55 0.27 2071
Virgin Active Pure 
Fitness - Great George 
Street Great George Street 

City and 
Hunslet 8.11 0.09 2072

West Park Leeds RUFC Blue Hill Lane 
Farnley and 
Wortley  0.03 2154

Wetherby High School Hall Field Lane Wetherby 7.37 0.2 2003
Woodhouse Grove 
School Apperley Lane Horsforth 9 0.2 2035
Woodkirk High School Rein Road Morley South 6.87 0.11 2045
World of Fitness LTD Burley Road Kirkstall 6.66 0.1 2070
YMCA - Otley Road Otley Road Weetwood 4.88 0.07 2022
 
Cemeteries and Churchyards 
 



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

All Hallows Church, 
Badsey Church Lane Harewood 7.75 0.62 1764
All Saints Church, 
Bramham Vicarage Lane Wetherby 6.08 1.11 1472
All Saints Church, Otley Burras Lane Otley & Yeadon 5.64 0.49 1031
Armley Cemetery Off Greenhaill Road Armley 5.15 4.55 599

Bank Avenue Beeston Road 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.46 3.58 1

Bardsey Catholic 
Church of the Blessed 
Sacred Keswick Lane Harewood 3.16 0.4 1547
Beckett Street 
Cemetery Beckett Street 

Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 3.2 6.47 24

Beeston Cemetery Beeston Road 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 6.06 1.57 27

Bramhope Cemetery Moor Road 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 7.84 0.41 739

Bramley Baptist 
Churchyard Hough Lane 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.38 1.72 1584

Church of St Mary Dewsbury Road Morley South 7.07 2.32 416
Collingham St Oswald's 
Church Main Street Harewood 6.75 0.5 1686

Cottingley Crematorium Cottingley Drive 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.86 5.13 121

Farnley Cemetery Tong Road 
Farnley & 
Wortley 8.15 0.77 44

Farsley Baptist Burial 
Ground Coal Hill Lane 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 4.33 0.81 1638

Garforth Cemetery and 
St Mary's Church Ninelands Lane 

Garforth & 
Swillington 3.93 2.79 48

Gildersome Cemetery Church Gate Morley North 4.6 0.91 49
Hallfield Lane Cemetery Hallfield Lane Wetherby 7.23 2.54 514

Harehills Cemetery Kimberley Road 
Gipton & 
Harehills 3.26 18.03 130

Harewood Avenue 
Cemetery Harewood Avenue Harewood 6.5 0.6 1474
Holy Trinity Church, 
Meanwood Church Lane Moortown 7.23 0.79 138
Horsforth Cemetery Calverley Lane Horsforth 5.26 2.39 59
Hunslet Cemetery Middleton Road Middleton Park 4.66 9.66 63

Killingbeck Cemetery York Road 
Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 6.58 5.18 362

Lawnswood 
Cemetery/Crematorium Otley Road A660 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 5.53 21.59 71

Lofthouse Cemetery Cemetery Road 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6 1.15 670

Morley - Central 
Methodist Church 
Grounds Wesley Street Morley South 5.69 0.27 590
Morley Cemetery Bruntcliffe Lane Morley South 3.66 4.22 33
New Wortley Cemetery Hall Lane Armley 6.33 4.18 79
Otley Cemetery Pool Road Otley & Yeadon 6.06 4.3 82
Pudsey Cemetery Cemetery Road Pudsey 5.64 4.97 88
Rawdon Crematorium Knott Lane Horsforth 5.6 7.5 91



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Rothwell Haigh 
Cemetery Haigh Road Rothwell 5.53 1.89 149
St Bartholomew's 
Churchyard Wesley Road Armley 6.76 1.31 785
St Chads Garden of 
Rest Otley Road Weetwood 5.69 0.32 889
St Chads Graveyard St Chads Church Weetwood 7.46 1.05 890
St Edwards Church 
Clifford Chapel Lane Wetherby 6.91 0.69 1461
St Georges Fields 
(Leeds General 
Cemetery) Cemetery Road 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 6.4 3.66 181

St John the Baptist 
Church Back Church Lane 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 8 1.74 976

St Johns Church Fir Tree lane Alwoodley 6.38 0.82 447
St Johns Church 
Cemetery Lower Wortley Road 

Farnley & 
Wortley 7.25 0.78 707

St John's Churchyard Mark Lane City & Hunslet 1.92 0.44 183
St Johns Graveyard Wetherby Road Roundhay 6.75 1.28 1405
St Lawrences Church Church Lane Pudsey 7.5 0.68 1431
St Lukes Church Clifford Bramham Road Wetherby 5.66 0.41 1471

St Marks Churchyard St Marks Road 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 4.3 0.99 1170

St Mary Magdelene's 
Church East Keswick Moor Lane Harewood 6.84 0.35 1477
St Mary's Cemetery 
Park (Kippax) Church Lane 

Kippax & 
Methley 3.86 1.07 93

St Marys Church 
Graveyard Robinson Lane 

Kippax & 
Methley 6.25 0.41 1240

St Mary's Church 
Whitkirk Colton Road 

Temple 
Newsam 7.41 0.39 1438

St Marys Church Yard Church Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 5.75 0.74 1212

St Mary's Churchyard Station Road 
Kippax & 
Methley 6 1.04 1794

St Marys Parish 
Churchyard Wakefield Road 

Garforth & 
Swillington 6.58 0.91 1722

St Matthews Cemetery St Matthews Street 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.21 1.05 120

St Matthews Church 
Yard Town Street Chapel Allerton 3.57 0.86 409
St Michael's and All 
Angels Church Bainbrigge Road Headingley 6.27 0.52 1543

St Oswalds Church The Green 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 4.92 0.95 765

St Oswalds Churchyard Church Side 
Kippax & 
Methley 6.92 1.44 1187

St Peters Arthington 
Churchyard Arthington Lane 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 4.38 0.45 737

St Peters Church Victoria Road Morley North 7.15 0.87 587
St Peters Church Town Street Horsforth 8.08 1.07 1357

St Peters Church St Peters  Court 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.84 1.77 1292

St Peters Church 
Walton Main Street Wetherby 6.08 0.3 1465



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

St Peters Churchyard Church View Harewood 8 1 1208
St Philips Church Main Street Harewood 3.5 0.94 1801
St Ricarius Church School Lane Harewood 6.84 0.49 1409
St Ricarius Churchyard Cattle Lane Harewood 4.33 0.26 1410
St Stephens Church Morris lane Kirkstall 5.08 1.33 472

St Wilfrids Church Main Street 
Adel & 
Wharfedale 7.69 0.37 714

Thorp Arch All Saints 
Church Whins Lane Wetherby 6.5 0.5 1554
Upper & Lower Wortley 
Cemetery Oldfield Lane 

Farnley & 
Wortley 6.58 3.36 103

Whitehall Road 
Cemetery Whitehall Road 

Farnley & 
Wortley 7 3.5 1752

Whitkirk Cemetery Selby Road 
Temple 
Newsam 5.36 1.02 157

Yeadon Cemetery Cemetery Road Otley & Yeadon 5.66 2.51 163
 
Green Corridors 
 
Site Name Address Ward Average 

Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Alderton Bank Alderton Bank Alwoodley 5.27 3.17 1544
Amberley Road and 
Oldfield (Green Corridor 
Between) Oldfield Road Armley 1.3 2.5 1082
Armley Road Verge Armley Road Armley 4.83 1.01 857
Armley Road Verge 2 Armley Road Armley 5.33 0.83 858
Bardsey Grange Close 
(North) Grange Close Harewood 5 0.22 1480
Beckhill Approach 
Green Corridor Beckhill Approach Chapel Allerton 5.1 1.75 938
Beeston Park Ring 
Road Dewsbury Road 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.61 2.62 563

Belle Isle Circus Belle Isle Circus Middleton Park 5.15 1.36 1038
Bishopdale Drive Bishopdale Drive Harewood 5.91 0.41 1633
Boston Spa Riverside 
/Ebor Way Holgate Lane Wetherby 6.42 4.04 571

Brigshaw Lane POS Brigshaw Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 5 1.44 1216

Broadlea Place POS Broad Lane 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 5.15 0.35 1201

Broom Place Broom Place  (Behind) Middleton Park 4.61 0.64 994
Buckstone Road King Lane Alwoodley 6.81 0.59 1597

Burmantofts Street Burmantofts Street 
Burmantofts & 
Richmond Hill 4.50 0.94 303

Burras Lane Burras Lane Otley & Yeadon 5.76 0.22 774

Cairn Garth Cairn Garth 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 4.53 0.93 56

Calverley Lane Calverley Lane 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.53 0.37 1736

Canal Side Ponds - 
Woodlesford Lock Woodlesford Lock Rothwell 7.69 4.5 1138



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Cheeney Basin Robinson Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 5.06 0.39 1238

Church Lane 
Collingham Church Lane Harewood 6 0.39 1687

Clay Pit Lane (1) Clay Pit Lane 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 6.61 0.99 169

Cockbeck Barwick Road 
Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 2.69 2.93 185

Colton Common West School Lane 
Temple 
Newsam 5.58 1.23 1441

Colton Corridor Darnley Lane 
Temple 
Newsam 6.4 0.32 1436

Colton Garth Colton Garth 
Temple 
Newsam 5.66 0.29 1453

Colton Recreation 
Ground Burr Tree Garth 

Temple 
Newsam 5.84 2.73 1450

Cross Chancellor 
Cross Chancellor 
Street 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 5.18 0.74 1168

Cross Gates Road 
Green Corridor 

Back of Mayfield 
Avenue 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 7.7 0.58 246

Darnley Lane Darnley Lane 
Temple 
Newsam 3.91 0.43 1452

David Young Academy - 
Green Corridor adjacent 
to Brooklands Lane 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 6.58 2.17 251

Dewsbury Road - 
Dismantled Railway Dewsbury Road 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3.09 6.9 454

Eastdene Grove / York 
Road Eastdene Grove 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 6.63 0.3 212

Elland Road/Beeston 
Ring Road (1) Elland Road 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 4.38 0.23 580

Elland Road/Beeston 
Ring Road (2) Elland Road 

Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.5 0.91 623

Engine Fields Parkland View 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 5.8 0.84 41

Engine Fields 
New Road/Whack 
House Lane Otley & Yeadon 7.41 5.98 1396

Fallwood Marina 
(Adjacent to) Pollard Lane 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 4.69 5.31 1619

Farnley Beck 
Ring Road 
Wortley/Tong Road 

Farnley & 
Wortley 2.66 1.07 786

Farnley Reservoir Pudsey Road 
Farnley & 
Wortley 5.57 3.44 46

Gamble Hill Vale Gamble Hill Drive 
Farnley & 
Wortley 5.69 2.86 1290

Garforth Disused 
Railway Line 

Berry Lane/Selby 
Road 

Kippax & 
Methley 6.69 7.16 1321

Gelderd Road - 
Dismantled Railway (2) Gelderd Road Morley North 2.84 5.38 548

Glencoe Estate Berry Road 
Garforth & 
Swillington 6 1.49 1320

Grange Avenue Grange Avenue Wetherby 5 0.81 1557
Grange Avenue 2 Grange Avenue Wetherby 4.36 0.29 1556

Greenlea Avenue POS Greenlea Avenue 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 5.92 0.57 1364



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Haigh Road/ Abraham 
Hill Haigh Road Rothwell 5.53 0.76 1146

Hall Park Orchard Hall Park Orchards 
Kippax & 
Methley 6.69 0.58 1246

Harland Way (Within 
Leeds boundary only) Quarry Hill Lane Wetherby 4.85 6.63 132
Hawksworth 
Roundabout Lea Farm Drive Kirkstall 4.57 0.36 1529
Hertford Footpath 
Corridor Hertford Croft 

Temple 
Newsam 4.09 0.58 1437

High Bank Corridor Colton Lane 
Temple 
Newsam 4.84 1.74 1448

Hollyshaw Lane Hollyshaw Lane 
Temple 
Newsam 4.33 0.54 1445

Houghley Gill Houghley Lane Armley 6.69 1.76 1192
Ilkley Road Verge Ilkley Road Otley & Yeadon 7 0.9 849
Kent Road - Dismantled 
Railway 

Kent Road / New 
Street Pudsey 5.84 0.5 1300

Kentmere Rise Green 
Corridor Kentmere Rise 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.58 0.67 217

King Lane Green 
Corridor (Site 1) King Lane Alwoodley 4.75 0.36 440
King Lane Green 
Corridor (Site 2) King Lane Alwoodley 4.62 0.43 441
King Lane Green 
Corridor (Site 3) King Lane Alwoodley 5.25 2.3 442
King Lane Green 
Corridor (Site 4) King Lane Alwoodley 4.75 1.53 443
Kirkstall Road Green 
Corridor (Willows) Kirkstall Road 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 6.53 4.47 1075

Langbar Centre Langbar Grove 
Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 5.08 0.41 1266

Langley Cresent Langley Cresent 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.33 0.48 708

Layton Park Drive Layton Park Drive Horsforth 5.69 0.92 1359
Leeds Liverpool Canal 
(1) Kirkstall 

Bramley & 
Stanningley 5.15 11.69 621

Leeds Liverpool Canal 
(3) Apperley Bridge 

Calverley & 
Farsley 5.08 4.06 603

Leeds Liverpool Canal 
(SSSI ID 295) Broad Lane Kirkstall 6.84 0.38 1195
Leeds Road 
Greenspace (1) Leeds Road 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 4.5 0.74 744

Leeds Road 
Greenspace (2) Leeds Road 

Adel & 
Wharfedale 4.8 0.34 745

Low Wood, Barncroft 
Drive Barncroft Drive 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.5 4.65 247

Low Wood, Foxcroft 
Road Foxcroft Road Kirkstall 3.53 0.67 1709

Lowry Road POS Part 1 Constable Drive 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.46 0.52 401

Lowry Road POS Part 2 Lowry Road 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.69 3.23 402

Lowry Road POS Part 3 Lowry Road 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3.76 4.39 418



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Lyndon Road Lyndon Road Wetherby 6.41 0.31 1553

Malmesbury Place Malmesbury Place 
Farnley & 
Wortley 4.58 0.97 948

Meadowgate Croft (1) Long Thorpe Lane 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 5.23 0.89 663

Meanwood Road Green 
Corridor (2) Meanwood Road Weetwood 6.2 0.41 940
Methley - Disused 
Railway / Trans Pennine 
Trail Pinders Green Walk 

Kippax & 
Methley 7.16 8.15 1182

Mexborough Street 
POS Mexborough Street Chapel Allerton 6.27 0.72 1071

Meynell Court Meynell Court 
Temple 
Newsam 6.33 0.73 1454

Middle Croft Close POS 
(3) Middlecroft Close Middleton Park 5.76 1.26 961
Middlecroft Close POS 
(7) Grange fields Way Middleton Park 5.53 1.63 959
Middleton Croft Close 
POS (2) Mandarin Way Middleton Park 5.3 2.25 960
Middleton Park Circus 
(1) Middleton Park Road Middleton Park 6.07 0.34 802

Middleton Park Road (1)
Middleton Park Road / 
Hopewell View Middleton Park 5.76 0.43 997

Middleton Park Road (1) Middleton Park Road Middleton Park 5.69 0.89 800

Middleton Park Road (2)
Middleton Park Road 
/Straith View Middleton Park 5.84 1.24 998

Middleton Park Road (2) Middleton Park Road Middleton Park 5.69 0.52 801
Middleton Park Road (3) Middleton Park Road Middleton Park 5.69 0.6 804
Moor Head Suffield Drive Morley North 6.8 1.7 1743
Moor Road- Middleton 
Railway Moor Road City & Hunslet 5 0.49 1055
Mowbray Chase (1) Mowbray Chase Rothwell 6.15 0.27 1126
Mowbray Chase (3) Mowbray Chase Rothwell 6.15 0.22 1127
New Pudsey Railway South Parade Pudsey 6.3 0.85 834

North Street Verge North Street 
Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 5.5 0.32 171

Nunroyd Beck (Shaw 
Lane) Coppice Wood Avenue Otley & Yeadon 4.2 0.95 853
Nursery Mount Road Nursery Mount Road Middleton Park 5.23 0.58 1033

Oakhurst Osprey Grove 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.75 0.14 1647

Old Otley Road Long 
and Narrow The Drive Weetwood 3.77 2.58 1524
Old Railway Line Off 
Bradford Road Bradford Road Otley & Yeadon 3.5 4.96 1027
Old Railway Off Otley 
Road Otley Road Otley & Yeadon 4.84 3.28 1028
Otley Bypass (Adjacent 
to) A660 / Bradford Road Otley & Yeadon 3.5 0.21 1778
Otley Old Road Otley Old Road Weetwood 5.07 0.39 679
Otley Old Road / Haven 
Close Otley Old Road Weetwood 6.5 0.36 681
Otley Old Road / 
Shepcote Crescent Otley Old Road Weetwood 5.69 0.5 680



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Otley Old Road / Tinshill 
Lane Otley Old Road Weetwood 5.3 0.46 682
Outgang Lane POS Raynville Road Armley 5.69 0.3 1190

Oxford Drive Oxford Drive 
Kippax & 
Methley 4.3 0.23 1312

Penda's Field Disused 
Railway Path Smeaton  Approach 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 2.69 6.9 520

Pog Farm POS Norwood Crescent 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 7.76 0.3 1324

Quarry Lane Dismantled 
Railway Quarry Lane Morley South 4.3 4.66 1422
Rigton Hill Congreve Way Harewood 4.53 0.27 1473
Ring Road - 
Monkswood Walk 

Ring Road / 
Monkswood Walk 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 6.77 3.42 206

Ring Road Middleton 
Ring Road Middleton/ 
NES  Field Road Middleton Park 5.15 1.21 995

Ring Road Middleton Ring Road Middleton Middleton Park 5.46 0.33 956
Ring Road Moortown / 
Queenshill Green 
Corridor Ring Road Moortown 3.5 1.95 715
Ring Road Moortown 
Green Corridor 

Lingfield Rd/Ring Road 
Moortown Alwoodley 2.5 6.05 445

Ring Road Seacroft / 
A64 Green Corridor Hansby Drive 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5 0.39 378

Ring Road, Lime Wood 
Court Limewood Court 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 6.91 0.92 205

River / Canal Towpath 
TPT East 

River Aire - Aire and 
Calder Navigation City & Hunslet 4.69 11.52 816

River / Canal Towpath 
TPT East 

River Aire - Aire and 
Calder Navigation Rothwell 4.69 48.23 816

Rodley Lane Rodley Lane 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.16 0.29 1048

Roman (Vale) Avenue 
Greenspace Vale Avenue Roundhay 3.44 0.45 984
Rosebank Millenium 
Green Rosebank Road 

Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 6.3 1.69 1820

Rothwell Community 
Park (Rear of) 

Rear of Rothwell 
Country Park Rothwell 6.3 8.24 1136

Rothwell Pastures (part 
of) Cemetery Lane 

Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 3.69 0.86 1096

Rothwell Pastures Part 
3 Stainton Lane Rothwell 5.38 0.34 871
Rudgate Park 2 Rudgate Park Wetherby 3.81 0.21 1555
Rudgate Park 3 Rudgate Park Wetherby 3.81 0.19 1558
Scarcroft Disused 
Railway 

A58 opposite to 
Hetchell View Harewood 7 7.18 1758

Seacroft Industrial 
Estate Seacroft Ring Road 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 7.5 1.94 213

Silk Mill Way Silk Mill Road Weetwood 5.92 0.2 1490

Smeaton Approach Smeaton Approach 
Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 4.33 0.76 1433

Spring Valley Crescent Spring Valley Crescent Armley 3.92 0.6 1288
Springbank Doorstep 
Green Springbank Crescent Morley North 6.69 0.37 1739
Springbank Road Springbank Road Morley North 5.09 0.2 1741



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

St David's Field Waincliffe Drive 
Beeston & 
Holbeck 5.46 0.6 562

Stanningley Road 
Stanningley Road / 
Elder Road Armley 6.07 0.28 1335

Stocks Road Green 
Corridor Stocks Road 

Killingbeck & 
Seacroft 5.08 0.29 384

Summerfield Walk Summerfield Place 
Bramley & 
Stanningley 6.23 0.25 1771

Swaine Hill Terrace Swaine Hill Terrace 
Guiseley & 
Rawdon 6 0.54 1775

Swillington Bridge (Rear 
of) Pottery Lane Rothwell 6.46 1.39 1225

Temple Row Close Temple Row Close 
Temple 
Newsam 6.25 0.52 1440

The Height POS Heights Drive 
Farnley & 
Wortley 5 0.6 602

The Lines Cycle Way Brigshaw Lane 
Kippax & 
Methley 6.63 4.48 1317

Thorp Arch Cycleway 
Freemans Way (east 
of) Wetherby 6.61 14.68 1460

Throstle Terrace (2) Throstle Terrace Middleton Park 4.92 0.23 828
Town End Town End Morley North 7.5 0.25 1139
Town Street /Aberfield 
Mount Town Street Middleton Park 5.38 0.31 1065

Valley Road Valley Road 
Kippax & 
Methley 5.46 0.71 1235

Wasps Nest Moor Top Morley North 5.36 0.25 1757

West of Lowry Road Lowry Road 
Ardsley & Robin 
Hood 6.33 0.39 1245

West Wood Side Westwood Side Morley North 5.23 0.94 565
Westbury Grove POS Westbury Grove City & Hunslet 2.62 0.49 913

Westdale Grove Westdale Grove 
Calverley & 
Farsley 5.46 0.98 1310

Weston Ridge Weston Ridge Otley & Yeadon 5.69 0.42 850
Wetherby Wilderness Off Boston Road Wetherby 7.69 1.03 610
Whinmoor White Laith 
Approach White Laith Approach 

Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 4.45 0.49 1365

Whinwood Grange White Laith Approach 
Crossgates & 
Whinmoor 4.41 0.39 1323

Whitkirk Lane End Whitkirk Lane 
Temple 
Newsam 5.91 4.54 1446

Wood Lane Wood Lane Rothwell 6.66 0.21 1303
Woodland Drive Woodland Drive Wetherby 7.41 0.28 1467

Wortley Beck Ring Road 
Farnley & 
Wortley 3.23 10.3 788

Wyther Park Hill Wyther Park Hill Armley 4.46 1.1 1193
 



City Centre Open Space 
 
Site Name Address Ward Average 

Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

Aire and Calder 
Navigation - Pedestrian 
Route - 

City and 
Hunslet 7.25 0.21 2312

Art Gallery Square The Headrow 
City and 
Hunslet 7.36 0.3 2240

ASDA Riverside - 
Pedestrian Route - 

City and 
Hunslet 6 0.22 2318

Bond Court Bond Court 
City and 
Hunslet 6 0.23 2269

Brewery Wharf Granary Wharf 
City and 
Hunslet 9.27 0.38 2294

Canal side - Pedestrian 
Route - 

City and 
Hunslet 6.45 0.17 2323

Canal Side Apartments 
- Greenspace Gotts Road 

City and 
Hunslet 6.5 0.5 2363

Canal Towpath - 
City and 
Hunslet 6.25 0.41 2324

Canal towpath - 
Pedestrian Route - 

City and 
Hunslet 6.75 0.62 2337

Central Leeds 
Pedestrian Shopping 
Precinct Briggate et al. 

City and 
Hunslet 7.91 2.25 2369

Chadwick Street POS Chadwick Street 
City and 
Hunslet 8.33 0.12 2360

City Square Park Row 
City and 
Hunslet 7.9 0.43 2273

City Walk - Pedestrian 
Route City Walk 

City and 
Hunslet 7.09 0.14 2354

Clarence Dock Clarence Dock 
City and 
Hunslet 7.5 1.27 2359

Clarendon Way Clarendon Way 
City and 
Hunslet 6.63 0.38 2252

Corn Exchange 
Pedestrian Route Vicar Lane 

City and 
Hunslet 5.2 0.22 2346

Curd Yard, Wellington 
Street Wellington Street 

City and 
Hunslet 6.54 0.18 2257

Dortmund Square Headrow 
City and 
Hunslet 5.6 0.14 2238

East Parade Square - 
City and 
Hunslet 6 0.11 2268

Grace Street Pedestrian 
Route Grace Street 

City and 
Hunslet 5.25 0.09 2263

Granary Wharf 
Pedestrian Link - 

City and 
Hunslet 7.27 0.61 2322

Green space adjacent 
Commercial Pub Sweet Street 

City and 
Hunslet 3 0.12 2335

Leeds City Office Park Meadow Lane 
City and 
Hunslet 7 0.44 2326

Leeds University 
Campus - 

Hyde Park and 
Woodhouse 6.45 4.25 2349

Millennium Square Calverley Street 
City and 
Hunslet 7 0.89 2372



Site Name Address Ward Average 
Quality 
Score 

Site 
Area 

Site 
Ref 

North of Armouries - 
Canal Side - 

City and 
Hunslet 7 0.57 2310

Opposite ASDA - 
Riverside pedestrian 
route - 

City and 
Hunslet 7.54 0.3 2317

Oxford Row Pedestrian 
Route Oxford Row 

City and 
Hunslet 7.41 0.21 2241

Public Square - Royal 
Armouries Armouries Drive 

City and 
Hunslet 8.2 0.42 2358

Ring Road Pedestrian 
Bridge Great George Street 

City and 
Hunslet 5.33 0.15 2250

St Paul's Street - 
Pedestrian Route St Paul's Street 

City and 
Hunslet 4.5 0.32 2254

St Peter's Church Church Row 
City and 
Hunslet 6.9 0.45 2296

Wellington Place Wellington Street 
City and 
Hunslet 8.83 0.35 2258

West Yorkshire 
Playhouse - 

City and 
Hunslet 5.36 0.63 2303

Whitehall Waterfront Riverside Way 
City and 
Hunslet 6.82 0.37 2370

Yorkshire Bank - 
City and 
Hunslet 4.9 0.36 2226

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix B 
 

Site Assessment Matrix 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

    Very Poor
0 1 

Poor 
2 3 4 

Fair 
5 6 

Good 
7 8 

Very Good 
9 10 

Welcoming No evidence, or attempt has been made to 
welcome visitors to the site or invite visitors 
into the site 

Some attempt has been made to create a 
welcoming space 

Numerous attempts to create a welcoming 
space – evidence of appropriate signage, 
well maintained, free of graffiti 

Clear effort & thought has been 
implemented to welcome & entice visitors 

A welcoming space with a clear entrance & 
well maintained. Designed so all users feel 
immediately welcome & at ease 

Good & Safe Access Difficult access with restrictions & barriers 
at all entrances & throughout the space.  
Access is unsafe. 

Some attempt has been made to open the site 
& provide for safe access 

Evidence of barriers or restrictions, some 
creating a limited risk to safety for users 

Limited barriers or restrictions, provides a 
safe environment for users. 

Appropriate barriers which do not restrict 
appropriate user access and provide a safe 
environment for users 

Signage No signage where it should be provided or 
totally inappropriate signage for the space 

Signage in existence but poorly located or 
presented 

Signage within /outside site but 
improvement required 

Signage in good condition inside & outside 
the site, well located & mostly useful 

Appropriate signage both internally & 
external & directional– clear, easy to follow 
& in various formats 
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Equal Access 
 

No disabled access to any part of site.  
Unclear whose needs the site serves. 

Some difficulties with access for all, but tries to 
provide for more than 1 type of user. 

Some areas available to all users with 
good physical access 

Good access to all but still evidence of 
some obstacles & focus on particular user 
groups 

Full provision for equal access to the space 
& all facilities 

Safe Equipment, facilities and 
infrastructure 

In very poor condition, clear issues of 
safety, no measures to protect users or 
equipment. 

Poor condition which puts users at risk, limited 
measures put in effect to protect users or equip. 
Obvious improvements could be made 

In reasonable condition, scope for some 
improvements but measures in place to 
protect equip. & facilities / or ensure user 
safety 

In generally good condition & adequate 
measures in effect to protect users 

In good condition which ensures safety of 
users 

Personal security in greenspace 
– N.B. it’s not council policy to light 
parks - this creates more security 
issues than it solves 

Evidence of security hazards & no 
evidence of any thought given to security of 
users or staff using the site. 

Limited evidence that factors of layout, design, 
provision and location of facilities and type of 
equipment have been influenced by security 
factors & some hazards still in existence 

Some evidence that factors such as layout, 
design, provision and location of facilities 
and type of equipment have been 
influenced by security factors 

Evidence that factors such as layout, 
design, provision and location of facilities 
and type of equipment have all been 
influenced by security factors 

Clear evidence that design, layout, 
provision of facilities, equip & infrastructure 
have all been influenced by security factors 

Dog fouling Large amount of fouling which would deter 
any use of the space 

Considerable evidence of fouling which will 
deter users, no bins where bins would be 
appropriate 

Some evidence of dog fouling, but doesn’t 
detract from the attraction or cleanliness of 
the area 

Limited evidence of dog fouling No evidence of dog fouling, specific dog 
waste bins provided where appropriate 
(Leeds policy only provides these bins in 
major and community parks) 

Appropriate provision of 
facilities (bins, seats, play areas) 
& infrastructure (paths, fence, 
gate/s) 

Insufficient provision & in poor condition Insufficient provision but in generally good 
condition; or adequate number but in poor 
condition 

Fair provision for size of site & in 
average/good condition. 

Good provision relative to site but in 
average to good condition 

Numerous provision & in good condition 
eg. paths, bins, benches, fencing, play 
area/s, youth zone, games area etc.  No 
gap in provision can be identified 
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Quality of facilities (bins, seats, 
play areas) & infrastructure 
(paths, fence, gate/s) 

Poor choice of cheap materials creating 
facilities which quickly age & deteriorate 

Mix of good & poor quality facilities where a 
better quality could have been provided 

Suitable materials have been used to 
create robust, if simple facilities & 
infrastructure such as paths, bins, 
benches, fencing, play areas 

Appropriate & suitable materials used to 
provide facilities throughout most of site 

Good quality facilities which are both 
attractive & meet requirements of users & 
staff 

Litter & waste management Insufficient & in poor condition, or no bins 
where bins would be appropriate – levels of 
litter/dumping which deter any usage 

Insufficient number in average/good condition; 
or appropriate number but in poor condition with 
significant sign of wear & tear & overuse – 
evidence of litter/dumping to an amount which 
may deter some users 

Adequate & appropriate number of bins but 
in average condition & signs of 
overuse/damage –evidence of litter 

Numerous appropriate bins of average 
condition but clearly visible & in 
appropriate locations – limited evidence of 
litter 

Numerous appropriate bins in good 
condition in appropriate locations with 
evidence of regular emptying – no 
evidence of litter 

Grounds maintenance & 
horticulture, arboricultural & 
woodland management 

Evidence of no, or poor maintenance & 
clear signs that some areas are suffering 

Limited & inconsistent evidence of 
maintenance. 

Reasonable maintenance, but evidence 
that improvements are needed. 

Appropriate maintenance of plants & beds, 
tree etc – few weeds 

All aspects maintained to a high standard; 
no weeds 
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Building & infrastructure 
maintenance 

Majority in poor condition & a general state 
of disrepair & no evidence of the issue 
being addressed. 

In poor condition & obvious that 
improvements/repairs are required 

Reasonable condition, some improvement 
or repairs required but not safety issues or 
give cause for concern to users 

Buildings & infrastructure appears in good 
condition 

Clean & tidy, well maintained site – no 
evidence of graffiti or unrepaired damage 
to buildings, structures, fences, gates, 
access barriers etc 

Conservation, trees, habitat, 
natural features, wild fauna, 
flora 

Limited range of any vegetation & wildlife, 
absence of any tree cover and/or evidence 
of invasive species.  Substantial scope for 
improvements to range of flora/habitat 

Limited range of vegetation, wildlife, tree cover.  
Scope for improvements to range of 
flora/habitat 

Appropriate range of vegetation, wildlife, 
tree cover 

Numerous examples of vegetation, wildlife, 
tree cover 

Numerous evidence of habitats, 
grasslands, tress, woodlands, natural 
features and wildlife 

Conservation of landscape 
features 

Features barely apparent with no evidence 
of attempts to conserve 

Limited evidence that features have been 
conserved; no evidence of appropriate 
management 

Limited evidence that features have been 
conserved; limited evidence of appropriate 
management 

Some features have been conserved and 
evidence of appropriate management and 
provision of information 

Features have been conserved and 
evidence of appropriate management to 
ensure features continue to exist for future 
greenspace users 
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Conservation of buildings & 
structures 

Building/structure barely apparent with no 
evidence of attempts to conserve 

Limited evidence that building/structure been 
conserved; no evidence of appropriate 
management 

Limited evidence that building/structure 
have been conserved; limited evidence of 
appropriate management 

Some building/structure conserved and 
evidence of appropriate management and 
provision of information 

Building/structure conserved and evidence 
of appropriate management to ensure 
building/structure continue to exist for 
future greenspace users 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix C 
 

Outdoor Site Assessment Form 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Greenspace Assessment Sheet 

 
Scoring line 

0 1 2 3 4  5 6 
 

7 8 9 10 

Very 
Poor 

Poor Fair Good Very Good 

 

Name of greenspace  
 

Date of field assessment  
 Site ID  

Site Address   
 

Confirm boundary 
checked – correct? 

Y / N  Circle 
as appropriate

Officers initials 

Ownership, if known  

 
 
Scoring  

• Each category must be scored out of 10 – Mark N/A where ‘not applicable’ 
 

A Welcoming Place 
 

Score  Clean and Well Maintained 
 

Score

1 Welcoming 
 

  10 Litter & waste management  
 

 

2 Good and safe access 
 

  11 Grounds maintenance and horticulture 
  Arboriculture & woodland management 

 

3 Signage  
 

  12 Building & infrastructure maintenance  

4 Equal access for all 
 

    

   Conservation, Habitats and 
Heritage  

 

Healthy, Safe and Secure   13 Conservation, trees, habitat, natural 
features, wild fauna, flora 
 

 

5 Safe equipment, facilities & infrastructure 
 

  14 Conservation of landscape features  N/A 

6 Personal security 
 

  15 Conservation of buildings & structures   N/A 

7 Dog or other animal fouling 
 

    

8 Appropriate provision of facilities ( eg. 
Bins, seats, play areas) & infrastructure 
(paths, fence, gate). Ie. what it should 
have but doesn’t 

  Total  

9 Quality of facilities & infrastructure 
 

  N/A criteria (deduct from total 
criteria below) 

 

   Average (total divided by 15, minus 
N/A criteria) 

 



Type of open space (circle as appropriate – see Typology for definitions) 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

City 
Park  

Neighbourhood 
Park 

Local 
Recreation 
Areas 

Natural Green 
Corridors 

Outdoor 
sports  

Amenity 
greenspace

Children’s 
play  

Allotments, 
urban 
farms 

Cemeteries 

 
Specific Facilities available at or within the site 

 
Facility Y/N Number Public 

Access (Y/N) 
Comments on access ie. charges or 

booking system 

Playing pitches grass     

Playing pitches artificial     

Sports pavilion/changing     

Toilets     

Floodlighting     

Multi-Use Games Area 
(MUGA)     

Childrens’ equipped play     

Skate park     

Teenage shelter     

Goal-end     

Bowling Green     

Tennis Courts     

Junior playing pitch     

Field golf course     

Athletics area     

Running track     

Cricket Pitch     

Indoor facility – explain what 
in comment box     

Other site furniture 
Describe below     

     

     

CCTV     

 



Field assessment Comments 
 

Criteria Strengths Recommendations 
A Welcoming Place 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Healthy, Safe  
and Secure 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Clean and  
Well Maintained 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Conservation 
and Heritage 
 
 
 
  

  

Additional Comments  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Appendix D 

 
Plans of Parks and Gardens and Amenity  

Space by Analysis Area 























 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix E 
 

Community Hub Site Proposals 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Leeds City Council Owned Sites 
Site Name Area Committee Facilities Provided 

Prince Phillips North East Inner 

4 senior football . 2 
mini football, 
changing room block. 

Stonegate Road North East Inner 

3 senior football , 3 
mini football , 1 gaelic 
football, MUGA , 
changing room block, 
car park. 

Church Lane Methley East Outer 

2 Senior rugby 
league , 1 senior 
football , 2 mini 
football , changing 
room block , car park. 

Neville Road East Outer 

3 senior rugby 
league, 1 junior rugby 
league , 2 senior 
football, 1 junior 
football, 1 mini 
football , changing 
room block , car park 

Thorpe Park East Outer 

4 grass pitches, 
changing room , car 
park 

Middleton Leisure Centre South Inner 

5 senior football , 1 
junior football, MUGA 
, 3G facility,  
changing room block 
, car park 

Queens Park Pudsey West Outer 

4 senior football . 2 
mini football,  
changing room block 

Tinshill Recreation Ground North West Inner 
4 senior football, 1 
junior football 

Archie Gordon North West Inner 

full size 3G , 
changing room block, 
car park 

King Georges Field Horsforth North West Outer 

2 senior football , 1 
senior rugby league, 
1 junior football , 1 
cricket, changing 
room pavillion, car 
park 

Whinmoor Cemetry North East Outer 

8 senior football, 3 
junior football, 2 mini 
football 

Roundhay Park North East Inner 

10 senior football, 1 
junior football , 5 mini 
football, 4 cricket ,  , 
changing room block, 
car park 

Fearnville East Inner 

6 senior football , 2 
senior rugby league, 
mini football, BMX 
track , sports centre 



Temple Newsam East Outer 

12 senior football , 1 
junior football , 1 mini 
football, 1 senior 
rugby league, 
athletics track , 2 golf 
courses, changing 
room block, car park 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Appendix F 

 
Quality Scoring Indoor Sports Facilities Summary Sheet 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

   Very Poor
0 1 

Poor 
2 3 4 

Fair 
5 6 

Good 
7 8 

Very Good 
9 10 

Welcoming No evidence, or attempt has been 
made to welcome visitors to the 
facility or invite visitors into the 
facility 

Some attempt has been made to 
create a welcoming space 

Numerous attempts to create a 
welcoming space – evidence of 
appropriate signage, well 
maintained, free of graffiti & signs 
of vandalism 

Clear effort & thought has been 
implemented to welcome & entice 
visitors into the facility 

A welcoming space with a clear 
entrance & well maintained  
Designed so all users feel 
immediately welcome & at ease 

Good & Safe Access Difficult access with restrictions & 
barriers at all entrances & 
throughout the space.  Access is 
unsafe. 

Some attempt has been made to 
open the facility & provide for safe 
access 

Evidence of barriers or 
restrictions, some creating a 
limited risk to safety for users 

Limited barriers or restrictions, 
provides a safe environment for 
users. 

Appropriate barriers which do not 
restrict appropriate user access 
and provide a safe environment 
for users 

Signage No signage or notice boards 
where appropriate or totally 
inappropriate signage for the 
space 

Signage in existence but poorly 
located or presented 

Signage within /outside facility but 
improvement required 

Signage in good condition inside 
& outside the facility, well located 
& mostly useful 

Appropriate signage and notices 
internally, external & directional– 
clear, easy to follow & in various 
formats 
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Equal Access 
 

No disabled access to any part of 
facility.  Unclear whose needs the 
facility serves. 

Some difficulties with access for all, 
but tries to provide for more than 1 
type of user. 

Some areas available to all users 
with good physical access 

Good access to all but still 
evidence of some obstacles & 
focus on particular user groups 

Full provision for equal access to 
the space & all facilities 

Safe Equipment, facilities 
and infrastructure 

In very poor condition, clear 
issues of safety, no measures to 
protect users or equipment. 

Poor condition which puts users at 
risk, limited measures put in effect to 
protect users or equip. Obvious 
improvements could be made 

In reasonable condition, scope for 
some improvements but measures 
in place to protect equip. & 
facilities / or ensure user safety 

In generally good condition & 
adequate measures in effect to 
protect users 

In good condition which ensures 
safety of users 

Personal security Evidence of security hazards & no 
evidence of any thought given to 
security of users or staff using the 
facility. 

Limited evidence that factors of 
layout, design, provision and location 
of facilities and type of equipment 
have been influenced by security 
factors & some hazards still in 
existence 

Some evidence that factors such 
as layout, design, provision and 
location of facilities and type of 
equipment have been influenced 
by security factors 

Evidence that factors such as 
layout, design, provision and 
location of facilities and type of 
equipment have all been 
influenced by security factors 

Clear evidence that design, 
layout, provision of facilities, equip 
& infrastructure have all been 
influenced by security factors 

Appropriate provision of 
facilities) 

Insufficient provision & in poor 
condition 

Insufficient provision but in generally 
good condition; or adequate number 
but in poor condition 

Fair provision for size of facility & 
in average/good condition. 

Good provision relative to facility 
but in average to good condition 

Numerous provision & in good 
condition eg. paths, bins, 
benches, fencing, play area/s, 
youth zone, games area etc.  No 
gap in provision can be identified 
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Quality of facilities & 
infrastructure 

Poor choice of cheap materials 
creating facilities which quickly 
age & deteriorate 

Mix of good & poor quality facilities 
where a better quality could have 
been provided 

Suitable materials have been used 
to create robust, if simple facilities 
& infrastructure such as paths, 
bins, benches, fencing, play areas 

Appropriate & suitable materials 
used to provide facilities 
throughout most of facility 

Good quality facilities which are 
both attractive & meet 
requirements of users & staff 
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Building & infrastructure 
maintenance 

Majority in poor condition & a 
general state of disrepair & no 
evidence of the issue being 
addressed. 

In poor condition & obvious that 
improvements/repairs are required 

Reasonable condition, some 
improvement or repairs required 
but not safety issues or give cause 
for concern to users 

Buildings & infrastructure appears 
in good condition 

Clean & tidy, well maintained 
facility – no evidence of graffiti or 
unrepaired damage to buildings, 
structures, fences, gates, access 
barriers etc 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix G 
 

Indoor Site Assessment Form 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Indoor sport, recreation or leisure facility 
Assessment Sheet 
 
Scoring line 

0 1 2 3 4  5 6 
 

7 8 9 10 

Very 
Poor 

Poor Fair Good Very Good 

 

Name  
 

Date of field assessment  
 Site ID  

Site Address   
 

Confirm boundary 
checked 

 Circle as 
appropriate

 

Ownership, if known  

Facilities available for 
public hire 

 

Private - members only  

Year facility first built  

Refurbished – provide 
year if yes 

        
Year of Refurb ………….. 

 
Scoring 

• Each category must be scored out of 10 – Mark N/A where ‘not applicable’ 
A Welcoming Place 
 

Score  Clean and Well Maintained 
 

Score

1 Welcoming 
 

  Building & infrastructure maintenance  

2 Good and safe access 
 

    

3 Signage 
 

    

4 Equal access for all 
 

    

     
 
Healthy, Safe and Secure 

  Total  

 Safe equipment, facilities & infrastructure 
 

  N/A criteria (deduct from total 
criteria below) 

 

 Personal security 
 

  Average (total divided by ??, minus 
N/A criteria) 

 

 Appropriate provision of facilities Ie. 
what it should have but doesn’t 

    

 Quality of facilities & infrastructure 
 

    



Specific Facilities available at or within the site 
 

Facility Y/N Number 

Car parking   

Disabled car parking   

Car park lighting   

Changing rooms - combined   

Changing rooms – 
male/female separated   

Toilets no disabled access   

Toilets with disabled access   

Baby changing   

CCTV to exterior   

CCTV to interior   

Pool   

Children’s pool   

Sports Hall   

Fitness Gym   

Indoor Tennis   

Climbing wall   

Café / bar   

Crèche   

Children’s play area   

Squash court   

Dance studio   

Multipurpose hall   

Spectator areas   

Circulation areas   

Lift   

   

   

 



Field assessment Comments 
 

Criteria Strengths Recommendations 
A Welcoming Place 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Healthy, Safe  
and Secure 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Clean and  
Well Maintained 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Additional Comments  
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