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Authorised Gypsy and Traveller Sites 
Submission to the Economic Development, Culture and Tourism Scrutiny Commission 
 
 

1 Introduction 

 

As the Member of Parliament for Leicester West, my job is first and foremost to 

champion the views of my constituents and to ensure that these are listened too and 

acted upon.  

 

As such, I am extremely concerned about the City Council’s current proposals to 

develop authorised gypsy and traveller sites at Greengate Lane, Beaumont Way and 

Red Hill Way. There are three primary reasons for my concerns: 

 

 First, the current proposals do not form part a comprehensive, city-wide solution 

for what I have always believed is a city-wide problem.  

 Second, there has been insufficient consideration of viable alternative sites in 

other parts of the city, including sites that are not currently owned by the Council. 

 Third, my constituents have raised a series of questions and objections about the 

sites that are currently being consulted on, which have yet to adequately be 

addressed. 

 

This document sets out the key points, questions and representations I wish to make 

on behalf of my constituents in more detail. It explores the issues relating to the 

proposed concentration of sites, assesses the Council’s site selection process and 

outlines many of my constituents’ most pressing concerns.  

 

I strongly urge the Economic Development, Culture and Tourism Scrutiny 

Commission to take onboard the strength and depth of local feeling about this issue. 

My firm view is that the Commission must think beyond the three sites in the current 

consultation, and the eight sites on the initial shortlist prepared by Council Officers, 

and fully consider all potential alternative sites.  

 

 

FAO:  
 
 
CC:  
 

 Cllr Sue Waddington, Chair of the Economic 
Development, Culture and Tourism Scrutiny 
Commission 

 Ward Cllrs for Beaumont Leys and Abbey 

 MPs for Leicester South and Leicester East 

 Constituents of Leicester West  

From:  
Contact 
Date:  
 

Liz Kendall MP 
liz.kendall.mp@parliament.uk 
11

th
 May 2012 
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2 Context 

 

Unauthorised traveller encampments are a serious and long-standing issue for our 

city. Since my election in May 2010, I have worked very closely with the ward 

Councillors of Abbey and Beaumont Leys to highlight the concerns and problems 

experienced by our constituents. Alongside the ward Councillors, I have listened to 

residents’ concerns and pressed for action from the City Council.  (See Appendix A 

for details.) 

 

When Leicester changed to the new structure of a City Mayor, the ward Councillors 

and I all stressed that this issue should be a top priority for the new administration. I 

am very pleased that Sir Peter Soulsby has shown a willingness to take action on this 

issue.  

 

However the current proposals have raised a number of very serious problems, 

questions and concerns.  

 

3 Concentration of Sites in the North West of the City 

  

3a The views of my constituents  

Amongst my constituents’ top concerns is a deep sense of unfairness that all three 

sites proposed in the Council’s consultation are within the same part of the city. The 

sites are in the very communities that have been most affected with the problems 

associated with unauthorised encampments. Many of my constituents feel at their 

wits end and extremely angry that after many years, of dealing with the 

consequences of unauthorised encampments, the only option they are being offered 

is to have all of the authorised sites situated in their local community. 

 

It is not just residents within settled communities that have raised concerns about 

concentrating all of the sites in this area. There have also been objections from 

within the gypsy and traveller community. This point is reflected by Mrs Walker in 

the Summary of Submissions from Gypsy and Traveller Families. Mrs Walker felt that 

the proposal to put sites so close together in such a small area had worsened 

relations between the settled communities and gypsies and travellers where there 

hadn’t been problems previously. (See Appendix B for details) 

 

On this point, I would also like to refer the Scrutiny Commission to the survey 

conducted by the Centre for Urban and Regional Studies at the University of 

Birmingham in April 2007 of which you are aware. This study found considerable 

ethnic and cultural diversity within the gypsy and traveller community, and that 

whilst some of the different groups and individual families enjoy living near each 
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other, others do not. I am therefore concerned that the City Council’s current 

proposals fail to recognise or understand the consequences for the local gypsy and 

traveller population of locating the sites so closely together.  

 

3b Effectiveness of sites in other areas  

The reason given by the Council for putting all three sites in the North West of the 

City is that this is where the majority of unauthorised camps occur and that 

developing sites elsewhere would not be effective. 

 

However, no evidence has been presented to support the contention that sites 

outside the North West of the city would be any less effective.  

 

Even if it was the case that travellers continued to establish unauthorised camps in 

one part of the city while authorised sites were vacant in another, it is my 

understanding that the Anti-Social Behaviour Act 2003 allows the police to 

compulsorily move travellers on if there is an available pitch elsewhere within the 

city boundary.  

 

3c Patterns of unauthorised encampments  

My understanding is that the figure of 70% of unauthorised encampments in the 

North West of the City is based on information collected between the 26th January 

2009 and the 23rd January 2012.  

 

Many of my constituents believe that unauthorised encampments have decreased in 

other parts of the city over the years although there is a concentration of 

unauthorised encampments during the stated period on Goose Island, Aylestone 

Road, which is obviously outside of the North West of the city. 

 

Whilst I am informed that there are issues with the quality of older data, I would 

encourage the Scrutiny Commission to look into the claim that unauthorised 

encampments have reduced in other wards, and if so, why? This would obviously 

increase the percentage of those in Abbey and Beaumont Leys, even if the actual 

number of unauthorised camps in my constituency remained constant.  
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4 Site Selection 

 

4a Restricting the search to Council owned land 

The inclusion of private sites in the selection process would have enabled the City 

Council to cast a much wider net, bringing additional brown field and inner city sites 

into play and opening up a wider variety of options.  

 

A stark illustration of this can be found by looking at the area of land adjacent to 11 

Bath Street (UPRN 2740 relates to the Council owned land).  

 

This Council owned land was understandably ruled out of consideration as it is a 

highly visible, exposed site.  

 

However, directly behind it lies a large stretch of (partially concreted) open land, 

which benefits from mature trees that act as a natural screen. This could be a 

potential site for the development of gypsy and traveller pitches. Details of the site 

can be seen at Appendix C.  

 

I have not been able to explore the viability of acquiring this land, nor have I 

identified whether there are existing plans for its development. I draw attention to 

the private land adjacent to UPRN 2740 simply in order to illustrate the potential for 

land outside of Council ownership. There may well be other similar sites, which could 

and should be explored.  

 

It is often argued that the acquisition of private land for the purposes of traveller 

sites would be a lengthy, complex and costly process.  

 

These factors must of course be born in mind. However, the Council should provide a 

full cost-benefit analysis on this option.  

 

So I would be grateful if the Commission could determine whether the Council has 

assessed the potential for compulsory purchase orders as well as the purchase or 

long term lease of land already on the market?  

 

What would the costs be, and the timescale involved? Has the Council considered 

the option of using a small allocation from the capital budget in order to purchase 

private land? Has the Council also explored the possibility of looking at how the 

gypsy and traveller community themselves could help finance such an initiative? 
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4b Application of site selection criteria in the assessment of Council owned land 

I welcome the fact that in assessing its own plots, the Council has considered issues 

such as biodiversity, size, access, local facilities, screening and flood risk.  

 

However, even by the City Council’s own criteria, I believe some sites may have been 

ruled out when they could be just as suitable (and in some cases more suitable) as 

the sites put forward for consultation.  

 

The way in which three of the criteria have been applied are particularly open to 

question. 

 

First, privacy and screening. No formal mechanism was adopted for assessing 

whether a site could be adequately screened off. This issue was left to the discretion 

of examining officers and, having seen some of the sites, I believe the decisions that 

have been made are subjective and potentially open to challenge. In addition, 

numerous sites have been ruled out because they are overlooked even when the 

overlooking properties are some distance from the potential site. Yet a decision has 

been taken to allow the development of the Red Hill Way site despite the fact that 

there are three story buildings and an elevated busy road in much closer proximity. 

 

Second, ruling out the use of larger, planned development sites. Many of these 

appear to be ideal for gypsy and traveller sites. Officers say such sites would need to 

be part of a wider comprehensive development. However, in many cases pitches 

could be located at the edge of these sites without compromising the development 

of the wider area (indeed Officers themselves acknowledge that pitches could be 

established on these sites).  I would also point out that this is the exact position 

taken by the Council when enquiries have been made about why Greengate Lane has 

been included in the consultation when it is so close to the Ashton Green 

development (see also 5h, below). 

 

Third, biodiversity. Numerous sites have rightly been ruled out because of their 

impact on biodiversity and the environment. Yet a decision has been taken to allow 

development on the green wedge and green stepping stones at Greengate Lane and 

Redhill Way, in spite of stated Council policy.   

 

4c Omissions in Leicester City Council’s criteria for site selection  

My constituents strongly believe that additional issues should have been factored 

into the Council’s decision making process on site selection. These include the 

proximity between sites and existing levels of public concern about them.  
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Many of my constituents also believe more should have been done in the selection 

process to assess the impact these sites will have on the local environment, economy 

and public services (I return to this point in 5, below).    

 

4d Potentially viable sites ruled out in the selection process 

At Appendix D, you will find a list of 19 sites in other parts of the City which were 

ruled out during the Council’s selection process. For each of these sites, I have 

commented as to why the decision to rule them out may be open to question.  

 

Some of these sites have been visited by my team. Whilst we have not conducted a 

comprehensive search and evaluation, I believe many of these sites have the 

potential to be developed for gypsy and traveller pitches. I strongly urge the 

Commission to visit these some of these sites and provide feedback on its findings as 

a matter of priority.  

 

5 Other concerns raised by my constituent   

5a Economic Impact 

There are very real and widespread concerns about the potential economic impact 

of the Council’s current proposals at a time when local residents’ incomes are 

already being squeezed and people are deeply concerned about their household 

budgets. My constituents are genuinely fearful that the Council’s current proposals 

would reduce their property values and increase their insurance premiums for their 

homes and their cars.  

 

Many of my constituents feel that adequate answers have not been given about 

these concerns. I would encourage the Council to provide evidence on these points 

as soon as possible. 

 

5b Fly-tipping and antisocial behavior 

I believe it is completely unacceptable to stereotype gypsies and travellers as being 

more likely to take part in crime or anti social behaviour, just as it would be 

unacceptable to stereotype the behaviour of any other ethnic group. Prejudice must 

have no place in our city.  

 

However, many of my constituents have told me of the difficulties they have 

experienced with unauthorised encampments including fly tipping, bonfires and 

hazardous driving and of their concerns that these problems could increase if the 

Council’s proposals go ahead. These views must be listened to and heard. 
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5c Local public services 

There are also widespread concerns about the impact the Council’s proposals could 

have on the provision of local services.  

 

For example, whilst distance from the nearest school was considered in the selection 

process, there has been no assessment of the availability of school places. I have 

been contacted by the Chair of Governors at Glebelands Primary School, who has 

expressed concern that the school may not be able to offer sufficient places in some 

year groups for the additional children that the sites could bring to the area. This 

letter can be found at Appendix E. 

 

Again, I do not feel that adequate evidence has been given about this important 

point and would request that the Commission presses the Council for further 

information. 

 

5d Effectiveness of sites in reducing unauthorised encampments 

Many of my constituents remain unconvinced of the impact that authorised sites will 

have on unauthorised encampments. They want robust and clear information on 

how an increase in the supply of authorised sites will reduce the occurrence of 

unauthorised camps. Without this, there is space for uncertainty and in some cases, 

cynicism, leaving some of my constituents to draw the conclusion that the Council’s 

proposals will have no impact on unauthorised encampments. 

 

5e The prospect of these proposals attracting more Travellers to the City  

Whilst the vast majority of traveller caravans nationally (80%) are on authorised sites 

that have planning permission, I understand that there are still around 3000 

caravans on unauthorised sites, which are either sites developed without planning 

permission or encampments on land not owned by travellers. Locally, I understand 

that there are 80 families on the waiting list for Meynells Gorse. 

 

It is clear that demand for sites far outstrips supply both at a local and national level. 

Given this imbalance, and the lack of action taken by many other local authorities 

across the country, many of my constituents are concerned that Leicester City 

Council’s proposed sites will simply increase the number of travellers to Leicester 

 

5f The prospect of transit sites becoming permanent sites 

There is a widely held concern that transit sites will quickly fill up, unintentionally 

becoming permanent sites, thus removing the capacity to deal with unauthorised 

encampments. This is a major concern for many of my constituents.  
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It would therefore be very helpful if the Scrutiny Commission would  explore the 

evidence relating to this issue. 

 

5g Planning issues 

I am aware of a number of technical objections which could impede the successful 

navigation of these proposals through the planning process if any of them are put 

forward. I understand that investigations are already underway so as to confirm 

whether the Redhill Way Site is protected by a covenant. There are also a number of 

ways in which the three proposals seem to conflict with wider planning policy and 

this has been effectively described by my constituent, Terry McGreal of the LE4 

Action Group. I refer you to his submission to the Economic Development, Culture 

and Tourism Scrutiny Commission, which can be found at Appendix F. 

 

5h Impact on other developments 

Numerous sites have been ruled out in the selection process because the Council 

says they should be included in wider, comprehensive development (see 4b above). 

However, this same rule has not been applied to Greengate Lane, despite the fact 

that Ashton Green has an outline plan for the development of 3000 houses as well as 

the development of industrial infrastructure. I understand that Ashton Green is now 

at the stage in which expressions of interest are being sought, and many of my 

constituents have rightly asked how this development will be affected by the 

proposed authorised traveller sites.  

 

I would like to know whether the Council has spoken to potential developers of 

Ashton Green about the impact of its proposals, and what their response has been. 

 

5i Consultation process 

Many of my constituents have expressed concerns about the way in which the 

consultation process has been conducted. Some of the most common issues raised 

are: 

 The lack of collaboration with neighbouring local authorities to ensure that a 

mechanism was in place to allow people from the county to contribute their 

feedback from the outset. 

 An insufficient number of residents included on the Council’s direct mail 

distribution list.  

 A lack of consultation with the Gypsy and traveller community themselves. In 

particular I would like to highlight the evidence given by Mrs Walker who – in 

addition to concerns about concentrating the sites so closely together (see 3a 

above) says that the Council’s proposal to ban horses from the authorised sites 

would be a ‘deal breaker’ for the Gypsy and traveller community. 
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5j Greengate Lane has become an authorised site “site by the backdoor” 

The site on Greengate Lane has long been seen by my constituents as an “authorised 

site by stealth”. Initially, residents were informed that a family would be able to stay 

on the site as a temporary measure until their situation stabilised as one of the 

family members was suffering from severe ill health.  From this point, there has been 

a widespread perception that the Council were “bringing in a site by the back door” 

and that local residents were not being listened too. The current proposals have 

simply confirmed and reinforced residents’ worst fears and their lack of trust in the 

process.   

 

6 Conclusion    

In this submission, I have highlighted some of the major concerns my constituents 

have raised about the City Council’s current proposals.  

 

My constituents are deeply unhappy with the current proposal to put all three sites 

in the same area. They do not believe these proposals are the right ones to tackle 

unauthorised encampments and are extremely anxious about the sites, citing widely 

held fears including falling property values, rising insurance costs and an increase in 

crime and antisocial behavior.  

   

I was very pleased when I learnt that the City Mayor had invited the the Economic 

Development, Culture and Tourism Scrutiny Commission to take a fresh look at this 

issue. 

 

I hope the Commission’s report goes some way in answering many of the issues I 

have raised within this submission.  

 

Of all the issues I have raised, the most important for me is that you reconsider both 

private and Council sites from across the city during your investigation. A good place 

to start would be by visiting some of the 19 sites I have highlighted in Appendix X. 

 

I firmly believe that a solution, incorporating the development of much needed new 

Gypsy and traveller Sites, can be achieved. But this will only be possible if a city-wide 

approach is taken to what I believe is a city-wide problem, and that local residents’ 

views are at the heart of the decision making process. 

 

In your submission to the City Mayor, you can play a vital role in helping us along this 

road. 
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Note on the relevant background activity I have undertaken with Beaumont Leys and 

Abbey Councillors. 

  

I am frequently contacted by a significant number of my constituents who raise 

concerns about the impact that unauthorised encampments can have on their 

community. I have taken action on countless individual cases relating to this issue, 

which is always prominent both on the doorstep and in public meetings, particularly 

in Beaumont Leys and Abbey wards.  

 

On the 15th June 2010, I held a well attended meeting at the Tudor Centre with Cllrs 

Byrne and Marriott to discuss the problems associated with travellers in Abbey 

Ward. This followed an unauthorised encampment consisting of 16 caravans, which 

caused considerable problems, particularly in terms of the dumping of rubbish. 

 

I held a very well attended public meeting at St Patricks Church in Beaumont Leys in 

September 2011 with Cllrs Dempster, Westly and Meghani. This also focused on 

unauthorised traveller encampments and allowed me and other stakeholders, 

including the Assistant Mayor responsible for housing, to explore the general 

concerns of my constituents firsthand. People were clearly very concerned and 

frustrated by the lack of progress in addressing the issue and, for reference, you can 

find the contents of a follow up letter I sent to the City Mayor below.   

 

I conduct a rolling survey and “Community Drop In” in each of the neighborhoods 

across my constituency. In January this year, 81% of survey respondents in Gleblands 

indicated that they agreed or strongly agreed that “unauthorised traveller camps are 

a problem in the area”. Only 3% disagreed with this statement. This is amongst the 

strongest of responses I have ever received on any issue, from across my 

constituency. The topic also dominated the well attended “Community Drop In” I 

held at Glebelands Primary School on the 13th January 2012. 

 

On the 20th February 2012, the day before the current consultation was launched, 

the City Mayor participated in a somewhat quieter follow up meeting to the one that 

I had arranged back in September 2011. This was the first time that the City Council’s 

plans were made public. I attended the subsequent meeting on 12th March at the 

Leicester Leys Licensure Centre and have been very active in working with my 

constituents throughout the consultation period. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Letter to City Mayor following public meeting in September 2011 

Please reply to: 
The Office of Liz Kendall MP 

42 Narborough Road 
Leicester 

LE3 0BQ 
Sir Peter Soulsby 
City Mayor 
Leicester City Council 
City Mayor's Office 
7th Floor, New Walk Centre 
Welford Place, Leicester 
Leicestershire 
LE1 6ZG 
  
 

Re: Unauthorised Traveller Camps 

As you are aware, unauthorised traveller camps have been a long-standing issue for the city. I am often 
contacted by a significant number of constituents who are very concerned about the impact these camps can 
have on their community – as I understand my predecessor, Patricia Hewitt, was too. 

The problems tend to be concentrated in Beaumont Leys and Mowmacre, due to the historical ties these areas 
have with seasonal farm work. However, I very much see this as a city wide problem, for which a city wide 
solution is urgently required. 

In order to directly hear the views and concerns of my constituents, I held a very well attended public meeting 
on the 2nd September 2011 at St Patricks Church in Beaumont Leys.  At the meeting I shared a platform with 
the Beaumont Leys Ward Councillors, Cllr Mohammed Dawood, Matt Bagley from the Multi Agency 
Travellers Unit and Sgt Simon Ward. Members of the Gypsy and traveller Equality Project were also present. 

You will not be surprised to hear that local residents aired extremely strong feelings at the meeting. They told 
me they are very concerned about antisocial behaviour, fly tipping and traffic offences at unauthorised traveller 
sites. They feel it still takes too long to move unauthorised travellers on.  Many residents also expressed a deep 
sense of unfairness that they have to abide by the law, including paying their Council Tax, yet they feel the same 
rules do not apply to the travelling community. 

There was a specific concern over the site on Greengate Lane. Initially, residents were informed that a family 
would be able to stay on the site as a temporary measure until their situation stabilised, as one of the family 
members was suffering from severe ill health. However, some three years on the family and indeed other 
travellers are still there, and residents feel that Greengate Lane is now becoming a permanent site by stealth. 

Overall, there was a huge sense of frustration and anger amongst local residents about the perceived lack of 
progress by the City Council in tackling this issue and in finding a lasting solution.  Members of the traveller 
community who were present, as part of the Gypsy and traveller Equality project, also talked about their 
frustrations regarding the lack of permanent or transit sites available. 

In my view, there is a very clear and pressing need for the City Council to produce a comprehensive strategy 
that seeks to address the concerns of both the settled and traveller communities. The establishment of sufficient 
transit sites and additional authorised permanent plots appears to be the only viable, long term solution. 

I must emphasise that whilst the issue is of grave concern to many of my constituents, this is a city wide issue, for 
which a city wide solution must be found. 

APENDIX A 
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Cllr Dawood gave an undertaking to report back on the Council’s progress on this issue in November. It is vital 
that real and substantial progress is made by this date. As the Mayor of Leicester I know you will ensure this 
happens. 

In the meanwhile, I would be very grateful if you could update me on the Council’s plans so I can report directly 
back to my constituents. 

With best wishes as ever 

 

 

Liz Kendall MP 
Member of Parliament for Leicester West 

CC: Cllr Mohammed Dawood, Cllr Sundip Meghani, Cllr Paul Westley, Cllr Vi Dempster, Mr Matt Bagley 
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Extracts from: 
Gypsy and traveller Sites Review: evidence update, 11th April 2012, Appendix 3 - 
Summary of submissions from Gypsy and traveller families in the   
 
“Neither of the Walker family on the site had any input into the development of proposals for the 
sites - for example in terms of size, location, layout, amenities and numbers on the site”.  
 
“Mrs Walker believes the proposals as they stand will lead to problems both on and off the sites. The 
Greengate Lane, she says, is not large enough for ten plots; and that a more likely maximum figure 
could be four. She also had concerns about what would happen to the family while the site was 
being developed, given the reasons for the family being there in the first place. She suggested that 
new sites would (in an echo of other concerns by those living in settled communities) bring more 
gypsies to the area, there wouldn’t be enough work, and that local crime rates would increase. 
However, the “no horse rule” on the proposed sites “is an absolute deal-breaker.”  
 
 
“Additionally, Mrs Walker said that there were many different groupings of Gypsies and that they 
had different traditions and not all would be compatible on the same site.” 
 
“Mrs Walker felt that the proposal to put sites so close together in such a small area had worsened 
relations between the settled communities and gypsies and travellers where there hadn’t been 
problems previously. She said the family was concerned about reprisals and are experiencing 
harassment. Two of the sons reported racial prejudice following the publication of the sites 
locations.” 
 
“A second meeting took place and a statement was taken from two further families on an 
unauthorized site... they had no input into the locations, size and technical requirements of the sites; 
the social issues involved, the social mix of the site and their concerns, reflecting those of local 
residents, that the sites would attract increased numbers of travellers to the city” 
 
“The families said sites were too small to hold ten pitches and suggested that the maximum number 
of families on each site should be five. The families thought that the Greengate Lane and Red Hill 
sites were appropriate but that the third site near the Beaumont Leys shopping centre and leisure 
centre was not appropriate“ 
 
“Both families reported that there was a higher level of discrimination against them by local people; 
for example local children were being stopped from playing with Gypsy and traveller children. The 
feeling was that the “no horse” rule would stop both families from using any of the sites”.  
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Private land behind Bath Street - UPRN 2740  
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Stage One 

Name Peebles Way - Land at, Roseneath Avenue 

UPRN 1182 

Ward Rushey Mead 

LCC’s reasons 
for refusal Highly Visible Exposed Site 

MP’s 
Comment 

This land appears to be large enough to accommodate a pitch whilst 
maintaining privacy as long as the right screening was in place. Properties only 
directly overlook the land from the west as roads act as a break to the south 
and east. Mature woodland could already act as a screen. This is not dissimilar 
in characteristics to the Redhill Way site put forward in the consultation.  

 

  

Name 
DORSET STREET (LAND ADJACENT JUNIOR SCHOOL), BRANDON STREET, 
LEICESTER 

UPRN 461 

Ward Latimer 

Reasons for 
Refusal Highly visible Exposed Site 

MP’s 
Comment 

Whilst this is not the strongest site for potential pitches, Brandon Street acts as 
a barrier between the site and the houses to the north and there only appears 
to be two houses to the west, which are not facing the site. The school is to the 
East and each of these sides could potentially be screened.  
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Stage Three 

Name Barkby Road - Former Allotments, Barkby Road 

UPRN 118 

Ward Rushey Mead 

Reasons for 
Refusal Sale of site close to completion 

MP’s Comment 

This has the potential to be a decent site for a gypsy and traveller pitch. I 
would appreciate further details on the sale of this land. As it is yet to be 
sold, can this decision be reversed? Perhaps only some of the land could 
be sold? 

 

  Name Manor Farm (Part), Humberstone 

UPRN 958 

Ward Humberstone & Hamilton 

Reasons for 
Refusal 

Large Development site, Gypsy and Travellers pitches could be developed 
but only as part of long-term comprehensive development 

MP’s Comment 

This appears to be an ideal site for Traveller pitches. I see no reason why it 
was ruled out. Pitches could, it seems, easily be established on some of 
this land immediately, without jeopardising wider development.  I strongly 
advise the Scrutiny Commission to visit this site. 
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Name Manor Farm Housing Site, Keyham Lane 

UPRN 2479 

Ward Humberstone & Hamilton 

Reasons for 
Refusal Phase 1 Under construction, Phase 2 has outline permisison 

MP’s Comment 

This appears to be an ideal site for traveller pitches with good access off 
Thurmaston Lane. I see no reason why it was ruled out. Pitches could, it 
seems, easily be established on some of this land immediately without 
jeopardising wider development.  I strongly advise the Scrutiny Commission 
to visit this site. 

 

  Name East Hamilton Housing - Phase 2, Keyham Lane 

UPRN 2480 

Ward Humberstone & Hamilton 

Reasons for Refusal 
Large Development site, Gypsy and Travellers pitches could be developed 
but only as part of long-term comprehensive development  

MP’s Comment 

This appears to be an ideal site for Traveller pitches with good access off 
Burdock Close. I see no reason why it was ruled out. Pitches could, it 
seems, easily be established on some of this land immediately without 
jeopardising wider development.  I strongly advise the Scrutiny 
Commission to visit this site. 

5 
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Name Manor Farm - Development Site, Keyham Lane 

UPRN 2481 

Ward Humberstone & Hamilton 

Reasons for 
Refusal 

Large Development site, Gypsy and Travellers pitches could be developed 
but only as part of long-term comprehensive development 

MP’s 
Comment 

This appears to be a strong contender as it is on partially concreted land 
with the potential for complete privacy and good access from Collin Grundy 
Drive. I see no reason why this site was ruled out. Pitches could, it seems, 
easily be established on some of this land immediately without jeopardising 
wider development.  I strongly advise the Scrutiny Commission to visit this 
site. 

 

  Name Hamilton Lane - Land At, Leicester 

UPRN 2758 

Ward Humberstone & Hamilton 

Reasons for 
Refusal 

Large Development site, Gypsy and Travellers pitches could be developed 
but only as part of long-term comprehensive development 

MP’s 
Comment 

This appears to be an ideal site for Traveller pitches. It has excellent access 
from Hamilton Lane and complete privacy with good access. I see no reason 
why it was ruled out. Pitches could, it seems, easily be established on some 
of this land immediately without jeopardising wider development.  I 
strongly advise the Scrutiny Commission to visit this site. 
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Name Whittier Road Surplus Land, Heathcott Road, Saffron Lane 

UPRN 2784 

Ward Freemen 

Reasons for 
Refusal 

Large Development site, Gypsy and Travellers pitches could be developed 
but only as part of long-term comprehensive development 

MP’s 
Comment 

This appears to be an ideal site for Traveller pitches. I see no reason why it 
was ruled out. Pitches could, it seems, easily be established on some of this 
land immediately without jeopardising wider development.  I strongly 
advise the Scrutiny Commission to visit this site. 

 

  Name High View Close 

UPRN 2753 

Ward Humberstone & Hamilton 

Reasons for 
Refusal Proposed sale to form business park 

MP’s 
Comment 

As this site, or part of it, has potential for Gypsies and Traveller Pitches, 
could part of the land be held back from sale? How advanced are proposals 
to sell the land to form a business park? 
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Stage Four 

Name Brewer Close (West of), Rushey Mead 

UPRN 276 

Ward Rushey Mead 

Reasons 
for Refusal Highly visible exposed site 

MP’s 
Query 

This site was ruled out as it was deemed highly visible however my staff have 
visited the site and we believe that measures could easily be taken to ensure 
privacy. The site is very large with a school to the west, and some houses to 
the north and south but none of these would be difficult to screen. This site 
could be reconsidered. 
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Name Gelert Avenue Open Space, Dakyn Road 

UPRN 567 

Ward Thurncourt 

Reasons 
for Refusal Exposure and lack of screening 

MPs 
Comment 

This is another large section of land with Gelert Avenue and Dakyn Road 
acting as a barrier to the houses on the West and South. Additional screening 
could be established along these roads. There is a screened off football pitch 
to the north and a park entrance to the East. I think it’svery much open to 
question to rule this site out on the grounds of exposure and lack of screening 
alone.  
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Name Sonning Road - Open space, Featherstone Drive, Eyres Monsell 

UPRN 891 

Ward Eyres Monsell 

Reasons 
for Refusal Highly Visible Exposed Site 

Our 
Comment 

My team have visited this site and we cannot work out why it was ruled out 
on the grounds that it is highly exposed. It is a large patch of land with good 
access roads. Whilst there are a small numbers of houses overlooking the site 
from the east, screening could easily provide for privacy.  
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Name Troon Way/Nagle Grove - Land Between 

UPRN 1076 

Ward Rushey Mead 

Reasons 
for Refusal Site overlooked and impact of traffic along residential street 

Our 
Comment 

This is another large stretch of land, which has been visited by my team. We 
fail to see how screening could not be used to preserve privacy given the 
limited number of houses that overlook the land. Another concern here was 
the impact of traffic on residential streets. It may be possible to create and an 
entrance to the site from Troon way but even if this were not the case, there 
are multiple existing access points onto the site with fairly direct entry gained 
from Badminton Road. Part of this site at lease should be reconsidered and it 
may be appropriate for members of the commission to visit the site. 
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Name Neston Gardens (Land at) 

UPRN 2421 

Ward Freemen 

Reasons 
for Refusal No vehicular access onto site 

Our 
Comment 

My team have visited this site and think it makes for a very good location for 
Gypsy and Traveller pitches. Planning officers acknowledge that this has 
potential to be well screened from the railway and adjoining residential 
properties and could be a very distinct site if an access solution could be 
found. Whist Cairngorm Close may be unsuitable for large vehicles, access 
could be gained from Cheviot Road or a purpose built access road could even 
be build from Heathcoat Road along the land at UPRN 2784. I think this site 
has real potential and should be visited by the Scrutiny Commission.  
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Name Mundella (site), Wycombe Road 

UPRN 2809 

Ward Charnwood 

Reasons 
for Refusal Exposure and lack of screening from new housing development on part of site 

Our 
Comment 

I would welcome further details on how the housing development will impact 
on privacy as this appears to be a good, brown field site that needs to be 
developed. 

 

  Name Montrose Road Play Area, Seaford Road/Wigston Lane 

UPRN 1066 

Ward Aylestone 

Reasons 
for Refusal Parts of site that are accessible are overlooked 

Our 
Comment 

This is a large piece of land and it is unclear why some parts are accessible 
whilst other parts are not. I would welcome further explanation as the North 
West of this land would appear to make for a good site. 
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Name Conaglen Road (land at), Soar Valley Way 

UPRN 1377 

Ward Aylestone 

Reasons 
for Refusal Vehicular access is through long residential streets 

Our 
Comment 

This appears to be an ideal site which is large enough to be screened off from 
residential properties to the north and to the east. I would very much 
encourage detailed work to be undertaken so as to identify whether an access 
solution can be found.    

 

  

  Name Victoria Road East Open Space, Victoria Road East 

UPRN 4192 

Ward Humberstone & Hamilton 

Reasons for 
Refusal Highly Visible Exposed Site 

MP’s 
Comment 

Main roads act as a barrier to the north and west of this site and there are 
limited properties to the south and east. There may be scope to reconsider 
feasibility of screening?  
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The City Mayor 
Leicester City Council 

7th Floor, Block B, New Walk Centre 
Welford Place 

Leicester 
LE1 6ZG 

 

 
Re: Consultation on Potential Gypsy & Traveller Sites 

 
Dear Sir Peter Soulsby 

 
I am writing to you with reference to the on-going consultation on the 

potential new gypsy and traveller sites in the City.  As the Chair of 
Governors of the closest city primary school to the proposed Greengate 

lane site I wish to express my concern that as of this time no-one has 
been in touch with either myself or the Head Teacher to discuss the 

possible implications for the school, particularly as we already have issues 
with tight budgets and, in some areas of the school, capacity. 

 
I would be most grateful if the appropriate person could arrange to speak 

to the school before the consultation period closes so that should there be 

any issues that would need addressing these can be considered as part of 
the consultation process. 

 
I look forward to hearing from you in due course. 

 
For and on behalf of the Governing Body 

 
 

 
 

Chris Down 
Chair of Governors 
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        11 April 2012 

Dear Cllr. Waddington, 
 

Public Consultation in connection with the proposed Gypsy and Traveller 
Sites at Greengate Lane, Redhill Way and Beaumont Way, Leicester LE4   
 
I refer to the public consultation exercise in connection with the above. First of all I wish to 
confirm that I OBJECT to the proposed provision of these three Gypsy and Traveller sites in 
such close proximity in the LE4 area of Leicester.  
 
However, I am pleased to note that the Mayor has agreed that the Public Consultation 
Period be extended for a further three months to enable the Council’s Economic 
Development, Culture and Tourism Scrutiny Commission to carry out a review of the above 
sites and to look into any aspects of the sites that may render them unsuitable. I also 
welcome the release of details of the 350 other alternative sites across the City. These are 
matters that residents have been pressing the Mayor to agree to at all of the recent Public 
Meetings but to date this is something he has refused to give way on. I have commented on 
the three sites below in the context of the policies in the development plan. I hope that these 
comments will be of assistance and that the Scrutiny Commission will take them into account in their 
review of the three sites. 
 
The Development Plan 
 
The starting point for any review of these sites, and indeed the consideration of any others, 
has to be the development plan. Planning law requires that all applications for planning 
permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. Clearly, no planning application has yet been submitted 
but there are fundamental Policy issues that will need to be addressed if these sites do go 
forward to that next stage. At the present time the Development Plan consists of the East 
Midlands Regional Plan (albeit due to be revoked later this year under the Localism Act but 
for the time being it is still material), the Saved Policies of the City of Leicester Local Plan 
and the adopted Core Strategy. 
 
Policy CS9 of the adopted Core Strategy says that sites for transit and residential pitches will 
be identified in the Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD. The 
Policies in the DPD will therefore need to be consistent with the Core Strategy and show 
how it will be implemented and delivered by allocating sites for development (including 
traveller sites) and designating land for particular uses. Work on the Allocations DPD has 
begun and I understand that it due to be published for Public Consultation later this year. All 
DPDs are subject to independent examination by an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of 
State who has to be satisfied that the document is sound and his conclusions are legally 
binding. According to the Councils timetable, the submission version will be examined at a 
Public Examination which is anticipated to take place in April 2013, with the Inspectors 
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Report issued in August 2013 and the DPD adopted in November 2013. Allocation of these  
sites in advance of the DPD is therefore premature and will prejudice the Council’s 
Development Plan Process. 
 
Green Wedge 
 
Two of the sites currently proposed, at Greengate Lane and Redhill Way are in areas 
designated as Green Wedge in the Local Plan and comprise part of the City’s Green 
Network.  
 
The Council’s Core Strategy paragraph 4.4.88 says: 
 
“Green Wedges are extensive areas of predominantly open and green land. They penetrate 
towards the City Centre from the edge of the City. In most cases green wedges also extend 
beyond the City boundary through green wedge allocations in adjoining districts. This gives 
them a strategic importance as they connect the City to the surrounding Leicestershire 
countryside. Their value lies as open space for leisure or recreational purposes, as land of 
ecological significance and as land providing separation between settlements, guiding 
development form. They also serve an important visual function”. 
 
Saved Policy GE06 of the City of Leicester Local Plan, says that: 
 
Planning permission will not be granted for development which would: 

a) affect the predominantly open and undeveloped character of a green wedge; or:  

b) reduce the physical separation between existing settlements; or 

c) prejudice agricultural and forestry operations; or 

d) impair recreational and leisure access to and within green wedges. 

 

Green Network  
 
In the Councils Adopted Core Strategy, Policy CS13 sets out the broad context for Leicester’s 
Green Network.  
  
Policy CS13 says: 
 
“The Council will seek to maintain and enhance the quality of the green network so that 
residents and visitors have easy access to good quality green space, sport and recreation 
provision that meets the needs of local people. A Supplementary Planning Document will 
be prepared to provide detailed guidance and information on green space, sport and 
recreation provision and to support the following principles: 
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• The Council will safeguard and improve green space, sport and recreation facilities that 
are of value to the green network, local communities and biodiversity, especially those 
that are of strategic importance i.e. green wedges, the River and Canal Corridor; 
  
• Green wedges will be maintained as areas of land that prevent the merging of built up 
areas of the City and adjoining settlements, guide the development and provide a “green 
lung” into the inner urban area. Their function as open space for leisure or recreational 
purposes will be maintained and enhanced. Development within a green wedge will 
be expected to serve the open space, be of high design quality and of an appropriate scale 
and size for its location to minimise the visual and environmental impact of the 
development; 
  
• The Council will pursue opportunities to address the imbalances in green space provision 
by making green space, sport and recreation facilities more accessible and improving links 
and connections between spaces; 
  
• New development proposals should meet the need for provision arising from the 
development, taking account of local qualitative and quantitative deficiencies in green 
space, sport and recreation provision. New on-site provision or S106 contributions to 
improve the quality of, or access to, existing open space, will be expected and commuted 
maintenance sums will be sought; and 
  
• Where there are proposals that affect green space, outdoor sport or recreation facilities, 
land should not be released, either in total or in part, for development unless it is: 
a) Surplus to requirements for its current green space function; and 
b) Not needed for another type of green space use; or 
c) Equivalent or better replacement green space would be provided in the local area. 
  
Appendix 1 of the Council’s Green Space Strategy sets out the quantity of Green Space 
available in the City on a Ward by Ward basis. It is interesting to note that in Abbey Ward 
there is an under supply of Outdoor Sports Space of 2.36 Hectares and an under supply of 
Natural Green Space of 3.26 Hectares and in Beaumont Leys an under supply of Outdoor 
Sports Space of 11.44 Hectares. To put this into context, the average English Premiership 
pitch measures 114 by 74 yards (104 × 68 m), with an average area of 8,414 square yards 
(7,035 sq. m or 0.7035 Hectares). The Green Space Strategy indicates that there may be 
potential to either change the use of a green space or dispose of green space altogether. 
However the Strategy qualifies this be saying that this should only be considered in areas 
where there is an over supply of a type of green space. This is clearly not the situation here 
where the Council’s own assessment has identified an acute shortage of green space. Given 
the aims of Policy CS13 and the restrictions of Saved Policy GE06 above, the loss of these 
green spaces is not only socially unacceptable but is clearly contrary to the Council's own 
Development Plan. 
 
The Proposed Sites 
 
1.Greengate Lane 
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The explanatory text to Saved Policy GE06 of the Local Plan, above, says: 
 
“10.25. Subject to the above, any approved development within a Green Wedge will be 
expected to serve the open space (i.e. a pavilion, sports pitch, farm building, agricultural 
holding). The scale and size of any development must take into account its location in a 
Green Wedge. Development which cannot justify a Green Wedge location will therefore be 
unacceptable. When redevelopment opportunities arise on previously developed land 
they will be assessed in terms of this policy. Redevelopment/conversion on a limited scale 
could be acceptable if it reflects the existing built form and where the function and 
character of the Green Wedge is not adversely affected.” (my emphasis). 
 
The Council’s assessment of the Greengate Lane site confirms its Green Wedge status but 
seeks to justify its suitability for development based on the fact that it has a previous use.  
This assessment is fundamentally flawed when measured against the qualification in 
paragraph 10.25 above. The proposed site is intended to house ten families in mobile 
homes with additional space for at least one caravan per pitch and parking for vehicles. This 
is a significant intensification of use on a site where the previous use for the site comprised 
low density development in the form of four modest single storey dwellings of timber 
construction. In short the proposed development would not be on a limited scale, it would 
not reflect the existing built form and it would adversely affect the function and character 
of the Green Wedge. The assessment also refers to this as a tolerated site. As far as I am 
aware one family was allowed by the City Council to stay on this site on a temporary basis 
because of the patriarch’s health issues. It has been tolerated by the Council not residents 
and the site now appears to be home to an extended family group. This temporary 
arrangement should not be allowed to blur the edges or to influence any decision on 
whether or not this site is a suitable location. 
 
2. Redhill Way 
 
The Council’s case for development in the Green Wedge at Redhill Way is particularly 
difficult to justify in policy terms. Two previous planning applications for residential 
development on this site have been refused (Ref: 1990/0147 and 1990/1254).  
 
The reasons for refusal of application 1990/0147 were: 
 

1. The proposal would result in over development of the site and adversely affect the 
character of the wedge of open space separating Leicester and Birstall. 

2. The proposed vehicular access/egress does not satisfy Leicestershire County 
Council’s Highway Standards for new development by reason of the requirement 
for an access constructed to adoptable standard and the proximity of the Barnwell 
Avenue junction. 

 
While the reasons for refusal of application 1990/0147 were; 
 

1. The proposal would adversely affect the character of the wedge of open land 
separating Leicester and Birstall. 
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2. The development would result in the loss of private sports facilities which could 
not be replaced in this part of the City. 
 

The second application was subsequently dismissed at Appeal by an inspector appointed by 
the Secretary of State (Appeal ref: T/APP/U2425/A/91/183134/P5). Although these 
decisions are somewhat dated the principal of development at that time was measured 
against Green Wedge Policies in the then emerging draft Local Plan which are now saved 
policies in the adopted Local Plan. In dismissing the Appeal the Inspector took the view that 
the main issue turned on whether the proposal would cause unacceptable harm to a wedge 
of open land in this part of the city and in his decision letter said: 
 
“The construction of Red Hill Way, with its elevated section over the roundabout, provides 
new vistas of the open land each side of the road, enhancing the visual character of this 
route through the northern sector of the city. The construction of the pedestrian overbridge 
just to the east of the site of a former railway bridge firmly establishes the line of the 
embankment and Thurcaston Road as the appropriate western boundary of this part of the 
open area. Whilst there are buildings within it associated with the Belgrave Sports Club and 
the kennels, these are established and modest structures which do not seriously detract from 
open/green nature of the area. To introduce new residential development on the appeal 
site in clear view from Red Hill Way, the flyover, the pedestrian bridge and from Abbey 
Lane across the Belgrave Sportsground would erode and cause unacceptable visual harm 
to this wedge of open land. I do not believe such harm would be outweighed by the 
benefit of a landscaping scheme on the appeal site and adjoining land in an area where 
the character is essentially one of open vistas” (my emphasis). 
 
In the light these comments it is particularly interesting to note in the Council’s assessment 
that “…impact on Green Wedge would be limited due to the natural screening around the 
edge”. 
 
Beaumont Way 
  
The Beaumont Way site is identified on the proposals map as a 'Potential Development Area 
(PDA) and is subject to Saved Policies PS09 and PS09b of the Local Plan. PS09 says; 
  
"Development, regeneration and refurbishment will be encouraged within the Potential 
Development Areas shown on the Proposals Map, by allowing a range and mix of land 
uses within these areas that are identified below. (See Policies PS09a & PS09b) 
  
Within all Potential Development Areas a high standard of urban design and commitment 
to sustainable development will be required and consideration of residential amenity 
should be addressed, in any mixed use scheme. Town Centre uses such as retailing and 
major office & leisure are subject to a sequential approach. 
  
In Potential Development Areas, planning permission for subordinate land uses, or the 
intensification of existing uses, will only be given if such development will not 
compromise any potential for the identified priority uses to be provided on remaining 
land or premises within the Potential Development Area. 
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Where residential development is proposed as a priority or subordinate use, an 
appropriate living environment needs to be provided, which includes safe and convenient 
access to the development. Planning permission will not be granted if residential 
development would have an adverse effect on existing, viable businesses by requiring 
them to make changes to their buildings or working methods in order to make them 
compatible with the new residential use". 
  
Saved Policy PS09b sets out the Proposed Uses in the PDAs and for the Beaumont Way site 
in particular these are; 

 Priority Land Uses :              Community Facilities (D1) or Community Leisure (D2) 

 Subordinate Land Uses :     Residential (C3), Major Leisure (D1,D2),  
         Restaurant /Pub (A3/A4) or Offices (B1a, A2)                

 
The Council’s assessment of this site confirms its Local Plan Allocation as a Potential 
Development Area but suggests its use for a permanent gypsy or traveller site would fit 
within a Class C3 use. Class C3 covers Dwelling Houses not caravans. In some cases the siting 
of caravans on land can be permitted development but the use of land for a permanent 
Gypsy orTraveller Camps is however “sui generis”. In other words it does not fit any of the 
uses in the Town and County Planning (Use Classes) Order and would require specific 
planning permission. In any event, C3 use on this site is the “sub-ordinate” use which would 
only be appropriate in circumstances where this does not prejudice the use of the site for 
the “priority use” (Saved Policy PS09 above). 
 
There are of course six other sites included on the shortlist drawn up from the 350 and 
much has been made of these in the local media. These other sites are of course not part of 
the present public consultation process and for that reason I have not made any specific 
comments in relation to these. However, I would be grateful for your confirmation that 
should these, or indeed any of the 350 sites considered, be taken forward for consideration 
then they too will be subject to further appropriate public consultation. 
 
 
Yours faithfully, 

T. McGreal 
T. McGreal  
Copies (e-mail) to: 

Office of the City Mayor 
Councillors Vi Dempster, Paul Westley, Sundip Meghani 
Liz Kendall MP 
Stephen Dorrell MP 
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