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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  


This objection is prepared by Pegasus Group on behalf of Mr. C. Makin in relation to land 


at Haighside, Rothwell (SAP ref HG2-173).  


 


The site which the Council are proposing to allocate (‘Haighside‘) lies to the south east of 


the settlement of Rothwell to the east of Wakefield Road (A61) and south of Wood Lane. 


 


The site is greenfield land, primarily in existing agricultural use. 


 


The SAP proposes that the site is released from the Green Belt and allocated for 578 


residential units.  Site requirements include access from Wood Lane and Low Shops Lane 


with highway mitigation works expected at the junction of Wood Lane/Wakefield Road. It 


is considered that development should wait until completion of public transport 


improvements such as NGT. Ecological mitigation will need to be provided including a 


biodiversity buffer to Haigh Beck and retention of a central woodland area. 


 


We consider that in allocating Haighside for development, the Submission Draft of the SAP 


is currently unsound for a number of reasons: 


• Not positively prepared – The SAP fails to allocate sufficient land to meet the 


objectively assessed requirements of the Outer South HMCA; 


• The SAP has insufficiently justified the inclusion of the site as an allocation in 


the plan and not provided robust evidence for the exclusion of other sites, in 


particular the site at Hope Farm, Robin Hood (SHLAA ref 3081); 


• The SAP will not be effective in delivering sufficient housing to meet the assessed 


need; 


• On the basis of the above the SAP is inconsistent with National Policy, in 


particular the requirements of Paragraph 157 of the National Planning Policy 


Framework 


 


The SAP can be made sound by the deletion of the proposed allocation, its retention as 


Green Belt and the removal of the site at Hope Farm, Robin Hood from the Green Belt with 


the latter being allocated under policy HG2 for the development of housing including school 


provision. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 


 


1.1 This representation is prepared by Pegasus Group on behalf of Mr. C. Makin in 


objection to land allocated in the Site Allocations Plan at Haighside, Rothwell (Site 


Allocations Plan allocation reference H2-173) (‘the Site’). The representation 


considers the questions of soundness referred to in the National Planning Policy 


Framework, which are; positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with 


national policy, and in respect of the relevant legal tests. 


 


1.2 In preparing this representation Pegasus have given consideration to the Council’s 


response to the Site Allocations and Policies (SAP) Issues and Options consultation 


and the process of Green Belt Review, Site Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal 


undertaken by the Council. 


 


1.3 This representation needs to be read in conjunction with Pegasus’ representation 


relating to Mr Makin’s land at Hope Farm, Robin Hood (SHLAA site reference 3081) 


submitted concurrently with this representation. 


 


1.4 Section 2 of this report sets out the policy context and legal tests relating to the 


preparation of the Plan. The test of soundness is considered in section 3.  Section 


4 of the report provides comment on the legal compliance of the plan. 
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2. STATUTORY CONTEXT: SOUNDNESS AND THE LEGAL TESTS 


 


2.1 The Leeds Site Allocations Plan (SAP) has been issued at publication draft stage for 


public comment prior to being submitted for examination.  The preparation of the 


plan follows on from and should accord with the adopted Leeds Core Strategy.  The 


intention of the SAP is to identify sites to ensure that sufficient land is available in 


appropriate locations to meet the growth targets set out in the Core Strategy. 


 


2.2 In respect of housing allocations the Core Strategy sets a requirement for Leeds to 


deliver 70,000 (net) new homes during the plan period from 2012 to 2028 and 


acknowledges the need for a Green Belt review to achieve this including at Spatial 


Policy 10 consideration of Green Belt release.  The Core Strategy also provides for 


the distribution of housing land allocations in Spatial Policy 7 which states that the 


distribution of housing land (excluding windfall) will be planned based on Tables 2 


and 3.  Table 3 states that the number of houses to be provided in the Outer South 


Housing Market Area is 2,600. 


 


2.3 Section 19(2) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides that: 


 


“(2) In preparing a development plan document or any other local development 


document the local planning authority must have regard to –  


(a) National policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of 


State….” 


 


Section 20(5) then states: 


 


“The purpose of an independent examination is to determine in respect of the 


development plan document-  


(a) Whether it satisfies the requirements of sections 19 and 24(1), regulations 


under section 17(7) and any regulations under section 36 relating to the 


preparation of development plan documents; 


(b) Whether it is sound; and 


(c) Whether the local planning authority complied with any duty imposed on the 


authority by section 33 A in relation to its preparation”.  


 







Mr Makin 
Leeds Site Allocations Plan - Publication Consultation Draft 
Representation 
 


 


Nov 2015 | YOR.1969.006A         4


   


 


2.4 The NPPF outlines the Government’s policy in respect of plan making and paragraph 


182 provides the considerations which should be taken into account in the process 


of examination of an emerging development plan.  This states: 


 


A local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it considers 


is “sound” – namely that it is:  


 


• Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy 


which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure 


requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities 


where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable 


development; 


• Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when 


considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate 


evidence;  


• Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on 


effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and  


• Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of 


sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework. 


 


2.5 Regulation 8 (2) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 


2012 require that “a local Plan or Supplementary Planning Document must contain 


reasoned justification of the policies contained within it”.   


 


2.6 Regulation 8 (4) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 


2012 continues that the policies contained within a local plan must be consistent 


with the adopted development plan.   


 


2.7 Section 4 of this representation gives consideration to the legal compliance of the 


Plan. 


 


 


  







Mr Makin 
Leeds Site Allocations Plan - Publication Consultation Draft 
Representation 
 


 


Nov 2015 | YOR.1969.006A         5


   


 


3. SOUNDNESS TEST 


 


3.0 The Council’s allocation of the Site as a housing allocation makes the Leeds SAP 


unsound.  The specific aspects of the individual soundness tests are considered in 


more detail below. 


 


3.1 Positively Prepared 


 


Meeting Objectively Assessed Need  


3.1.1 The requirement of the NPPF is for the Plan to be positively prepared to provide for 


the objectively assessed development requirements of the Core Strategy.   


 


3.1.2 The SAP identifies a residual requirement of 2,014 dwellings within the Outer South 


HMCA from an overall target of 2,600. The difference is accounted for by 586 units 


from extant UDP allocations and planning permissions, as well as “recently expired” 


planning permissions.  


 


3.1.3 In previous comments on the SAP issues and options consultation it was noted that 


Pegasus do not dispute that Leeds’ UDP housing allocations may currently be 


considered to be specific deliverable sites sufficient to contribute to a five year 


housing land supply, where there is a realistic prospect that housing will be 


delivered on the site within five years. However, historic housing allocations should 


be subject to the same level of scrutiny and consultation prior to being identified 


as developable over the plan period, otherwise the plan cannot be considered 


sound. 


 


3.1.4 Planning permission, lapsed planning permission or allocation in an out-of-date 


development plan is not a for a site being deliverable. Of the supply of 586 units 


from ‘identified housing sites’ in the OS HMCA, 70% are units on sites where 


development has yet been started. Delivery is assumed to be guaranteed on every 


single one of the 586 units (i.e. there has been no discounting for site specific 


circumstances, associated risks or to reflect the local delivery record). Reliance on 


such sites to come forward is likely to result in an under-provision of housing in the 


HMCA when compared to the Plan requirement. We would therefore argue that the 


residual requirement for the Outer South HMCA should realistically be greater than 


2014 dwellings. A general approach utilised by other local authorities would be to 


apply a flat 10% discount to the ‘identified housing sites’. This simplistic approach 
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of discounting would reduce the supply of identified housing sites to 527 dwellings 


and increase the residual requirement to 2073 units.    


 


3.1.5 The housing allocations made in the Publication Draft SAP provide 1,780 homes for 


the area. Using the Council’s stated residual requirement this leaves a shortfall of 


234 dwellings on this figure. Given our comments regarding the discounting of the 


identified housing sites and the requirement to objectively assess UDP allocations, 


it is our position that the shortfall is likely to be even greater - in the region of 293 


units assuming a 10% discount on identified housing sites.         


 


3.1.6 It is noted that paragraph 3.4 and 3.5 of the Housing Background paper explains 


the approach of the Council is to adopt the housing distribution identified by Core 


Strategy Policy 7 as a “starting point for the provision of allocations” and make 


specific allocations with reference to other aspects of the Core Strategy. However 


an under provision of 234 dwellings which constitutes 9% of the residual target, or 


293 dwellings and 14% of the residual target when discounted at 10%, will leave 


an unacceptable degree of unmet housing requirement.  


 


3.1.7 This position is exacerbated by the allocation proposed at Haighside, Rothwell which 


Pegasus have confirmed below as having significant issues affecting its suitability 


and its ability to deliver the amount of homes allocated to it. The site is presently 


identified as being able to contribute 29% of the Outer South HMCA’s residual land 


requirement (assuming no discounting). 


 


3.1.8 The allocation of our client’s site at Hope Farm, Robin Hood would assist in making 


up for the shortfall in the Outer South HMCA and, importantly, meet the objectively 


assessed need for housing arising in the circumstance where Haighside is not found 


to be a sound allocation. 


 


SUMMARY In failing to allocate sufficient dwellings within the Outer 


South HMCA to meet the requirement indicated within Core 


Strategy Policy 7 the SAP is not considered to be positively 


prepared. Further there is significant doubt that the Council’s 


residual target for the OS HMCA is correct given the doubt 


over deliverability of some of the 586 units which the Council 


say are identified housing sites in SAP Policy HG1.  
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In addition there is significant doubt over the deliverability of 


the quantum of development by the Council’s Housing 


Allocation HG2-173 – see below for further discussion of this 


matter. 


 


To rectify this land at Hope Farm, Robin Hood (SHLAA ref 


3081) should be removed from the Green Belt and allocated 


for housing land with a requirement of school provision. This 


would be positive plan preparation from the point of view of 


allocating the Site most capable of providing community 


infrastructure in the HMCA.  


 


3.2 Justified 


 


3.2.1 The SAP is unsound by not presenting the most appropriate strategy for housing 


growth on a number of grounds: 


i) The review of the Green Belt at Haighside is not in conformity with the 


spatial policy of the Core Strategy based on objective assessment of the 


Green Belt Review process; 


ii) Site HG2-173 (Haighside) is not justified when considered against the 


reasonable strategic alternatives based on objective assessment of the 


proportionate evidence, namely the Green Belt Review process, the Site 


Assessment Methodology and the Sustainability Apptaisal; 


 


3.2.2 The following section of the representation considers each of the above matters in 


turn. In their own right, each matter is considered to constitute failure against the 


test of soundness. 


 


Objective assessment - Green Belt Review 


3.2.3 In order to achieve the volume of development required by the Core Strategy and 


necessary flexibility in land supply, some incursion into the Green Belt is inevitable.  


This has been acknowledged by the Core Strategy with the need to undertake a 


Green Belt review to accommodate the scale of housing and employment growth 


identified in the Core Strategy addressed by policy SP10.  


 


3.2.4 Policy SP10 specifically sets out that “in assessing whether sites in the Green belt 


review should be allocated for development, the following criteria will be applied:  
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iv) Sites will be assessed against the purposes of including land in Green Belts 


identified in national guidance (National Planning Policy Framework). These 


purposes are: 


- To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas; 


- To prevent neighbouring towns from merging; 


- To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 


- To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 


- To assist in urban regeneration” 


 


3.2.5 It is appropriate to consider the Site against these purposes, and therefore whether 


it is justified to remove it from the Green Belt review site in favour of other 


alternative Green Belt review sites.  


   


3.2.6 The Green Belt assessment undertaken out by Pegasus Group of the two sites at 


Appendix 1 clearly shows that the Green Belt characteristics of HG2-173 Haighside 


and Hope Farm, Robin Hood differ and that release of Haighside from the Green 


Belt would be more damaging to the purposes and integrity of the Leeds Green Belt 


than Hope Farm.   


 


3.2.7 Hope Farm, Robin Hood does not fulfil an important role in safeguarding the 


countryside in this part of the district from encroachment. It benefits from readily 


recognisable and permanent physical boundaries (motorway, roads and buildings) 


that define the site. It is enclosed by built form to the north, south and east thus 


its development would not lead to urban sprawl. Development would effectively 


‘round off’ the settlement pattern in the north west of the settlement without built 


form encroaching towards Middleton, albeit that the M1 forms a significant 


urbanising barrier in this part of the Green Belt in any event.  


 


3.2.8 The Council came to the same Green Belt assessment conclusion stating that “it is 


considered that the separation of settlements function of Green Belts is maintained 


by the adjacent field (site 3081B) and the motorway”. Indeed, land at Robin Hood 


has been judged to be suitable for Green Belt release, albeit for an education use 


in only a small part of the site. 


 


3.2.9 By contrast, Haighside functions to check the unrestricted sprawl of the built-up 


area of Rothwell and assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. 


Development would encroach towards and significantly reduce the gap between 
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Rothwell and Robin Hood. Its loss would be damaging to the purposes and integrity 


of the Green Belt. 


 


3.2.10 The Council has failed to provide robust evidence in support of its decision to retain 


land at Robin Hood as Green Belt (other than Green Belt release for school 


allocation H5-7) whilst releasing land at Haighside.   


 


Objective assessment - Sustainability Appraisal 


3.2.11 The Council’s sustainability appraisal has assessed sites considered for allocation in 


the SAP.  The methodology outlined in the sustainability appraisal report describes 


the process by which the Council has assessed the sites against 26 SA objective 


criterion, covering social, economic and environmental matters.  It is noted that 


the sustainability appraisal has only been undertaken in respect of new sites arising 


as part of the SHLAA or SAP process and which have passed through an initial 


sieving process.  Sites formerly allocated in the Leeds UDP but not yet implemented 


and sites with existing or recently expired planning permission are proposed to be 


included in the SAP under Policy HG1 but have not been included within the 


sustainability appraisal.  Pegasus have previously queried this and suggested that 


all sites proposed for allocation within the SAP should be subject to the same degree 


of assessment.  


 


3.2.12 With specific regard to the sustainability appraisal scoring of Haighside (ref. HG2-


173) it is relevant to consider its performance in comparison to the rejected site at 


Hope Farm, Robin Hood (SHLAA ref 3081) which is not proposed to be allocated for 


housing.  


 


3.2.13 As illustrated by the comparison table in Appendix 2 it can be noted that the sites 


are rated as the having the same implications for 17 of the 26 sustainability 


criterion.  The differences in the ratings for the two sites are discussed further 


below. 


 


SA03 - Access to Education 


3.2.14 Both the Site (HG2-173) and Hope Farm are rated as yellow (neutral).  It is noted 


that the SAP anticipates that the Hope Farm will deliver new school provision 


therefore Hope Farm should in fact have a positive score for accessibility to 


education and would therefore score favourably to the Site.  
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SA04 - Health 


3.2.15 The Site (HG2-173) scores neutrally. Hope Farm is assessed to be outside the 


accessibility zone to existing primary health facilities notwithstanding that health 


services are present in the settlement. 


 


SA09 – Community Cohesion 


3.2.16 The Site is identified as neutral and Hope Farm is given a negative rating. The scale 


of development at Hope Farm would be commensurate with the necessary scale of 


urban extension required by the Core Strategy’s spatial strategy in order to deliver 


the housing requirements of the HMCA. The relationship of Hope Farm to Robin 


Hood is such that its development would be a proportionate; it would ‘round off’ 


the settlement by infilling the gap between the existing built form to the north and 


south. 


 


3.2.17 The proposals for Hope Farm incorporate a new school as part of the comprehensive 


development of the site, thereby making provision for community facilities 


alongside planned settlement growth.  The facilities will also integrate well and 


foster greater social inclusion and interaction between the existing and new 


community. 


 


SA10 - Greenspace 


3.2.18 The Site (HG2-173) scores negatively for availability of existing greenspaces within 


the Ward whereas Hope Farm scores positively. 


 


SA12 – Biodiversity or geological interests 


3.2.19 The Site (HG2-173) is rated as negative (amber) due to the presence of biodiversity 


assets that need to be retained and mitigated for whereas Hope Farm is rated as 


yellow (neutral) due to its low ecological value.   


 


SA15: Transport network 


3.2.20 The Site (HG2-173) scores a neutral whereas Hope Farm scores positively.  


 


SA18b – Reduce Pollution levels 


3.2.21 The Site is shown as slightly negative (amber) whereas Hope Farm is accorded a 


yellow neutral rating.   
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SA19 – Landscape 


3.2.22 The Site (HG2-173) is accorded a negative rating for its impact on landscape and/or 


landscape features whereas Hope Farm is shown as neutral (yellow).   


 


SA22a – Agricultural Land 


3.2.23 The Site (HG2-173) is accorded a strong negative (red) rating for its impact on 


agricultural land whereas Hope Farm is shown as neutral (yellow).   


 


SA22c – Mineral Resource 


3.2.24 The Site (HG2-173) scores a positive rating being within a designated minerals site 


in the Natural Resources & Waste Plan.  Hope Farm scores neutrally.  


 


3.2.25 Land at Hope Farm scored fewer negatives and fewer major negatives against the 


sustainability appraisal objectives in comparison to the Site. Hope Farm scored 


more favourably against 6 criteria and less favourably against 3 criteria.  It is clear 


from factors identified in the sustainability appraisal the Site has a greater overall 


adverse sustainability impact than land at Hope Farm, Robin Hood.  


 


3.2.26 It is concluded that the SA fails in providing any clear consideration that the 


proposed allocation of Haighside, when judged against reasonable alternatives, will 


help to achieve the relevant environmental, economic and social objectives of the 


Plan. 


 


SUMMARY The allocation of the Site is not justified by evidence arising 


from a proper Green Belt assessment, nor from the 


application of site assessment methodology or sustainability 


appraisal.  Further the Council’s reasons for allocating the Site 


are not justified by evidence.  


 


When properly assessed it is clear that allocation of the land 


at Hope Farm, Robin Hood for housing with school provision, 


rather than HG2-173 would be justified.  


 


3.3 Effective 


 


3.3.1 Land at Haighside (HG2-173) which the Council is proposing to allocate to meet a 


large proportion of the development needs in the Outer South HMCA (32% of the 
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HMCA’s currently allocated housing provision) has significant constraints to its 


deliverability. 


 


3.3.2 Site HG2-173 is bisected by two lines of electricity pylons which run north to south 


through the eastern portion of the site, before heading in a south east direction 


over Haigh Beck. It is acknowledged that land at Hope Farm also features pylons, 


however these are restricted to the motorway corridor and can be readily buffered 


from any proposed housing. In contrast the two lines of pylons at Haighside run in 


parallel centrally through developable portions of the site and will significantly 


compromise both the quantity of homes that can be delivered and the quality of 


housing environment provided. Relocating the power lines or burying them will 


incur significant cost that will impact on the viability of the Haighside site.  


 


3.3.3 The site requirements for HG2-173 identifies that a biodiversity buffer will be 


required to Haigh Beck and the existing central woodland retained to mitigate the 


impact of development. These additional physical constraints to developability 


compound the presence of the pylons through the site.  


 


3.3.4 In our estimate the site may only reasonably expect to deliver a scheme of around 


260 dwellings.     


 


3.3.5 At best allocation HG2-173 significantly overestimates its deliverable capacity; at 


worst its constraints could cumulatively undermine the intention to develop the 


Haighside site. By allocating HG2-173 the SAP cannot presently demonstrate that 


it will be effective in providing the quantity of development required for the Outer 


South HMCA.  


 


3.3.6 Hope Farm, Robin Hood does not share the deliverability constraints of Haighside. 


The Site is immediately available for development. It is in the freehold ownership 


of a single individual, who is actively promoting the site.  The Site has no 


impediments in terms of provision of suitable access. 


 


3.1.1 The allocation of Hope Farm, Robin Hood would mean that the SAP became effective 


in providing the quantity of development required for the District. 


 


SUMMARY Allocation HG2-173, which represents a large proportion of the 


housing allocated in the OS HMCA, has impediments to its 
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deliverability which will affect the delivery of housing during 


the Plan period.  


 


The SAP is therefore in ineffective in allocating a housing site 


at Haighside.  


 


There is an alternative site suitable as a residential allocation; 


Hope Farm, Robin Hood. 


 


3.4 Consistent with National Policy 


 


3.4.1 The Council’s proposal would not be consistent with national policy in the NPPF 


which requires the planning authority to allocate sites to promote development and 


flexible use of land, bringing forward new land where necessary (NPPF Para 157).  


 


3.4.2 On the basis of the above sections it is concluded that allocating Haighside as a 


housing allocation is unsound. However this may be rectified by a modification to 


the SAP to allocate Hope Farm, Robin Hood as a housing allocation in the Plan. 


 


SUMMARY By not presenting the most appropriate strategy for housing 


growth within the Outer South HMCA based on proportionate 


evidence the SAP will not enable the delivery of sustainable 


development in accordance with the policies in the 


Framework. 


 


To rectify this Hope Farm, Robin Hood (SHLAA ref 3081) 


should be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for 


housing land. 
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4. LEGAL COMPLIANCE 


 


4.1 The Site Allocations Plan fails to comply with Section 20(5) of the Planning and 


Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 in that it is unsound for the reasons given in the 


summaries to section 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 above. 


 


4.2 There is insufficient justification within the SAP for removal of the site at Haighside, 


Rothwell from the Green Belt in the light of the Green Belt Assessment. As such the 


SAP is not considered to contain reasoned justification of the policies contained 


within it as required by Regulation 8 (2) of the Town and Country Planning (Local 


Planning) Regulations 2012.   


 


4.3 In failing to allocate land at Hope Farm, Robin Hood as a housing proposal, the SAP 


is not providing sufficient flexible and deliverable development sites to meet the 


housing requirement set out in Spatial Policy 6 and Spatial Policy 7 of the Core 


Strategy. On the basis that the policies contained within a local plan must be 


consistent with the adopted development plan the SAP is not considered to be in 


compliance with Regulation 8 (4) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 


Regulations.   


 


4.4 Modification of the SAP to remove of the site at Hope Farm, Robin Hood from the 


Green Belt and allocate it under policy HG2 for the development of housing 


including school provision will overcome the reasons specified above that the SAP 


is unsound. 
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APPENDIX 1: 


COMPARATIVE GREEN BELT ASSESSMENT  


Pegasus assessment based on Leeds City Council’s Green Belt Review 


Methodology (Source: SAP & Aire Valley AAP Housing Background Paper Sept 


2015)







 


   


 


Land at Hope Farm, Robin Hood (SHLAA ref 3081)  Allocation HG2-173 - Land at Haighside, Rothwell 


Unrestricted Sprawl 


Would the development of the site lead to ribbon 


development? 


The development of the site would not be ‘ribboned’ – it 


would not radiate away from the settlement in a linear 


or sprawling manner. The residential area at Glebe 


Crescent/Middleton Avenue to the north and the 


development at Tarran Way nr Jarvis Walk to the south 


protrude westwards encroaching towards the motorway 


corridor. Development on the site would infill the gap 


between this existing built form. 


 


N  Would the development of the site lead to ribbon 


development? 


The development of the site would not be ‘ribboned’. 


 


N 


Would the development of the site result in isolated 


development not connected to existing boundaries? 


No. Land at Hope Farm is contained on three sides by 


built form.  


The urban edge setting; the dominance of and proximity 


to the motorway corridor; the influence of human 


activity, and the surrounding road network all contribute 


to the site being contained. 


 


N  Would the development of the site result in isolated 


development not connected to existing boundaries? 


No. 


N 


Is the site is well connected to the built up area? 


Land at Hope Farm is contained on three sides by built 


form.  


The site is well related and linked to Robin Hood. Given 


the particular characteristics of the site and its 


containment the potential for sprawling form into open 


countryside is considered to be low.  


 


Y  Is the site is well connected to the built up area? 


The site is adjacent to the southern settlement limit of 


Rothwell and would abut built form at Castle Lodge 


Gardens.  


The development would, however, ‘jut out’ to the south 


west of Rothwell and has the potential to result in urban 


sprawl. 


Y 


Would development of the site effectively round off the 


settlement pattern? 


Yes. Development on the site would infill the gap 


between the existing built form to the north and south. 


 


Y  Would development of the site effectively round off the 


settlement pattern? 


No. The development extends the settlement to the 


south and west of Rothwell. High potential to result in 


urban sprawl. 


 


N 







 


   


 


Do natural or physical features provide an existing 


barrier between the existing the urban area of Robin 


Hood and undeveloped land? 


There are no strong physical boundaries between the 


urban edge and the site. It has long stretches of road 


frontage to both Wakefield Road and Sharp Lane thus it 


is easily accessible and visible from urban area of Robin 


Hood. 


       


N  Do natural or physical features provide an existing 


barrier between the existing the urban area of Robin 


Hood and undeveloped land? 


There are no strong physical boundaries between the 


urban edge and the site. A tree buffer of around 15m 


depth exists to the west of Castle Lodge Gardens        


N 


Summary 


We strongly support the authority’s assessment that the site has low 


potential to lead to unrestricted sprawl. 


 


 Summary 


The site has potential to lead to unrestricted sprawl by extending 


the settlement to the south and west of Rothwell.  


Merging of Settlements 


Would development lead to physical connection of 


settlements? 


No. The development of the site would not lead to the 


merger of Robin Hood with another settlement. The 


western extent of the urban edge of Robin Hood is 


presently defined by development at Middleton Avenue 


and Tarran Way and Jarvis Walk and also by the farm 


complex of Hope Farm. Development would better 


incorporate these outlying residential areas, effectively 


‘rounding off’ the settlement pattern in the north west of 


the settlement without built form extending towards 


Middleton, albeit that the M1 corridor already serves as 


a distinct urbanising feature separating these the Green 


Belt at these respective settlements. 


 


N  Would development lead to physical connection of 


settlements? 


No.  


The development of the site will, however, significantly 


reduce the strategic gap separating Rothwell from Robin 


Hood. 


 


N 







 


   


 


Do natural / physical features provide a good existing 


barrier to contain development? 


Yes. The M1/M621 corridor forms a strong, permanent, 


defensible barrier to enclose development at land at 


Hope Farm. Enclosure is also provided by Sharp Lane 


and Wakefield Road The Farm complex and Middleton 


Avenue define the extent of built form to the north and 


north west. Significant opportunities for landscape 


enhancement to the motorway corridor exist to further 


define this barrier. 


Y  Do natural / physical features provide a good existing 


barrier to contain development? 


No. Although the A61 (Wakefield Road) provides 


enclosure to the west, the southern boundary is a 


meandering Beck which lacks defining landscape 


screening along the entire extent of the site.  


N 


Summary 


The development of the site will not result in the merging of Robin Hood 


with another settlement. The site also benefits from readily 


recognisable and permanent physical boundaries that define the 


western extent of the site. It is therefore our view that the development 


of the site will not lead to coalescence.   


 


 Summary 


The development of the site will not result in the merging of 


settlements but will encroach towards and significantly reduce 


the Green Belt gap between Rothwell and Robin Hood. 


Furthermore Haigh Beck does not form a strongly defined 


physical boundary for the southern boundary. 


 


Countryside encroachment 


Is there a strong defensible boundary between the 


existing urban area and the site? 


There are no strong physical boundaries between the 


urban edge and the site. It has long stretches of road 


frontage to both Wakefield Road and Sharp Lane with 


minimal boundary treatments. 


 


N  Is there a strong defensible boundary between the 


existing urban area and the site? 


There are no strong physical boundaries between the 


southern urban edge and the site. A tree buffer of 


around 15m depth exists to the west of Castle Lodge 


Gardens        


N 







 


   


 


Does the site provide access to the countryside? 


No. There are no public rights of way through the site. A 


public bridleway exists along the northern boundary 


providing access between Robin Hood and Belle Isle via 


a motorway underpass. 


 


Opportunities exist to improve connectivity between the 


existing urban area of Robin Hood to areas of 


greenspace within the site. The site can also serve to 


improve pedestrian and cycle links to the existing 


Strategic Green Infrastructure Network beyond the 


motorway to the west by providing safe and legible 


routes to the designated bridleway. 


 


Land at Hope Farm is not a designated park or 


greenspace. 


 


N  Does the site provide access to the countryside? 


Yes. A Public Right of Way provides access from Low 


Shops Lane southwards through the woodland and over 


the Beck.  A non-definitive east-west route also exists 


through the site to Wakefield Road. The site therefore 


performs a role in safeguarding the countryside from 


encroachment. 


It is not a designated park or greenspace. 


Y 


Does the site include local or national conservation 


designated areas? 


No 


 


N  Does the site include local or national conservation 


designated areas? 


No 


 


N 


Does the site include protected 


woodlands/trees/hedgerow or significant unprotected 


tree/hedge cover? 


No 


 


N  Does the site include protected 


woodlands/trees/hedgerow or significant unprotected 


tree/hedge cover? 


Yes 


 


Y 


Does the site include Grade 1, 2 or 3a agricultural land?  


No 


 


N  Does the site include Grade 1, 2 or 3a agricultural land?  


Yes 


 


Y 


Does the site contain buildings? 


Yes. The site contains the farmhouse at Hope Farm and 


a variety of redundant farm buildings. 


 


Y  Does the site contain buildings? 


Yes Haigh Farm buildings 


 


Y 







 


   


 


Are these in agricultural use? 


Yes. A residential unit is also present on the site (Hope 


Farmhouse) 


 


Y  Are these in agricultural use? 


Unknown 


 


tbc 


Summary 


The site does not perform an important role in safeguarding the 


countryside in this part of the district from encroachment.  


 


 Summary 


The extent to which the Green Belt in this location functions as 


‘open countryside’ is marked.  The site forms an important role 


safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. 


Historic Character 


Is the site adjacent to a conservation area, listed 


building or other historic feature? If yes, could 


development preserve the character of this asset? 


No. There are no designated heritage assets within the 


site. The nearest listed building is the Clock Tower at St 


George’s Hospital approximately 1km away. The nearest 


Conservation Area is at Rothwell approximately 1.5km 


to the east. 


 


N 


N 


 Is the site adjacent to a conservation area, listed 


building or other historic feature? If yes, could 


development preserve the character of this asset? 


The site is approximately 100m from the listed Clock 


Tower at St George’s Hospital and within 250m from 


Rothwell Conservation Area to the south east. 


 


N 


N 


Overall Conclusions 


 


The selective Green Belt review in the Leeds district is justified by 


exceptional circumstances to meet an overriding need for housing 


development.  


 


Paragraph 84 of the NPPF states that authorities should take into 


account the need to promote sustainable patterns of development when 


reviewing Green Belt boundaries.  


 


The Green Belt Assessment for land at Hope Farm demonstrates that 


the site can make a significant contribution to meeting the development 


land supply needs in a sustainable way which would be least damaging 


to the purposes and integrity of the Green Belt.  


 


 Overall Conclusions 


 


The selective Green Belt review in the Leeds district is justified 


by exceptional circumstances to meet an overriding need for 


housing development.  


 


Paragraph 84 of the NPPF states that authorities should take into 


account the need to promote sustainable patterns of 


development when reviewing Green Belt boundaries. 


 


Our Green Belt Assessment for Haighside finds that the site 


functions to check the unrestricted sprawl of the built-up area of 


Rothwell and assist in safeguarding the countryside from 


encroachment. Development would encroach towards and 


significantly reduce the gap between Rothwell and Robin Hood. 


Its loss would be damaging to the purposes and integrity of the 


Green Belt. 
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SA Comparison Table: Outer South HMCA (Large Sites 100+ units)  


(Source: Site Allocations Plan Publication Stage Sustainability Report Sept 2015 Final) 


 


 


SA Objective ref. 


Rejected site Hope Farm, Robin Hood (3081A) Allocation HG2-173 (Haighside, Rothwell) 


SA1 – Employment opportunities 0 0 


SA2 – Economic Conditions 0 0 


SA3 – Education 0 0 


SA4 – Health - 0 


SA5 – Crime 0 0 


SA6 – Culture, leisure & recreation 0 0 


SA7 – Housing + + 


SA8 – Social inclusion & participation 0 0 


SA9 – Community cohesion - 0 


SA10 – Greenspace + 0 


SA11 - Greenfield/ brownfield -- -- 


SA12 – Biodiversity & geological conservation 0 - 


SA13 – Greenhouse emissions 0 0 


SA14 – Flood risk + + 


SA15 – Transport network + 0 


SA16 – Local needs 0 0 


SA17 – Waste 0 0 


SA18a – Contaminated land 0 0 


SA18b – Air 0 - 


SA18c – HSE Major Hazard Zone 0 0 


SA19 – Landscape 0 - 


SA20 – Local distinctiveness 0 0 


SA21 – Historic Environment 0 0 


SA22a – agricultural land 0 -- 


SA22b – Water resource 0 0 


SA22c – mineral resource 0 + 


 


 


 












Your city. Your plan.


Working with you to find the best locations for 
new homes, jobs, greenspace and retail. 


Leeds Site Allocations Plan and 
Aire Valley Leeds Area Action Plan 


Publication Draft


Response form
22nd September to 16th November 2015


These Plans are now at Publication stage and  
this is your chance to comment on them before 
they are examined by a Planning Inspector.  
We would like to hear your views on the 
Soundness and Legal Compliance of the Plans.


Any terms we’ve underlined are explained in 
the guidance notes. Please read these before 
completing this form. Interactive versions 
of the maps and this form can be found  
at www.leeds.gov.uk/yourcity.


How to find out more about  
and comment on the two Plans:


• The easiest way to take part is online at
www.leeds.gov.uk/yourcity, where you will 
find a link to the interactive site maps and 
consultation material.


• At your local Library, One Stop Centre,
or Leeds City Council Leonardo Building
reception in the city centre


• You can also return completed response
forms to:
Site Allocations: sap@leeds.gov.uk
Aire Valley Leeds AAP: avlaap@leeds.gov.uk
or via post to:
LDF Publication Draft Consultation
Forward Planning & Implementation
The Leonardo Building
2 Rossington Street
Leeds, LS2 8HD


Should you need help please phone us  
on (0113) 247 8092


Data Protection 


The council is required by law to publish the comments you send us about the Plans, including your name  
and postal address. Your comments will be made available for the public to read in council offices and online. 
Your telephone number, email address, and signature will not be published. In addition, the council is required  
to provide all information submitted to us, including all personal information, to the Planning Inspectorate and 
their designated Programme Officer as part of the public examination of the Site Allocations and Aire Valley 
Leeds Area Action Plans. The Planning Inspectorate may use your personal information to contact you during  
the public examination process. All data provided to the Planning Inspectorate and their programme officer  
will be shared in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998. Please note that we cannot provide anonymity 
or accept comments marked ‘private’ or ‘confidential’. Comments that include offensive, racist, discriminatory, 
threatening and other non-relevant statements will be destroyed.R
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We need to receive your comments by 5pm, 16th November 2015


4.3.	 Please give details of why you consider the Plan is/or is not legally compliant. 
Please try to be as precise as possible, using headings to break up your comments and continue 
on a separate sheet if you need to.


Please give evidence in support of the comment you gave in Part 2.


Part 4 - Is the Plan legally compliant? 


4.1.	 Do you consider the Plan to be legally compliant?


Yes	 No	 Don’t Know 
(Please read the guidance notes on how to complete this section)  


4.2.	 Which part of legal compliance is your comment about?


Local Development Scheme	 Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004


Statement of Community Involvement	 Sustainability Appraisal Report


Consultation of appropriate Statutory Bodies	 Town & Country Planning  
(Local Planning) Regulations		


Duty to Cooperate


Part 5 - Take part in the public examination


5.1.	 Your comments will be taken into account by the Planning Inspector. 
Would you like to take part in the forthcoming Public Examination? 


Yes	 No


N.B. The Planning Inspector will decide the best way to hear from those who wish to take part in the examination


Part 6 - Future updates


6.1.	 Would you like to be notified of any of the following? (Please tick as appropriate) 


The Submission of the Plan(s) for Public Examination


The Adoption of the Plan(s)


Please sign and date this form


Signature:						 		 Date:


Thank you for taking the time to give your comments on the Leeds Site Allocations Plan 
and/or Aire Valley Leeds Area Action Plan. 


If you would like to make another comment on another site or different part of the 
Plan (s), please use a separate response form.



initiator:sap@leeds.gov.uk;wfState:distributed;wfType:email;workflowId:927e0400a089c8409411fa2efcfdd3eb







* This information must be completed


Part 1 - Your details


Please use a separate response form for each site/ part of the Plan(s) you wish to comment on.


Part 2 - What comment do you wish to make? 


At this stage, before the Plan is sent to the Secretary of State for Public Examination, we are asking for your views 
about the ‘soundness’ of the plan. An independent Inspector will examine the plan against the ‘tests of soundness’ 
(Please read the guidance notes on how to complete this section)


Part 3 - Is the Plan sound?


Agent details  
Only complete if you are an agentPersonal details / Client details


Title


First name*


Last name*


Job title
(where relevant)


Organisation
(where relevant)


Address*


Post code*


Phone/Mobile


Email 
(We’d prefer to contact you by e-mail)


	 IF YOU HAVE COMPLETED 2.2 a - PLEASE GO STRAIGHT TO PART 3


2.1.	 Which Plan do your comments relate to?


	 Leeds Site Allocations Plan	 Aire Valley Leeds Area Action Plan


2.2.	 Which section of the Plan do your comments relate to?


	 a. 	 A specific site/designation in the Plan  
		  Site reference from the document or Map  
		  (e.g. HG2-1 (3026))	


		  Do you agree with the proposed use of this site? 	  Yes	 No   	


		  Please tick all the themes you wish to comment on;


		  Ecology/Landscape/Tree(s)	 Local services/facilities	 Schools


		  Conservation/Heritage	 Loss of Greenbelt


		  Highways/transport	 Site Boundary (please submit a revised boundary)


		  Other (please specify)


3.1.	 Do you consider the plan to be sound?


	 Yes (go to Q3.3)	 No (go to Q3.2)


3.2.	 Which test of soundness are your comments about? (You must select at least one option)


		  Positively Prepared	 Effective	


		  Justified	 Consistency with National Policy


3.3.	 Please set out why you think the Plan is sound / unsound? Your comments should briefly cover 		
	 all the evidence and supporting information necessary to support or justify your view. It helps us if you can 		
	 use subheadings to deal with specific issues. Please continue on a separate sheet if you need to. There may  
	 not be another opportunity to make further comments before the plan is sent to examination.


	 b. 	 Another part of the Plan


		  Title of document (e.g. Publication Plan,  
		  background paper, sustainability appraisal)


		  Policy Ref. (e.g. – RTC1)	 Paragraph Number


		  Diagram / Inset Map	 Other
	 IF YOU HAVE COMPLETED 2.2 b - PLEASE GO STRAIGHT TO PART 3


	 c. 	 A site previously considered and not allocated in the plan  
		  (See Housing & Employment Background Paper)


		  Reference No (e.g. SHLAA ref)


		  Address
	 IF YOU HAVE COMPLETED 2.2 c - PLEASE GO STRAIGHT TO PART 3


	 d. 	 A new site which has not been considered. Please attach a site plan.


		  Address


	 IF YOU HAVE COMPLETED 2.2 d - PLEASE GO STRAIGHT TO PART 3


3.4.	 Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Plan sound.  
	 You will need to say why this change will make the Plan. It helps us if you can be precise as possible  
	 and providing any suggested revised wording. Please continue on a separate sheet if you need to.
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