From:

To LDF Leeds
Subject: PDE02033_Official Obijection to HG2-41 in the Site Allocations Plan
Date: 12 November 2015 09:20:58

Attachments: HG2 V2 pat

41 (424 tion Respon:
LDF Response form Runtime Frror.ona

To whom it may concern

Attached is my formal objection response to the above mentioned site. | have tried to submit this via the leeds.gov.uk/yourcity form, however | am always given a permanent Runtime Error when |
try to do this. | have spoken to a colleague on social media about this problem, and they have assured me that to submit my comments via email will carry the same weight. You will find them in the
attached document, which is written in the same question and answer format as the official response form.

You will also find attached a Screenshot of the permanent error | get every time | try to log my comments online. | use Google Chrome and have a Macbook Air.

I would like to be kept up to date about developments.

Thanks in advance - | would appreciate if you could confirm receipt of my objection.

Regards

Server Error in '/' Application.

Runtime Error
Description: An application error occurred on the server. The current custom error settings for this application prevent the details of the application error from being viewsd remotely (for security reasons). It could, however, be viewed by browsers running on the local server maching,

etails: To enable the details of this specific eror message to be viewable ¢n remote machines, please create a <customErrors> tag within a "web.config" configuration file located in the root directory of the current web application. This <customErrors> tag should then have its "mode”
attribute set to "Off".

«!-- Web.Config Configuration File --»

<configuration>
<system.web>
<customErrors mode="0ff"/>
</system.web>
</configuration>

Notes: The current eror page you are seeing can be replaced by a custom error page by modifying the "defaultRedirect” atiribute of the application's <customErrors> configuration tag to point to a custom eror page URL.

«!-- Web.Config Configuration File --»

<configurations
<system.web>
<customErrors mode="RemoteOnly” defaultRedirect="mycustompage.htm"/>
</system.web>
</configuration>

Victoria Cattan | Digital Development Manager | CreativeRace

DDI

]
Mol)ﬂe_
No. 1 Leeds, 26 Whitehall Road, Leeds, LS12 1BE
Web: creativerace.co.uk

Could we do more? Please let us know at gordonandgareth@creativerace.co.uk
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Objection Response Against the Proposed Site HG2-41 South of A65 from Horsforth

to Rawdon Crematorium

1 My Details
Miss Victoria Cattan

2 Park Grove, Horsforth, Leeds, LS18 5EE

2.1 LEEDS SITE ALLOCATION PLAN (tick)

2.2 a) HG2-41 South of A65 from Horsforth to Rawdon Crematorium
Do you agree with the proposed use of this site? NO

Please tick all the themes you wish to comment on

ECOLOGY / TRANSPORT, CONSERVATION / HERITAGE, HIGHWAYS / TRANSPORT,
LOSS OF GREENBELT

3.1 Do you consider the plan to be sound? NO

3.2 Which tests of soundness are your comments about?
Positively Prepared

Justified

Consistency with National Policy

3.3 Please set out why you think the plan is sound / unsound

THE PLANS ARE NOT POSITIVELY PREPARED

1) Multiple references are made to the preference for brownfield sites over
Greenbelt sites in the Leeds Core Strategy, in Spatial Policy 1 (i) and Spatial Policy 6
(ii and iii)

There were many brownfield sites across Leeds that were surveyed and that were
not put forward. Instead, this large area of Greenbelt has been put forward and has
taken preference over the brownfield sites. As such this plan is in direct opposition
with the Leeds Core Strategy.

2) Multiple references are made to the policy of safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment and of ensuring a positive impact on green infrastructure, green
corridors, greenspace and nature conservation. This are found in Spatial Policy 6 (vi)





and Spatial Policy 10: Greenbelt. Building on the site in question would be directly in
opposition with these two points in the Leeds Core Strategy. Development on the
site would certainly encroach on the countryside, and have negative impacts on
greenspace and nature conservation for the following reasons:

a) DESTRUCTION OF HABITATS: The above site is host to crested newts, different
species of bats, owls, hawks, wild deer, badgers and a huge array of wildlife that will
perish as a result of the proposed development.

b) DESTRUCTION OF NATURAL VIEWS: The combined fields comprising site HG2-41
(4240) is an integral part of the landscape of Horsforth and Rawdon. The current
vista from the A65 provides views of the natural landscape stretching through the
Aire Valley right up towards the distant hills of Shipley Glen. If developed on, this
connection local people have with their natural environment will be lost forever.

c) Destruction of a public bridleway: Enjoyed by families and riders and providing
residents a way of connecting with the countryside, this would be lost with by going
ahead with the proposed plans.

d) REMOVAL OF COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT WITH COUNTRYSIDE: Site HG2-41
(4240) is used both as working agricultural land and also as Pick Your Own fruit
fields. During the fruit picking season, the fields provide thousands people from the
local community with a meaningful way to connect with the natural environment.
Literally hundreds of families, many with small children arrive each week to pick
their own strawberries and raspberries amongst the butterflies.

In addition, | have included below some photographs taken within the site HG2-41
(4240). It is of outstanding natural beauty where families can enjoy countryside
walks and that is visited by people from all over the surrounding areas. To destroy it
is certainly in opposition with the abovementioned points of the Core Strategy.





Far reaching views across Greenbelt, taken from Horsforth A65

Public Bridleway running
right through the proposed
site )











3) Point 4.10.3 of the Core Strategy states that 'A key function of Green
Infrastructure is to help maintain and enhance the character and distinctiveness of
local communities and the wider setting of places’. As such, to not only destroy
Greenbelt but also to destroy functional sites within the Greenbelt, such as the
strawberry field close to the Horsforth Esso roundabout, and the public bridleway of
which | have included photos, is certainly in opposition with this point.

4) Point 5.3.48 of the Core Strategy states that 'The Council seeks to protect and
enhance the varied landscapes of Leeds and the assets they contain, from valued
local trees, the countryside to nationally designated landscape, fauna and flora. The
Council also seeks to provide stewardship of valued existing landscapes in the
absence of development'

The site would completely destroy this landscape, and the natural views that it
provides as shown in the earlier photos. | will repeat that the combined fields
comprising site HG2-41 (4240) is an integral part of the landscape of Horsforth and
Rawdon. The current vista from the A65 provides views of the natural landscape
stretching through the Aire Valley right up towards the distant hills of Shipley Glen.

5) Point 4.10.1 of the Core Strategy states that 'Biodiversity in Leeds is not
constrained to designated nature conservation sites or merely concerned with rare
or threatened species or habitats, it is equally about ensuring that widespread and
common species remain an integral part of a sustainable natural environment’

| reiterate an earlier point. Again, The proposed site is in oppositon with 4.10.1 of
the Leeds Core Strategy as it would cause mass destruction of habitats. The above
site is host to crested newts, different species of bats, owls, hawks, wild deer,
badgers and a huge array of wildlife that will perish as a result of the proposed
development.

6) Spatial Policy 4 lays out priority areas for regeneration in the Leeds Core strategy.
The site HG2-41 (4240) does NOT fall within, or even near, any of the designated
regeneration areas. Moreover, Spatial policy 1 states that ‘the broad spatial
framework for the location and scale of development is:

(i) To concentrate the majority of new development within urban areas taking
advantage

of existing services, high levels of accessibility and priorities for urban
regeneration and

an appropriate balance of brownfield and greenfield land’





As such, not only is the Greenbelt in question against the Strategy for all of the
reasons stated in my Points 1-5, it is also not even a site for urban regeneration,
further weakening any justification to build on it, and further strengthening the
incongruence of the plans with the Leeds Core Strategy.

7) Policy T2: ACCESSIBILITY REQUIREMENTS AND NEW DEVELOPMENT states that
'New development should be located in accessible locations that are adequately
served by existing or programmed highways, by public transport and with safe and
secure access for pedestrians, cyclists and people with impaired mobility’.

The above three sites are located on a section of Ring Road and the A65 which is one
of the most congested and dangerous in Leeds. Adding over a thousand extra houses
which all need to utilise this same stretch of road will cause daily gridlock and
increase serious accidents within this over burdened area.

INABILITY TO COPE WITH TRAFFIC: The adjoining section of Ring Road (A6120)
leading out of the site named above is bottlenecked between three separate single
lane bridges (one railway, one canal and one river). Therefore the ability of these
sites to accommodate over 1,000 extra houses must be limited inline with the ability
to deliver proper infrastructure to serve them. As such, the site is in opposition with
the above mentioned point in the Core Strategy.

THE PLANS ARE NOT JUSTIFIED

Considering all of the points mentioned above, about the absolute destruction of
Greenbelt, the preference that has been taken for Greenbelt over brownfield, the
destruction of natural views and countryside areas that enrich the lives of
surrounding communities, and the fact that this is NOT a priority regeneration area,
adequate justification has not been provided from the council as to why the benefits
of the proposed development outweigh the substantial and wide ranging
disadvantages.

Planning for new sites should (as per the Strategy’s own policies) ensure that the
land released will provide suitable housing to meet the needs of the people of Leeds.
Any new build housing built on this land will command a price of around £325K and
upwards, in line with the current price of the Horsforth Vale development just down
the road (note incidentally that due to this development that this area has already
released land only recently for a huge development of new homes), with only the
small compulsory quota of affordable homes. Building on this site would therefore
allow for the building of homes that the vast majority of the community cannot even
afford to purchase. Thus, developing on the site in question would in no way
alleviate the real housing issues in a way that true urban regeneration should.

Note that data collected from houses sales over the past year on Rightmove
(http://www.rightmove.co.uk/house-prices/Leeds.html) states that the average
house sale price in Leeds was £172,761.






DENIAL OF HOUSING TARGET RE-ASSEMENT NEED: The current housing target which
drives the need to develop on the greenbelt is flawed and needs to be changed. It is
based on outdated, over inflated housing targets which require that over 66,000
new properties are still needed. This needs to be brought in line to the

latest 2014 figures (from the Office of National Statistics), which show a need of only
46,000 new homes.

DELAYING OF HOUSING TARGET RE-ASSEMENT NEED: In order to prevent the
unnecessary permanent destruction of greenbelt, the current plan to re-assess the
housing target needs to be put in place before the site allocation plans are
progressed, and not after them as currently planned.

THE PLANS ARE INCONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL POLICY

INADEQUATE ENVIRONMENTAL CONTSRAINT: NPPF now states that the target level
of housing development within the plans should be capped in line with the capacity
of brown field sites to accommodate it, to protect and enhance greenbelt. The
current plans significantly exceed this capacity; resulting in the permanent
destruction of greenbelt.

[I. NON-EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCE: NPPF states that greenbelt is to be protected
and requires exceptional circumstances to be built on. There is nothing exceptional
about the council's plans to build on unspoilt land to meet their current housing
target. The council's adoption of the self imposed Core Housing Strategy cannot be
considered to be an exceptional set of circumstances, but is merely part of their
scheduled housing building policy plan.

[Il. PRIORITISATION OF GREENEBLT OVER BROWN FIELD: NPPF states that brown
field sites are to be prioritised over the development of green field and greenbelt,
but these plans offer up greenbelt in advance. The range of larger sites such as HG4-
42 are scheduled for phase one; in advance of many brown field which are allocated
for housing. The greenbelt allocated for housing has also been selected in favour of
all of the other available brown field land from across the region, which is yet to be
included in the site allocation plan.

V. LOSS OF COMMUNITY IDENTITY: NPPF states that merging of communities is to
be prevented, yet development of these greenbelt sites will lose the individual
identities currently held between the areas in which they are located. For example,
the three sites identified above currently act as the dividing space between the
conurbations of Horsforth, Rawdon and Rodley. If they are to house over 1,000 new
properties as suggested, the urban sprawl will knit these areas together resulting in a
loss of individual community identity.

V. LACK OF INFRASTRUCTRE: NPPF states that infrastructure must come first, yet the
outline ideas to provide infrastructure are neither in place or time-lined in advance
of the proposed developments. There are currently no plans whatsoever to develop
new healthcare with these massive scale extensions of population. At best there is
only marginal attempt to set aside land for education, but there is no schedule of





timed completion and no consideration for who would build a school on this land. In
all probability, this would not be progressed and

would then be turned into yet more housing for any already over stretched
population.

3.4 Please set out what changes you consider necessary to make the plan sound

The arguments against the development on the abovementioned site are so
extensive, that the only way to make these plans sound is if they are scrapped
entirely. To make this plan sound a new site should be proposed, which does
prioritise brownfield over Greenbelt, which IS in a priority regeneration area, and
which will allow for true urban regeneration and for the provision of housing which
meets the needs of the community.

4.1 do you consider the Plan to be legally compliant?
NO

4.2 Which part of legal compliance is your comment about?
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT SCHEME

4.3 Please give details of why you consider the Plan is not legally compliant

The Local Development Scheme comprises the Leeds Core Strategy which | have
made extensive reference to in part 3.3. For all of those abovementioned reasons,
the plans in question are not compliant with the Leeds Core Strategy (quite the
opposite) and therefore are not legally compliant with the Local Development
scheme.










Server Error in '/' Application.

Runtime Error

: An appication error occurred on the server. The cumrent custom erfor setiings for tis application prevent the details ofthe application error rom being viswed remotely (for securiy reasons). It could, however, be viewed by browsers running on the local server machine.

Details: To enable the detais ofthis speciic error message to be viewable on remote machines, pieass create a <customErrors> tag within a "web.config” confiuraton fle located in the root directory of the current web appiication. This <customErTors> tag should then have s ‘mode”
atrbute set o O

<1-- Web.Config Configuration File -

<configuration>
<system.web>

<customErrors mode:
</systen.web>
</configuration>

/>

Notes: Tne current error page you are seeing can be replaced by a custom efror page by modiying the "defaultRedirect”attibute of the application’s <customErrors> configuration tag to point 0 a custom eror page URL.

<1-- Web.Config Configuration File -

<configuration>
<system.web>

<customErrors mode:
</systen.web>
</configuration>

mycustompage.htn"/>

emoteOnly” defaultRedirect






