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Dear Sir,

| attach the response of Aireborough Civic Society to the above.

Please inform me by e-mail of important dates.

| should like information about the Public Enquiry and wish to attend.

Please confirm receipt of this response,

Yours sincerely,

Clive Woods, Chairman, Aireborough Civic Society


mailto:sap@leeds.gov.uk
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Site Allocation Comments November 2015


A.    General Comments:


Aireborough Civic Society considers that the Site Allocations Plan is unsound for the following reasons:


1
It proposes to build on Green Belt sites in a part of Leeds where there is a fine balance between urban and rural areas that are vital to the character.   The fact that Aireborough has 8 Conservation Areas and is at the edge of the Pennine Area makes the area especially vulnerable to negative impact of new housing developments.


Nearly all the proposed sites in Aireborough are Green Belt and the government has clearly stated that Green Belt sites should only be developed ‘in exceptional circumstances’.     If meeting a Housing Target using Green Belt sites is acceptable when there are Brown Field and Green Field sites available then this totally undermines the role of Green Belt.   Other sites should be allocated in the Site Allocations Plan before Green Belt sites are considered.  These are not exceptional circumstances.

It is therefore not legally compliant with Section 9 of the  NPPF.

2
There are no infrastructure improvements proposed that will actually mitigate against the increased congestion caused by 2,300 further dwellings & those already along the A65 & A658 in Bradford.    There have been no studies to access the impact of the extra vehicles.   Leeds City Council’s last study for the A65 was in 2004 – which is now 11 years out of date.   Wharfedale & Airedale Review Development was responsible for an independent survey of congestion in 2011:   


Link for WARD Transport Study:  /www.bradford.gov.uk/NR/rdonlyres/A2137A19-AAE8-4D46-8A56-B16125A02D66/0/PSD005bFurtherStatementMatter7CA65TransportStudyfromSEllamsreMenstonCAandWARD70and71.pdf

Links for Leeds City Council Transport Study:


http://www.kirkstallward.net/traffic/index.htm

http://www.kirkstallward.net/traffic/A65%20Fig%2010.pdf

  Leeds CC should have a detailed congestion assessment for Aireborough before allocating housing sites.  This should also include the impact of over 1000 dwellings at XXX numbers adjacent to Aireborough in Bradford (Menston, Burley, Ilkley, Apperley Bridge, Greengates).   Building is currently taking place in these areas and more is planned.   There should be a combined cumulative assessment produced by Leeds and Bradford to assess the cumulative impact on the A65 and A658 of all these housing developments, especially at weekends when residents are moving about in their communities:  the levels of congestion are often greater at these times than during the traditional peak periods.

 It is not acceptable for Leeds CC to state that: “ All new development, housing in particular, will contribute to the delivery of appropriate infrastructure either directly or through a financial contribution. The council is already working closely with the relevant agencies to ensure the necessary infrastructure requirements of specific sites” (Site Allocations Advice Section).  Site specific issues are dealt with at planning, but it is unsound not to consider and mitigate cumulative effects. It should be noted that recent history indicates that infrastructure improvements in Aireborough in the past 15 years have been negligible, DESPITE the construction of over 2,500 new dwellings in the A65 corridor and a population increase of 10% in Guiseley – double the Leeds average of 5.5%

Inevitably all this new housing development has increased congestion and car use. This is at the same time as the use of bus services has declined,    in part due to congestion causing services to run late or be frequently cancelled.   There are no measures or even studies to encourage car users and others to use bus services to mitigate the extra car journeys, e.g. bus lanes.

The lack of infrastructure consideration except in very general terms means that the plan is unsound as it has not been positively prepared.

3
Heritage Impact


Many of the sites are adjacent to or in Conservation Areas.  All sites will have a negative impact on those Conservation Areas.   Others will affect Listed Buildings.   The assessments of sites by Leeds under estimate this impact in their scoring system.    It is notable that many rejected sites in other areas of Leeds do not impact on Listed Buildings or Conservation Areas.


The Aireborough allocation is not based on robust criteria.   The Core Strategy attaches great importance to these items but the allocations undervalue them, citing ‘mitigation’.  Other sites in Leeds put forward and rejected do not require ‘mitigation’ - they should be in the allocation instead.   Therefore the plan is unsound.  It has not been positively prepared and it is not compliant with the NPPF.

4
Flawed Scoring System to Determine Sites


A brief survey of rejected sites in other areas of Leeds indicates worrying inconsistences.


Eg  Congestion is identified as a problem and given a score for rural sites away from busy roads.

The term ‘Urban sprawl’ is used inconsistently.   The impression is that some sites were chosen and then the justification followed.  The fact that nearly all the sites in Aireborough are Green Belt is not even mentioned in the site assessments!

The following are examples of sites that have been rejected but actually appear to be less damaging than most of the allocated Green Belt sites in Aireborough.


All the rejected sites should be examined independently to produce a plan that can be considered sound.    The current plan is unsound as it has not been positively prepared nor is it justified.

Example 1 Land at Wike Ridge Lane Slaid Hill


Site Plan ref: n/a SHLAA ref:  5163

Overall Conclusion from assessment against all 4 purposes of green belt and essential characteristics of openness and permanence


It is noted that the site is well contained by existing vegetation. However, the site is only connected to the built up area on its southern boundary and would  jut out from the existing main urban area, breaching an existing strong defensible boundary which is formed by a tree line. It is therefore considered that the site has high potential to lead to unrestricted sprawl. The site is also considered to play an important role in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment given that it would breach a strong defensible boundary between the urban area and the countryside, contains an area of ecological importance and contains areas of unprotected vegetation. Overall it is considered that the site if developed would have a detrimental impact on the openness of the Green Belt.


Comment:   No impact on Listed Buildings, special landscape, Conservation Areas.   Frequent bus service 5 mins away (7S).   No congestion issues, no other new developments nearby. Extension of existing settlement.


Example 2     King Lane, Alwoodley LS17    Site Plan ref: n/a SHLAA ref:  20-51B 

Green Belt site. ‘Development of the site would lead to a significant incursion into the Green Belt creating unrestricted sprawl. Highways concerns regarding poor accessibility, access and local network capacity’.


Comment:  This site is close to existing residential development and its roads are  much quieter than those in Aireborough.  There are no heritage or Conservation Area impacts.  Most of the Aireborough sites create just as much ‘urban sprawl’ as this site.


Example 3  Dewsbury Road, Morley   Site Plan ref: n/a SHLAA ref: 3120

Green Belt site. The north western side of the site is separated from the existing residential area by a steep cutting with a small beck flowing through. The eastern side of the site is dominated by employment uses. The north eastern boundary is tree lined. Development would represent a significant incursion into Green Belt and set a precedent for further sprawl.


Comment: Less damaging than Aireborough sites as no impact on Conservation Areas, Listed buildings and high quality landscape.


Example 4:    Land South of Shadwell Lane SHLAA Site 4166

Impact Network Status Highways England  - Assessment of cumulative impact with other sites needed.


Green Belt site. The site would have an unacceptable impact on the Green Belt in terms of sprawl and coalescence as it would significantly reduce the gap between main urban area of Leeds and Shadwell.


Comment:  All of the above reasons for rejection apply to Aireborough sites.  It is bizarre that a Highways Comment about cumulative impact is requested for this site which has no congestion issues but has not been asked requested for  some more obvious locations in Aireborough with big congestion problems.


5
Duty To Cooperate


The NPPF requires that Neighbouring Local Authorities cooperate over site allocations so that an acceptable overall approach is achieved.


We have been unable to find any evidence of such cooperation and therefore the plan is not compliant legally with the NPPF.


B.  Comments For Individual Sites


Gill Lane, Yeadon LS19


Site Plan ref: HG2-10 SHLAA ref: 1221


Rawdon and Yeadon. In particular the site forms part of an important gateway into the countryside from the A65, with views from the A65 giving the edge of the main urban area a 'rural feel'. The site also forms part of a defined Urban Green Corridor which is protected by saved UDP policy N8.   The development of the site would have a detrimental impact on the function of this Urban Green Corridor.  The site is adjacent to several listed buildings and its development  would compromise the setting of those buildings.   It is also adjacent to the Nether Yeadon Conservation Area.  The Appraisal Document identifies:  The Nether Yeadon Conservation Area as ‘a rare survival of older rural and very early industrial townscape of sparsely populated, but interlinked farmsteads, cottages and houses that historically defined the earlier origins of much of the Rawdon area. The open spaces, landscape, views and exposed character all contribute to this highly distinctive and unique place., The Core Strategy emphasises the value of such heritage features and their protection.


Allocation of this site would have an unacceptable impact on the Green Belt in terms of sprawl and coalescence because it would eliminate the gap between the urban areas of Rawdon and Yeadon and on the Nether Yeadon Conservation Area and its Listed Buildings.   It is therefore not compliant with Green Belt & Heritage Policy and is unsound.

Finally there are major congestion issues with the additional traffic this site would generate, both at peak times and at weekends. 

Leeds City Council comments in its requirement

“Local Highway Network:


There is a cumulative impact of development on the A65 corridor. The development will be required to contribute to measures to mitigate the cumulative impact of this and other allocated sites affecting the corridor. These measures may take the form of contributions towards more significant measures such as improvements to Horsforth roundabout. This site also has a cumulative impact upon the congested Micklefield Lane/A658 junction. The development will be required to contribute to measures to mitigate the impact of this.”


These could not be mitigated – indeed providing access to the A65 will slow journey times along that road even more.   This has happened at other new junctions on the A65 between Rawdon and Guiseley – at West Side Retail Park, Guiseley Gyratory, Kirk Lane and Gill Lane.   The Horsforth Roundabout is 3 miles away and is necessary due to congestion in that area. For this site it would be argued by developers that proper mitigation would be ‘unreasonable for the size of development’.

Coach Road/Park Road Guiseley


Site Plan ref: HG2-5

Unsuitable.  Green Belt in attractive landscape/countryside that would be compromised by development.


Historic Parkland adjacent to listed building.


As Leeds CC acknowledges ‘A Green Belt site in agricultural use, the site is south west of Coach Road and north of the railway. The site overlaps the Conservation Area and is part of a Special Landscape Area.’  Also ‘High potential to lead to unrestricted sprawl.’

Access is problematic and Park Road and the Guiseley Gyratory are already heavily congested at weekends.    The only bus service relatively near this site is hourly, and therefore the site would be dependent on car usage.


For the above reasons inclusion is unsound.


Hollins Hill and Hawkstone Avenue, Guiseley


Site Plan ref: HG2-4


Unsuitable.  Green Belt site.   Highly visible and attractive countryside boundary at the top of Hollins Hill.  Would create urban sprawl. 

Re Highways Comment:  ‘Access onto Hollins Hill would require widening to provide ghost island right turn due to proximity with Park Rd junction which is to be signalised.’ This was a requirement of the High Royds development Section 106 conditions in 2005  but has never been started and Leeds City Council state that it cannot be enforced due to poor wording of the agreement.    The mitigation will therefore not be achievable making the inclusion of this site unsound.

New Birks Farm, Ings Lane, Guiseley


Site Plan ref: HG2-1

Unsuitable.   Attractive Green Belt landscape which is an  important boundary between Guiseley and Menston.  The site would have an unacceptable impact on the Green Belt in terms of sprawl and coalescence because it would eliminate the gap between the urban areas of Guiseley and Menston.   It is therefore not compliant with Green Belt Policy and is unsound.  The site is also subject to flooding and is an important wild life area.

The comments of Leeds City Council re  Local Highway Network Requirement are unsatisfactory:

‘There is a cumulative impact from this development on the A65/Oxford Road junction. The development will be required to contribute to measures to mitigate the impact of this. There is also a cumulative impact of development on the A65 corridor. The development will be required to contribute to measures to mitigate the cumulative impact of this and other allocated sites affecting the corridor. These measures may take the form of contributions towards more significant measures such as improvements to Horsforth roundabout.’

It is absurd to refer to Horsforth Roundabout as mitigation for this site.  It is 5 miles away and will not affect congestion caused by local residents accessing services at weekends and through traffic to Ilkley and beyond, or indeed traffic travelling to Leeds and beyond. It was put forward some 10 years ago a mitigation for over 2000 dwellings built at that time – NOT for this new allocation.    It should also be noted that the ‘improvements have not so far improved the congestion at that junction’.

There is no acceptable mitigation for the cumulative impact of 2,300 more dwellings in Aireborough,  2,000 in Horsforth, 1000 at Kirkstall, 700 at Menston and others.

Therefore for all the above reasons inclusion is unsound.


Silverdale Avenue (land at), Guiseley


Site Plan ref: HG2-6


This land was given by Jonathan Peate for use as allotments and it should be kept for this use, especially as there is a shortage of allotment sites in Guiseley.


It is half a mile from the station and the nearest bus stop is for an hourly service to Bradford and Leeds Bradford Airport. Therefore the site would be dependent on car usage, adding to local congestion.  This is acknowledged in the Highways comments.

Wills Gill, Guiseley


Site Plan ref: HG2-2


This is an attractive and very important Green Belt site separating Guiseley and Yeadon adjacent to the Guiseley Conservation Area (some parts appear to be in the Conservation Area).  Long distance views from Queensway towards the Chevin make this an important landscape area.  In particular the site forms part of an important gateway into the countryside from the A65, with views from Queensway giving the edge of the main urban area a 'rural feel'. The site also forms part of a defined Urban Green Corridor which is protected by saved UDP policy N8.   The development of the site would have a detrimental impact on the function of this Urban Green Corridor. The site would have an unacceptable impact on the Green Belt in terms of sprawl and coalescence because it would almost eliminate the gap between the urban areas of Guiseley and Yeadon.   It is therefore not compliant with Green Belt Policy and is unsound for that reason.


 The site is close to several listed buildings, including Guiseley Church, Grade 1 Listed.   Its development would compromise the setting of those buildings.   It is also adjacent to the Nether Yeadon Conservation Area.  


The assessment does mention  the extremely important medieval field pattern identified in the Guiseley Conservation Area Assessment as follows:  ‘Surviving elements of the medieval village continue to shape the Town Gate area with the notable survival of the pattern of ‘croft and toft’ plots  on the east side of Town Street.  Views out of the town to the surrounding countryside tie the town to its surroundings(Page 2). Further evidence of the planned medieval settlement survives in the pattern of croft and toft plots along the east side of Town Street. This pattern of regular-sized house and yard plots


(tofts) along the street front, and long narrow gardens or field plots (crofts)running down to the Ghyll (a beck) is typical of a 12th or 13th century planned settlement layout’(page 6).    Allocation this site for housing would seriously compromise the setting of this ancient fields system.

The Core Strategy emphasises the value of such heritage features and their protection.


Finally there are major congestion issues with the additional traffic this site would generate on Queensway and the A65, both at peak times and at weekends.   The Highways comments do not mention this problem with the site.

Shaw Lane (land at), Guiseley and Banksfield Mount, Yeadon


Site Plan ref: HG2-3


Development of this Green Belt site would lead to urban sprawl and would constitute an encroachment into the countryside.  


South of A65 from Horsforth & Rawdon RA to crematorium


Site Plan ref: HG2-41

This is a very large Green Belt site that separates Horsforth and the Ring Road from the Rawdon Cragg Wood Conservation Area. It is a  Green Belt function to stop settlements merging. 


Long distance views from the A65 towards Calverley make this an important landscape area.  In particular the site forms part of an important gateway into the countryside from the A65, with views from the A65 giving the edge of the main urban area a 'rural feel'. The site also forms part of a defined Urban Green Corridor which is protected by saved UDP policy N8.   The development of the site would have a detrimental impact on the function of this Urban Green Corridor. The site would have an unacceptable impact on the Green Belt in terms of sprawl.   It is therefore not compliant with Green Belt Policy and is unsound for that reason.

It is not a suitable site for a school as it is isolated from other parts of Horsforth by 2 of the busiest roads in Leeds the A65 and the Leeds Outer Ring Road.    Walking to any school from outside the estate would constitute a safety hazard and inevitably most pupils would be delivered by car.  Imagine school crossing patrols on those 2 roads!  The proposed 777 dwellings and associated car movements would be additional and would make this extremely congested road junction even worse.   The proposed mitigation would have minimal impact compared to the extra congestion created. 


Land at Carlton Moor / Leeds Bradford Airport


Site Plan ref: EG3


This site is proposed for employment.    Aireborough Civic Society has unsuccessfully opposed applications to build housing on a number of other employment sites in the past 8 years - at Springfield Works, Springfield Mills, and Naylor Jennings.  In all of these we asked for mixed developments because we were aware of a shortage of workshop type employment premises.  In all developers convinced officers that there was a surplus of employment land – always quoting the Airport employment sites which apparently had vacancies.   The priority should be to protect existing employment sites.   These had/have much better access to public transport than this site which is relatively isolated in the Green Belt and will therefore encourage more car use. 

This site is therefore unsound.




