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Subject: PDE03117_SAP response; FAO Planning dept
Date: 16 November 2015 11:49:20
Attachments: Word version of SAP_comments.docx

Publication Draft response form-revised comment.pdf

Sir/Madam

The Council switchboard has advised that the above email address is the one |
should use to ensure my response to the SAP gets to the right department at
LCC.

I was unable to find this email address online and had experienced problems in
filling in the on-line PDF response form and process. The form did not appear to
let me see or print out what | had written in some of the response fields so
unsure how far this was complete. The PDF format seemed confusing and
unnecessarily complex for those without the IT skills needed to fathom out how it
worked, even when | had good advice. We were unable to find how to extend
the PDF form to provide extra pages of comment.

The system may work fine for your office but | believe it to be inadequate as a
proper means of public participation in planning and a deterrent to people unable
to use the system. Please take this comment as a formal complaint about the
legitimacy of the consultation.

I have tried two means to ensure comments get through to you:

1. I have printed off what I could of the PDF form and attached a Word version
of the comments in boxes and given this hard copy to Otley Town Council who
had agreed to pass these on to you last Thursday.

2. | am attaching a revised version of this PDF form to which my son has added
comment boxes in case some of the fields cannot be read together with the Word
version as per 1 above. Note that | have revised the hard copy version of the
form (1above) to include the comments above re adequacy of the public
response approach you have taken. In the light of conversations regarding the
flooding yesterday. I would also wish to add to comments on site HG1-15 to
express concern that a full examination of the effects of any development at
Rumplecroft on the hydrology and drainage pattern of that area on properties
and infrastructure lower down the slope should take place before any decisions
are taken.

Please email confirmation of receipt of this email and attachments.
Yours sincerely

Mike Feist


mailto:sap@leeds.gov.uk

Leeds Site allocations Plan – Response

2.2 a.  HG1-15 Residential development at Rumplecroft and any significant windfall sites north of the river should not be included in the current proposals until the implications for traffic generation and movement, including exacerbating pressure on the pinch point of Otley Bridge has been made available thus enabling informed public consultation. LCC has failed to explain the cumulative effect of these permissions on traffic flows, pollution levels from slow moving traffic heading into the town centre and the vulnerability of a single bridge crossing, seemingly on the basis that any problems arising from development north, and now immediately south, of the bridge can be resolved through unspecified ‘mitigation measure. That is not a sound approach to forward planning for development. 

2.2a.  HG2-14 East Chevin Road. The Auction mart site is in use, providing employment and services and attracting visitors and trade into the town; in this respect it is not unused brownfield land. Otley has lost a number of employment sites to residential uses in recent years with no replacement on offer. Local authorities responsible for other freestanding towns have taken initiatives to foster employment opportunity but LCC appears to have done little and offered no explanation. Otley needs to provide more employment opportunity to avoid becoming little more than a commuter or dormitory outpost of the city. This site should be retained for employment uses until such time as credible alternatives are provided, and vague references to provision at some point on the east of Otley site will not suffice. 

2.2 b. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) provides insufficient information for consultees to make an informed judgement on whether the SAP proposals will promote the town’s sustainability objectives. Basing the SA on ’ the effects of the SAP as a whole’ and ’focussed on the location and allocation and distribution across the Leeds district’ appears to mean that no account has been taken of the impact of development on free-standing settlement geographically and functionally separated from the city core.

The SA Appraisal Framework for the SA is very broadbrush with generalised assessments; eg 'overall the SAP will have significant positive effect in terms of SA11', and 'delivery of housing allocation is expected (NB only ‘expected’!) to provide affordable housing in terms of H5'. 'Mitigation' is a key term in this SA when it comes to assessing implications of development, whether in the SAP or via individual planning applications [3.3]. It appears to be is assumed that mitigation measures will be adequate to resolve adverse effects on the communities affected, on traffic movement, on amenity, pollution etc. And pollution, under SA18, is mainly concerned with contaminated land and, although the increased pollution aspect of increased traffic is mentioned, the only solution again is unspecified 'mitigation'.  

The SA does not demonstrate a planned approach to promoting sustainable development across Leeds district; while recognising the scale of the task facing the planning authority, the present document appears to be more of a’ tick box’ exercise with the hope that the outcome of proposals in the areas affected, directly or cumulatively, will be more positive than negative.

[bookmark: _GoBack]3.3 Soundness. The ODD campaign document (ref Leeds Site Allocations Plan ODD: FINAL VERSION1), explains the key reasons why the SAP is unsound and this response cites the ODD response as evidence in applying the 4 tests of soundness insofar as Otley is concerned.  The ODD document sets out much of the data and analysis that should have been the basis of LCC’s approach to applying its Core Strategy policies. Many of the points and issues raised have been previously made by Otley interests when commenting on the Core Strategy.In summary, the SAP fails to address: infrastructural issues - notably traffic movement ; employment opportunity – through protection of existing and provision of net new land allocations; and a housing mix that is affordable and better provides for smaller dwellings. 

LCC must be aware of problems relating to traffic and transport matters and it is surprising, to put it mildly, that so little apparent consideration has been given to how this affects Otley. The town has experienced substantial recent residential development, permitted on a case by case basis and even more is now proposed, and with seemingly little regard to the cumulative impact. The pace of growth matters as much as the numbers involved. That the Town Council and others have been scrabbling for funding to undertake a study and produce a local transport model that would enable better decision-making amply demonstrates this lack of proper consideration. Traffic and transport is a complex area and LCC has a difficult task in tackling this. However, relying on a city-wide model and hoping that new schemes, mainly in the city, will come to pass and will suffice is not a sound approach and disfavours those living and working on the periphery of the Leeds district.

3. 4. Making the plan sound. In the hope that Otley as a community might be able to influence the way the town develops, the town is currently in the process of preparing a Neighbourhood Plan with the support of Leeds CC. It is unfortunate that this approach runs on a different timetable than that of the LDF, but the work undertaken on the plan to date and the forthcoming public consultation does provide an opportunity for LCC to use this information to improve the soundness of the LDF and SAP.The ODD response and suggestions as to how the SAP could be made sound is endorsed in this response. There is much in the emerging LDF/SAP for which LCC can take credit and the issue with the SAP is not about rejecting new development but in ensuring any such works towards a sustainable settlement as part of a sustainable district.  Those like me who are involved in the Neighbourhood Plan are willing to assist LCC in improving the soundness of the SAP but this depends on the local authority responding properly to Otley’s concerns. 
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CITY COUNCIL

Your city Your plan

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

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:

e 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

Hll We need to receive your comments by 5pm, 16th November 2015 Il

Data Protection

The council is required by law to publish the comments you send us about the Plans, including your name

(For Official Use Only)

Ref:

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.
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Part 1 - Your details

*This information must be completed

Agent details

Personal details / Client details Only complete if you are an agent
Title Wi || |
First name* \Michael | | |
Last name* Feist || |
Job title
(where relevant)
Organisation
(where relevant)
Address* Carr Mont

Billams Hill

OTLEY

Post code* |L821 2Dz | | |

Phone/Mobile | | | |

Email | | | |

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

Part 2 - What comment do you wish to make?

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

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? C Yes @ No

HG1-15 and HG2-14

Please tick all the themes you wish to comment on;
|Z| Ecology/Landscape/Tree(s) |:| Local services/facilities |:| Schools
| ] Conservation/Heritage || Loss of Greenbelt
|Z| Highways/transport |:| Site Boundary (please submit a revised boundary)

EI Other (please specify) |2.2 a. HG1-15 Residential development at Rurmecroft and

IFYOU HAVE COMPLETED 2.2 a - PLEASE GO STRAIGHTTO PART 3



mi.feist

Sticky Note

2.2 a. HG1-15 Residential development at Rumplecroft and any significant windfall sites north of the river should not be included in the current proposals until the implications for traffic generation and movement, including exacerbating pressure on the pinch point of Otley Bridge has been made available thus enabling informed public consultation. LCC has failed to explain the cumulative effect of these permissions on traffic flows, pollution levels from slow moving traffic heading into the town centre and the vulnerability of a single bridge crossing, seemingly on the basis that any problems arising from development north, and now immediately south, of the bridge can be resolved through unspecified ‘mitigation measure. That is not a sound approach to forward planning for development.  2.2 a. HG2-14 East Chevin Road. The Auction mart site is in use, providing employment and services and attracting visitors and trade into the town; in this respect it is not unused brownfield land. Otley has lost a number of employment sites to residential uses in recent years with no replacement on offer. Local authorities responsible for other freestanding towns have taken initiatives to foster employment opportunity but LCC appears to have done little and offered no explanation. Otley needs to provide more employment opportunity to avoid becoming little more than a commuter or dormitory outpost of the city. This site should be retained for employment uses until such time as credible alternatives are provided, and vague references to provision at some point on the east of Otley site will not suffice.  





b. Another part of the Plan

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

|Sustainabi|ity Appraisal |

Policy Ref. (e.g. - RTC1) | | Paragraph Number |

Diagram / Inset Map | | Other 2.2 b. The SustainabilitZppraisal (S/
IFYOU HAVE COMPLETED 2.2 b - PLEASE GO STRAIGHTTO 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 | l
IFYOU HAVE COMPLETED 2.2 ¢ - PLEASE GO STRAIGHTTO PART 3
d. A new site which has not been considered. Please attach a site plan.

Address | |

IFYOU HAVE COMPLETED 2.2 d - PLEASE GO STRAIGHTTO PART 3

Part 3 - Is the Plan sound?

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)

3.1. Do you consider the plan to be sound?

\ Yes (go to Q3.3) /O No (go to Q3.2)
3.2. Which test of soundness are your comments about? (You must select at least one option)
[e | Positively Prepared [e | Effective
B Justified B 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.

3.3 Soundness. The ODD campaign document (ref Leeds Site Allocations Plan ODD: FINAL
VERSIONL1), explains the key reasons why the SAP is unsound and this response cites the ODD
response as evidence in applying the 4 tests of soundness insofar as Otley is concerned. The ODD
document sets out much of the data and analysis that should have been the basis of LCC’s approach
to applying its Core Strategy policies. Many of the points and issues raised have been previously
made by Otley interests when commenting on the Core Strategy.

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.

3. 4. Making the plan sound. In the hope that Otley as a community might be able to influence the way
the town develops, the town is currently in the process of preparing a Neighbourhood Plan with the
support of Leeds CC. It is unfortunate that this approach runs on a different timetable than that of the
LDF, but the work undertaken on the plan to date and the forthcoming public consultation does
provide an opportunity for LCC to use this information to improve the soundness of the LDF and SAP.
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Sticky Note

2.2 b. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) provides insufficient information for consultees to make an informed judgement on whether the SAP proposals will promote the town’s sustainability objectives. Basing the SA on ’ the effects of the SAP as a whole’ and ’focussed on the location and allocation and distribution across the Leeds district’ appears to mean that no account has been taken of the impact of development on free-standing settlement geographically and functionally separated from the city core. The SA Appraisal Framework for the SA is very broadbrush with generalised assessments; eg 'overall the SAP will have significant positive effect in terms of SA11', and 'delivery of housing allocation is expected (NB only ‘expected’!) to provide affordable housing in terms of H5'. 'Mitigation' is a key term in this SA when it comes to assessing implications of development, whether in the SAP or via individual planning applications [3.3]. It appears to be is assumed that mitigation measures will be adequate to resolve adverse effects on the communities affected, on traffic movement, on amenity, pollution etc. And pollution, under SA18, is mainly concerned with contaminated land and, although the increased pollution aspect of increased traffic is mentioned, the only solution again is unspecified 'mitigation'.   The SA does not demonstrate a planned approach to promoting sustainable development across Leeds district; while recognising the scale of the task facing the planning authority, the present document appears to be more of a’ tick box’ exercise with the hope that the outcome of proposals in the areas affected, directly or cumulatively, will be more positive than negative. 





Part 4 - Is the Plan legally compliant?

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

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

N ~ e
 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
E| Statement of Community Involvement E| Sustainability Appraisal Report

|| consultation of appropriate Statutory Bodies | | Town & Country Planning
(Local Planning) Regulations
|:| Duty to Cooperate

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.

See comments re Sustainability Appraisal at 2.2b.

Problems experienced in trying to complete and submit this form, and print out a copy for verification
suggests the process of public consultation has been made unnecessarily complicated and restricted
to those who have a very good knowledge of IT. It calls into question whether LCC is seriously
interested in getting views from the public as it assumes that people will not be deterred from
commenting because of the difficulties and hassle in using LCC's chosen approach., which is not

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?

‘e YN
\‘/‘ 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)
|Z| The Submission of the Plan(s) for Public Examination
|:| The Adoption of the Plan(s)

Please sign and date this form

Signature: |M J Feist Date: |12/11/2015 dd/mm/yy

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

Submit your form
Plan (s), please use a separate response form.
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		p_title: Mr

		p_fore: Michael
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		p_job: 

		p_org: 
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		p_phone: 

		p_email: 
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		2_2b_Title: Sustainability Appraisal

		2_2b_Policy: 

		2_2b_Diagram: 

		2_2b_Para: 

		2_2b_Other: 2.2 b. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) provides insufficient information for consultees to make an informed judgement on whether the SAP proposals will promote the town’s sustainability objectives. Basing the SA on ’ the effects of the SAP as a whole’ and ’focussed on the location and allocation and distribution across the Leeds district’ appears to mean that no account has been taken of the impact of development on free-standing settlement geographically and functionally separated from the city core. The SA Appraisal Framework for the SA is very broadbrush with generalised assessments; eg 'overall the SAP will have significant positive effect in terms of SA11', and 'delivery of housing allocation is expected (NB only ‘expected’!) to provide affordable housing in terms of H5'. 'Mitigation' is a key term in this SA when it comes to assessing implications of development, whether in the SAP or via individual planning applications [3.3]. It appears to be is assumed that mitigation measures will be adequate to resolve adverse effects on the communities affected, on traffic movement, on amenity, pollution etc. And pollution, under SA18, is mainly concerned with contaminated land and, although the increased pollution aspect of increased traffic is mentioned, the only solution again is unspecified 'mitigation'.   The SA does not demonstrate a planned approach to promoting sustainable development across Leeds district; while recognising the scale of the task facing the planning authority, the present document appears to be more of a’ tick box’ exercise with the hope that the outcome of proposals in the areas affected, directly or cumulatively, will be more positive than negative. 

		2_2c_Ref: 

		2_2c_Addr: 

		2_2d_Addr: 

		3_3_Sound: 3.3 Soundness. The ODD campaign document (ref Leeds Site Allocations Plan ODD: FINAL VERSION1), explains the key reasons why the SAP is unsound and this response cites the ODD response as evidence in applying the 4 tests of soundness insofar as Otley is concerned.  The ODD document sets out much of the data and analysis that should have been the basis of LCC’s approach to applying its Core Strategy policies. Many of the points and issues raised have been previously made by Otley interests when commenting on the Core Strategy.
In summary, the SAP fails to address: infrastructural issues - notably traffic movement ; employment opportunity – through protection of existing and provision of net new land allocations; and a housing mix that is affordable and better provides for smaller dwellings. 
LCC must be aware of problems relating to traffic and transport matters and it is surprising, to put it mildly, that so little apparent consideration has been given to how this affects Otley. The town has experienced substantial recent residential development, permitted on a case by case basis and even more is now proposed, and with seemingly little regard to the cumulative impact. The pace of growth matters as much as the numbers involved. That the Town Council and others have been scrabbling for funding to undertake a study and produce a local transport model that would enable better decision-making amply demonstrates this lack of proper consideration. Traffic and transport is a complex area and LCC has a difficult task in tackling this. However, relying on a city-wide model and hoping that new schemes, mainly in the city, will come to pass and will suffice is not a sound approach and disfavours those living and working on the periphery of the Leeds district.


		3_3_SoundChange: 3. 4. Making the plan sound. In the hope that Otley as a community might be able to influence the way the town develops, the town is currently in the process of preparing a Neighbourhood Plan with the support of Leeds CC. It is unfortunate that this approach runs on a different timetable than that of the LDF, but the work undertaken on the plan to date and the forthcoming public consultation does provide an opportunity for LCC to use this information to improve the soundness of the LDF and SAP.

The ODD response and suggestions as to how the SAP could be made sound is endorsed in this response. There is much in the emerging LDF/SAP for which LCC can take credit and the issue with the SAP is not about rejecting new development but in ensuring any such works towards a sustainable settlement as part of a sustainable district.  Those like me who are involved in the Neighbourhood Plan are willing to assist LCC in improving the soundness of the SAP but this depends on the local authority responding properly to Otley’s concerns. 
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		2_2a_Ref: HG1-15 and HG2-14

		2_2a_OTX: 2.2 a. HG1-15 Residential development at Rumplecroft and any significant windfall sites north of the river should not be included in the current proposals until the implications for traffic generation and movement, including exacerbating pressure on the pinch point of Otley Bridge has been made available thus enabling informed public consultation. LCC has failed to explain the cumulative effect of these permissions on traffic flows, pollution levels from slow moving traffic heading into the town centre and the vulnerability of a single bridge crossing, seemingly on the basis that any problems arising from development north, and now immediately south, of the bridge can be resolved through unspecified ‘mitigation measure. That is not a sound approach to forward planning for development.  2.2 a. HG2-14 East Chevin Road. The Auction mart site is in use, providing employment and services and attracting visitors and trade into the town; in this respect it is not unused brownfield land. Otley has lost a number of employment sites to residential uses in recent years with no replacement on offer. Local authorities responsible for other freestanding towns have taken initiatives to foster employment opportunity but LCC appears to have done little and offered no explanation. Otley needs to provide more employment opportunity to avoid becoming little more than a commuter or dormitory outpost of the city. This site should be retained for employment uses until such time as credible alternatives are provided, and vague references to provision at some point on the east of Otley site will not suffice.  
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Problems experienced in trying to complete and submit this form, and print out a copy for verification suggests the process of public consultation has been made unnecessarily complicated and restricted to those who have a very good knowledge of IT. It calls into question whether LCC is seriously interested in getting views from the public as it assumes that people will not be deterred from commenting because of the difficulties and hassle in using LCC's chosen approach., which is not user -friendly .
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