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Dear Sir / Madam,

llhls proposed. development is noü consistent wÍth National Polley, specfflcallyr ritÏr
regard to Green Belt and Leeds 'Strate6g.c Clreen Infrastructure'.

Section 9 of ttre NPPF ser\res to proteet fþeenbelt and tbese proposed developments
across Aireborough are inconsistent wiüh both National Policy and the Core
Sürategy.

As a resident of Yeadon I would like to fonrna,lly obJect to developmenü on this s1te.

The Plan has not been positively prepared.
. It a^llocates housin€ion green belt ar¡d stnateglic €reen infra"stnrctt¡re.
. It is not based on a comprehensive Greenbelt Review. It's an important

wildlife habitat. As well as addi:ng important blodiversity to tTris unique area
1ü absorbs noise, provides draina$le a,nd ellrnlrrates pollution.

. Insufficient sona¡ltation with tJre comrnunlty. Leeds City Council have not
futfilled their Duty of Community Involvement and without action groups we
would not have been aware of these proposa,ls. lhese plans affect tlre whole of
Leed.s, not on$r the local residents but also people travelling though to work
or to visit as I do. No details on social media or newspapers and certa,inly no
detail to suggest that 9O% of tJre sftes in Aireborough vyere on Gneen BeIt.. Tfiere have been no tnansport reviews or eoologgr reports.

The Plan is notJusüified.

' It would merge Neüher Yeadon uriüh Gulseley and Henshaw creating r¡rban
spravvl. Leeds City Councfl have not fulfllled their Duüy to Cooperate and have
very liütle co ordinat'ion witJr Bradford Cotmcil. This has an enormous impact
on the overall area and doesn'tjust stop aù tJre border. This ls an ineffecüive
plan,

. Ttris site was defended a"s Greenbelt ln 1994 and is adJacent to a Conserwatton
Area. The Historic En€land repont states tha,t it ls an "Unsound." proposition
for development. "this site shor:ld noü be allocated unless there are clear
publlc benefits tJraü outweigh the h€^rm (as is required by NPPF, Para€raph
1õõ or 1õ4)'IÍistoric Engand to LCC ?J'/IO/Lâ.

. It's ineffect"lve because houses will be mr:lüiple bedroom and will not be tJre
starter / single ocsupaiocy homes that are needed. Developers vrill go for ühe
proflts and not for need.



The Plan 1s not in accordance with the NPPF.
. ltre housing target of 7O,OOO on wT¡lch tJre Col¡ncil has ba,sed its Core

Straüe$r on is lnaccr.rate and over asptnaüiona,l and tJre Cor:ncil has not
revised these filltres despite ONS proJections of 45,O00.

' TÏte Councll has i$nored tJre NPPF which states that gfeen belt only be used fn
"exceptional. cireunstances' Tl[Ì¡r has Green Belt been placed in Phase One of
a phased land release whtlst BHOïIII\TFIELD sites have been IIEMO\IED.
Brown I'iled should always be developed FIRST - lf we have used tJris loca,ll¡r
tJren ühe Council needs üo look at alternative sltes ln I-,eeds fn need of
regeneraüion - not move onto gFeenbelt.

. TÏre impact on resources would be hulle - schools, doctors, denùists - and
there would be a huge impacü on local road.s, traffic levels, and. state of, not to
mention road safety issues. These proposa,ls aßross Aireborough would exit
and access r{$ht onto a¡r already congestedÁ.65. InfT.asüructure provisions
shor¡td be in place BEFORþ d.evelopment.

. Ïltere are opportunities for housing around Leeds in buildtngs, premises and
land tJrat are cumently derelicü and empüy. These would be mone suitable for
housi$Éland the infrastructu¡e is already there to support tlrese. ¡IPPF stated
tïrat Brownfield are to be prtoriülzed over ttre development of gþeen be1t. The
gfeen belt allocaLion has been selected in favor:r of ava,ilable bnown fleld. sites
- gf€en belt has been pushed into Phase One which is not lega,Ily complianü.

These proposals would ruln or:r commr¡nities and our unique villaSes and
conüravene the purposes of fpeenbelt.

Regards,

David Emsley




