Aireborough Neighbourhood Development Forum

LEEDS SITE ALLOCATION PLAN (SAP) PUBLIC CONSULTATION – AUTUMN 2015
RESPONSE FROM AIREBOROUGH NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT FORUM (ANDF)
Why be an evening Barista, if you have the abilities to be a medical scientist finding a cancer cure?
Expediency? Money? Vision? Aireborough wants to reinvent itself, to develop its once thriving
manufacturing economy into a successful innovation and visitor economy; we have the assets, the
people and the inspiration. However, a lack of plan-led thinking, and an expedient Green Belt review
means Leeds City Council’s (LCC) SAP curtails positive development; consigning Aireborough to be a
20th century, suburban, dormitory. The emerging Neighbourhood Plan (NP) could overcome the
deficiencies, with better quality evidence, innovative thinking and local collaboration; however the
Leeds Local Development Scheme1 has not allowed for this; in contravention of the NPPF.
Leeds’ Site Allocations Plan for Aireborough is Unsound:
It is not positively prepared, as it has not adequately assessed local needs and issues, many of them
chronic and due to the overdevelopment of the area since 2000 eg transport. Evidence for the SAP is
non-existent, out of date or ignored whilst key assessments have not been done eg landscape
sensitivity and capacity testing, or a cumulative transport congestion study. Analysis is poor and
contradictory eg Green Space Assessment2 and the Green Belt Review. Evidence from the
Aireborough NP and Bradford Metropolitan District Council (BMDC) Local Plan has been ignored.
This is not in line with CS 4.6.4 which suggests that SP6 uses local evidence and provides the context
for SP7. In 2007 a study was done by LCC on the overdevelopment of Guiseley3, it acknowledged
many of the serious issues such as traffic congestion and summarised that,
“Guiseley is protected by a tight Green Belt boundary around it, it is important that it remains so to
prevent Guiseley from becoming an extension of suburban Leeds or merging with Bradford. The
Green Belt enables Guiseley to remain a compact town and ensures that new development is focused
within Guiseley and does not create urban sprawl. “ Guiseley Consultation Report, LCC, May 2007
Yet, the SAP is creating the very issues warned against in 2007, a suburb, merging Aireborough with
Bradford in urban sprawl, where commuting is dominant. Particularly as most development is falling
on the township of Guiseley. This is not a strategy for sustainable development.
It is not justified as it is not a plan-led strategy for sustainable development; it is a tactical view of
sites to build houses, with green space, employment and retail tacked on in an unintegrated fashion.
The SAP has not looked at alternatives strategies, some of which were put forward in the
Aireborough NP Vision in 2013.
The mitigation factors are poor, contradictory and have not been cumulatively assessed. For
example, how can you preserve the open field outlook of a conservation area, whilst creating an
urban traffic intervention scheme through the middle of it? All sites have A65 traffic mitigation as a
need, but there is no plan for what this might be, and no innovative solution such as looking for ways
to facilitate a modal shift. The NP, has looked at transport modal-shift ideas to integrate into a plan4
– and involved local people in that process.
1

Updated in February 2015 to reflect WYCA, LEP and the Growth Fund, but not for Neighbourhood Planning.
OSSRA, Leeds Open Space Sport and Recreation Assessment, July 2011
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The Leeds SAP in not effective as it is not deliverable. One of the biggest issues is the lack of an
infrastructure plan – absolutely vital in Aireborough which already suffers chronic issues, and needs
innovative solutions (and land from the limited supply). However, the economics and capacities of
the suggested sites, combined with needs and sustainability, do not make for a deliverable plan.
We need low-cost market housing5, and would like to provide plots for identified self-build, houses
and employment6 – however, large sites on green belt, where low density and mitigation buffers are
needed because of conservation, ecology and landscape issues, will mean targets cannot be met.
Large, sensitive, Green Belt sites do not suit either the need for low cost housing, which can
accommodate higher density, nor the economic model of volume developers, asked to contribute
CIL for infrastructure needs. How can LCC be sure that the CIL, which is devised on a staged
payment method, will come forward in a timely manner across sites, to provide
1.the infrastructure for today’s needs 2. the mitigation factors 3.the infrastructure for the new
development on Green Belt sites.
It is highly likely that the public purse will have to contribute large sums for infrastructure to make
the plan sustainable, and there are no plans for this
Finally, there is the issue of the opportunity cost of land – Aireborough is tight on land availability,
and there are competing needs, including schools, cemeteries, amenities and green space facilities,
all required for a larger population in a very tenuously classified ‘major settlement’.

Finally, the Aireborough SAP is not consistent with the NPPF in relation to a number of areas










5
6

Section 17 The Core Planning Principles – the SAP is dominated by housing development
Building a strong and competitive economy – potential economic growth is being constrained
by the SAP and Green Belt Review
Ensuring the vitality of town centres – not enough in the plan for the development of quality
facilities, isolated centres, downgrading the car in the public realm, and creating civic and
cultural facilities necessary for a major settlement that is actually three townships.
Promoting sustainable transport – the biggest issue is traffic congestion, and the SAP mitigation
does nothing to address what is needed. The Airport link road is not proved.
Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes – the allocations do not provide for the types of
housing needed, with the right economic model; a wider choice of site and supplier is required
Promoting healthy communities - the SAP allocations and process are deficient in involving
people in Civic Society and the Local Plan
Protecting Green Belt land - the Review is not comprehensive and cumulative assessments
show serious issues that will destroy landscape character, identity and affect economic growth
Conserving and enhancing the historic environment - assessments on potential harm are
required before deletions of GB sites are considered, otherwise economic growth affected.
Plan making with neighbourhood plans – NPs are being limited by the scope of the GB Review
and involvement in the SAP, to the detriment of sound evidence and placemaking.

ANDF Housing Needs Survey 2015
BE Group, Assessment of Employment Needs for NW Leeds, 2015
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We will cover these NPPF deficiencies in the following sections; however two major concerns have
led us to consult directly with the Department of Communities and Local Government and to take
the advice of a Barrister. These are the Green Belt Review and Deletions and the Production of
and Evidence In the Emerging Neighbourhood Plan.

1. GREEN BELT (GB)
1.1 GREEN BELT REVIEW
LCC’s Core Strategy envisaged that any change in the Green Belt boundary as defined in the UDP,
would be dealt with in a selective review in the site allocations. We are not necessarily sure why this
decision was taken because when originally drafted the Green Belt was still under policy YH9 of the
RSS, which recognized that strategic reviews may be required to accommodate longer term housing
growth in West Yorkshire – YH9 was retained in the interim strategy, and was important in fulfilling
the Duty to Co-Operate between LAs.
The core strategy inspector found that a comprehensive Green Belt review was necessary to ensure
that development was directed to the most sustainable locations in accordance with the general
thrust of the core strategy to direct development to urban areas CS SP1. This modification was
adopted by LCC. 7
However, LCC have not changed their Green Belt review process or assessment, which was
completed before the Inspector reported in September 2014 and the Core Strategy was adopted in
November 2014. The SAP has proceeded on the basis that the only purpose of the Green Belt
review is to accommodate indicative targets (SP7)for each HMCA separately between 2012 -2028.
Rather than setting out to do a strategic review of purpose having regard to the openness (NPPF 79),
or enhancement (NPPF 81)or permanence beyond the plan period as the Inspector stated at point
29 of his report and paragraph 83 of the NPPF requires Local Authorities (LA) to do.
This a particularly important issue for Airborough, an urban/rural fringe area, on the borders of LCC
and Bradford Metropolitian District, where our landscape has great value to the economy, ecology
and wellbeing. It is thought by many that LCC have allowed site selection to lead the review, and
this can be seen in the GB assessment used where there is no category to assess aspects such as the
landscape value or strategic significance, tranquillity, or contextual character (all aspects included in
the strategic review done by Calderdale Council 8) Further, the overall conclusions are all couched in
terms of suitability for development, instead of character, openness and permanence 9. This is
despite the Green Belt Review Background Paper 5.8 saying that ‘needs and characteristics of the
area concerned have been reflected’; we can find no evidence of any assessments regarding
landscape character, value, sensitivity or capacity.
As a consequence the LCC Green Belt Review is comprehensive only to the extent that the various
sites put forward for consideration as SHLAA candidates in an HMCA review area have been
considered, as paragraph 1.2 of the Green Belt review Background Paper acknowledges. This is not
the comprehensive review recommended by the CS Inspector to find the most sustainable locations
which may be ‘elsewhere’ in the district; rather, it is a version of the selective review eschewed by
7

Inspector’s Report on the Leeds Core Strategy September 2014
Calderdale Council, Green Belt Review Methodology, Evidence Base, 2015
9
ANDF, Leeds SAP Cumulative Green Belt Assessments, Nov 2015
8
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the CS Inspector. This can be seen by LCC’s use of the term ‘least harm’ (Green Belt Review
Background paper 5.8) which means in a set HMCA, not ‘least harm’ in the City as a whole.
This has resulted in the situation where Aireborough’s Green Belt sites, which still fulfil purpose in
checking sprawl, preventing towns merging, safeguarding the countryside, preserving special
character, and assisting in urban regeneration to a major extent, are considered ‘least harmful’.
Whereas cumulatively their deletion will seriously affect our landscape and townscape character,
which we want to enhance for the economy and wellbeing of the population. Furthermore, as
Bradford MDC are also wanting major new development in Wharfedale the whole character of this
distinctive area, with a large part in the South Pennines and on the border of the Nidderdale AONB,
is now under threat.

1.2 GREEN BELT DELETIONS
We acknowledge that SP10 gave LCC the exceptional circumstances to do a Green Belt review but
neither this, nor the CS Inspector’s report gave LCC the exceptional circumstances for Green Belt
deletions as in NPPF 83 without taking into account environmental constraints and deliverability of
infrastructure. This is a point we have discussed with DCLG policy makers in October 2015.
The GB Review is to find the most sustainable locations not to pressurise the deletion of land in a
review area. The CS Inspector’s report at point 22, recognised that considerations such as
environmental constraints will need to inform development plans. He points, for example to SP1,
which amongst other things states that development should respect and enhance local character
and identity
As so much of Aireborough’s character and identity (SP1 iii) and chance for future economic growth
(SP1 v) is bound up in its landscape and green infrastructure then this needs to be a major
consideration when considering exceptional circumstances.
One of the issues here seems to be that many of the assessments needed to look at environmental
constraints eg Ecology Surveys, Landscape Assessments, are being left to planning permission stage.
Thus harm is not being used to assess the exceptional circumstances for the deletion, but instead for
the scale of development – which may render the deletion needlessly. The Aireborough NP is
undertaking a Green Masterplan Framework for Aireborough10, acknowledging the vital importance
of this asset to landscape, the economy, wellbeing and sustainability – this work will include the
relevant identified assessments backed by DCLG funding. We feel this is a more relevant place for
them, than at planning application stage, when the ‘horse has bolted’.
Another consideration in deletions is that an important GB purpose is to assist in urban
regeneration; the thrust of the CS towards urban development is said to be the insurance that this
purpose will be served. Yet, Leeds CC seems all to ready to delete Green Belt without considering
what more could be done to encourage brownfield development. Particularly in the light of the
Government’s many brownfield programmes since May 2015. Indeed LCC Director of Planning,
Martin Sellens, has recently been imploring volume developers to concentrate on brownfield
regeneration sites they have turned down as unviable, instead of appealing for greenfields. All of
which shows that exceptional circumstances still need proving as there are both constraints to GB
deletions and alternatives to greenfield development.
10

AECOM, Aireborough’s Natural and Built Environment Baseline Report, chapter 5, 2015
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“We have got many other sites in Leeds which are fully acceptable in principle, which you could work
with us [on]. “But at the moment, you are spending time pursuing this, we are spending time
pursuing that.” He added: “It’s all a waste of time, We could be much more usefully employing our
time doing things with brownfield sites where we need to bring forward developments.
“Reputationally, does a house builder want to be known as always pushing at our boundaries - or
make housing that is more acceptable not just to planning authorities but also to local
communities?” Martin Sellens, Director of Planning, YP 6 Nov 2015
1.3 AIREBOROUGH NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING AREA GB DELETIONS
We conclude the GB Section by adding our own analysis of the LCC GB assessments on sites in the
ANDF NP area, see ANDF, Leeds SAP Cumulative Green Belt Assessment, November 15. Cumulative
assessments are necessary as an indicator of Objective 19 of the Sustainability Appraisal (SA)
Maintain and enhance landscape quality, which looks at the amount of development taking place in
areas of high landscape value.
We have only used the documented comments on Leeds’ SAs and thus our conclusions are :a) Many important considerations of GB assessment have been left out of the review eg
landscape value and strategic significance, tranquillity, contextual character.
b) The summary is not to do with openness, character and permanence, but with site selection
c) There are inconsistencies between the GB assessment and other information in the SA.
d) On some sites the conclusion on a purpose has been changed after the preferred sites were
chosen with no indication of why the change was made.
e) Nearly every site has at least one major reason for being valuable to landscape character
and local distinctiveness, not simply serving green belt purpose
f) There is no assessment for possible enhancement as an alternative (NPPF 81)
g) Cumulatively Aireborough, and particularly Guiseley stands to lose a great deal of character,
to the likely detriment of sustainability and wellbeing.
h) When added to key constraining SA factors such as transport, flooding and accessibility
there is even less reason to allocate the land
i) Mitigation factors have not been brought together, and assessed, whilst they often
contradict one another for the same site.
Below are brief summaries of each Aireborough NP site that LCC considers ‘least harmful’ in the
HMCA. When amalgamated the serious cumulative harm to landscape character, conservation, and
ecology can be clearly seen and that is before sustainability factors are assessed. ANDF Members
have provided a report and SA for each site which goes into detail.
HG2-1 Birks Farm Ings Lane (Report including GB Review and SA from November 15)
The merging of Menston with Guiseley from this development has been ignored. As has its value as a
character landscape of the Guiseley Gap, whose development will seriously devalue the area from
many conservation area and heritage asset physical viewpoints. It is also urban sprawl, sticking out
from the current settlement, not rounding it off! An ecological assessment is needed. Flooding is
mentioned but not the fact a large part of the site is the alluvial plain for Mire Beck. This site would
give greater benefit enhanced as a green space, which we are working on in our Green Framework
Masterplan.
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HG2-2 Wills Gill (Report including GB Review and SA from May 2015)
This site has high landscape value as a setting for the medieval Guiseley, which is crucial for local
identity and distinctiveness – yet the assessment says that it only has a ‘marginal effect on historic
character’. No account has been taken of the fact that development of this site would, even with a
buffer, overshadow the medieval location, because of land height. Historic England have said
development is unsound without a relevant assessment of harm. A danger with this site is that it
has been added to HG2-3, with an exit – this would create a through road, that would shatter the
tranquillity of the area, and so the setting, because of the congestion on Queensway. This site would
give greater benefit enhanced as a green space which we are working on in our Green Framework
Masterplan.
HG2 -3 Banksfield (SAP Report available including comments on GB Review and SA, Nov 2015)
A high value landscape, highly visible in views from many compass points – a major reason for
previous development refusal. It is not a rounding off of the settlement, but clear urban sprawl
endangering land behind. It also merges Guiseley and Yeadon. It needs and ecological assessment
and is close to a Local Nature Area, so is likely to have value. Much of it is not readily accessible, and
it would cause traffic issues that could only be solved by land that is not available for road widening
and resident parking. This site would be better enhanced as part of the Yeadon Banks Village Green
and the Deipker Woods Local Nature Area.
HG2-4 Hollins Hill (Report including GB Review and SA from May 2015)
This is the top of a hill, visible from many points around the area. It is special landscape area,
surrounded by conservation areas and a listed building. It could not be developed without serous
highway work that would mitigate against the ability to preserve the Tranmere Park Conservation
Area context. Mitigation measures suggest that much of the site could not be developed, and the
conclusion must be that the harm of this site vastly outweighs and benefit. Small developments in
the built environment would be preferable alternatives. This site is better left as the working farm.
HG2-5 Coach Road (Report including GB Review and SA from November 15)
Highly valued special landscape area that is also partly a conservation area. It has a strong
boundary, and to breach it would lead to urban sprawl towards a character woodland. There is
limited access to this site, and the mitigation measure of making up Coach Road would mean
compulsory purchase of a private road that would be vehemently resisted by residents who see the
unmade road as part of local character. It is not big enough or accessible enough for a school, being
low on accessibility standards. Historic England see this site as unsound and say it needs a relevant
assessment for harm. This site would give greater benefit enhanced as a green space which we are
working on in our Green Framework Masterplan. .
HG2-9 Victoria Avenue (Submission to SAP Consultation Simon Hewitt)
This site has so many issues for wellbeing and mitigating factors it is doubtful that it would ever be
habitable or capable of sustaining much by way of capacity. It sits so close to the runway of Leeds
Bradford Airport that a special design of the houses would be necessary. Sitting next to a Local
Nature Area and a Conservation Area, this site would be better enhanced for local use as a green
space.
HG2-10 Gill Lane (Report including GB Review and SA from November 15)
A highly valued site which is part of Nether Yeadon, a pre-industrial hamlet, it is also the context for
one of the oldest and most important listed buildings in Aireborough. Developing this site would
create an isolated part of Yeadon, that would not be related to Nether Yeadon, as access to Gill Lane
has been ruled out. The density of the site as given is totally inappropriate, and Developers have
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Page 6

Aireborough Neighbourhood Development Forum
said a lower density is not viable. This site would give greater benefit enhanced as a green space
which we are working on in our Green Framework Masterplan. Historic England are particularly
unhappy with the unsoundenss of this site and local people are very concerned about the likely loss
of identity of a settlement that has survived industrialisation.
HG3-1 Ings Lane PAS
A high value landscape character site, that is the setting for Guiseley Cemetery, many people having
chosen this as a setting for their last resting place. It has a high value ecology, that is thought to be
quite rare in the area, and it needs a proper assessment. It is not particularly accessible. The
Landowner has opened discussions with the Forum about the best use of this site, which could
include at some point, an extension of the Cemetery in conjunction with a nature area.
We will include the Employment Hub GB site at Leeds Bradford Airport under Employment below.

2. PRODUCTION OF AND EVIDENCE IN THE EMERGING NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
2.1 Production of the Neighbourhood Plan
In treating the Green Belt review and site allocations as a single process 11 LCC has caused site
allocations to become a strategic issue, and therefore excluded from the process of producing a
Neighbourhood Plan. The practical effect of this is to deprive local communities the opportunity to
participate in neighbourhood planning, because the opportunity to consider site allocations and
exercise choice between alternative strategies are fundamental aspects of a meaningful and
effective NP process. Such a course may well render NPs useless, as they will not have the
agreement of local people in a referendum, and thus waste their Government funding.
LCC’s chosen course is the exact opposite of the approach advocated by the Government through
both the NPPF and the NPPG. For example paragraph 155 of NPPF describes “early and meaningful
engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods” by LAs preparing Local Plans as ‘essential’
whilst the NPPG states that LAs intending to make site allocations in the same areas as those of
neighbourhood plans should
“…avoid duplicating planning processes that will apply to the neighbourhood area. It should work
constructively with a qualifying body to enable a neighbourhood plan to make timely progress.”
(Paragraph 043 Reference ID: 41-043-20140306). Much the same advice is contained in NPPF 185.
LCC has a duty to support the preparation of NPs in its area and has promoted itself widely as doing
so. However, by adopting an approach to its own development plan documents which precludes
designated neighbourhood planning groups from effective neighbourhood planning LCC is failing to
comply with its obligations and with Government Policy which gives the gives the timely preparation
of NPs priority where there is the potential for a plan being prepared by a LA to duplicate NP
coverage.
The ANDF has been very clear, since the preparation of its vision and themes12 in the Spring of 2013
what the area needed and what the NP would cover. Indeed, a discussion was even held with LCC on
the possibility of an Area Action Plan, because of the scale of change to the area since 2000. The
Forum asked to take part in site allocation discussion but was told they were ‘confidential’ to Ward
members, who were ‘sworn to secrecy’.
11
12

SAP Introduction, Neighbourhood Planning, 1.18
AECOM, Aireborough’s Natural and Built Environment Baseline Report, Chapter 3, 2015
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Following the release of the preferred sites in early 2015, the Forum approached LCC to collaborate
over the SAs for the different sites – whilst the Forum did produce SAs and sent them to LCC these
were effectively sidelined, as has been much other evidence produced. We would therefore
contend that the statement in the SAP Introduction, Section 1.18 Neighbourhood Plans, that says
that “close working has and is continuing to take place with communities preparing their own NP’s”
is not backed by evidence or experience.
The Forum has also had discussion with DCLG on this issue, the latter confirming that the emerging
NP did have weight and the Forum was entitle to produce a plan in the way it thought the most
effective for the needs of Aireborough. The ANDF is using AECOM for its technical support under the
Government’s NP support scheme run by Locality.
Had LCC decided to follow the CS Inspector’s advice and conducted a genuinely comprehensive GB
Review the question of site allocations would have followed the review, rather than lead it; and so
could have delegated site allocations to the NP process.
This would have allowed ANDF to look carefully at Aireborough’s housing need, through our
Housing Needs Survey, and find alternative solutions, that were more viable and acceptable eg
smaller sites in the build environment 13. NPPG ID: 3-010-20140306 indicates that all sites capable of
delivering 5 or more dwellings or economic development on sites of 0.25ha (or 500m 2 of floor space)
and above should be considered. Where appropriate, plan makers may wish to consider alternative
site size thresholds. ANDF are currently working up the details of Aireborough housing number to
meet needs, especially for low cost homes for singles, couples and downsizers, as well as retirement
property, and self-build in sustainable locations.
This target will be less than the Leeds HMCA target because of constraints with competing needs for
available land and bearing in mind that 1,000 houses have already been built, started or approved in
the CS plan period; on top of the 2,400 houses built between 2000 and 2012 (excluding small
windfall sites). However, on the positive side smaller sites may be far more viable for self build and
small developers, thus drawing in alternative providers, to meet an LCC target that is already one
year behind its scheduled annual target, with a step-up due in 2017, and a precarious 5 year land
supply to support its 70,000 net target.
Delegation of site allocation to the NP would also allow for the proper examination of infrastructure
through a high quality, local evidence based, collaborative SA, and enabled LCC to understand the
environmental constraints much better than the current Aireborough SA in the Publication Draft.
This has numerous errors, and omissions, including






13

the fact that in the last 5 years Aireborough has taken around 7% of the Leeds build out rate
per annum, rather than the’ normal’ 3-4% (see Illustration 1)
the high skill makeup of the workforce14
the current crucial state of overdevelopment and overloaded infrastructure 15
the state of retail centres which attract visitors – and cause congestion.
the landscape character that limits land availability for competing uses in a major
settlement, that is actually 3 distinctive townships that have sprawled together

ANDF, Site Allocations Issues and Options Research, September 2013

14

BE Group, Assessment of Employment Needs for NW Leeds, 2015

15

ANDF, Site Allocations Issues and Options Research, September 2013
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ILLUSTRATION 1 - Source – ANDF, Aireborough Statistical Overview, 2015

% of Leeds houses built in ANDF area

What is strikingly different, is the amount of house building in Aireborough over the last six years.
On average, until 1999, Aireborough was contributing around 3% of the total house building in Leeds
in any one period. Between 2000 to 2009 this rose to 4%, but between 2010 and 2015 Aireborough
it rose steeply – to 7% of all houses built in Leeds (Figure 1).
8.0
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Figure 1 Percentage of Leeds properties built in Aireborough, by build period. Source: VOA.
The result is mitigation factors that are not fit for purpose in Aireborough, especially in a cumulative
sense eg the mitigation for harm to landscape character is a smaller site, the mitigation for historic
conservation is lower density , both of which makes current capacity undeliverable.
Such an approach would also permit the emergence of a truly plan led NP for an area designated as
a Major Settlement, that is deficient in its public realm in a number of ways; including being
dominated by the car, having isolated centres, and significant gaps in provision of its tired and wornout civic and cultural amenities and facilities eg Aireborough Leisure Centre, and Guiseley Theatre.16
All of which are necessary to improve and plan allocations in order to meet NPPF70 Promoting
healthy communities, NPPF 17 securing good standard of amenities for all existing and future
occupants, reduce the need to travel, and provide for a visitor economy. None of this is identified in
the SA for Aireborough in the Sustainability Appraisal Background Documents Appendix 5.
Allocations, of all types, made via a NP would be far more likely to command public support, because
neighbourhood planning has a strong focus on public engagement (NPPF 69), and we have set out to
do that over our 3 years of existence (see website aireboroughnf.com). Whereas the current SAP
consultation is thought by many to have disenfranchised many, and been too little, too late; which
does not accord with LCC’s Statement of Community Involvement, 2007, even though it is out of
date, and includes nothing on Neighbourhood Planning. It would also enable the proper master
planning of Aireborough to stimulate economic growth consistent with opportunity – which
perversely is far more in line with LCC’s ambition for strong economic growth than the SAP plan.

16

AECOM, Aireborough’s Natural and Built Environment Baseline Report, 2015
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2.2 Employment Evidence, Allocations and the Neighbourhood Plan
LCC’s own research in 2015 has now revealed what the Neighbourhood Forum said in their Issues
and Options representation in 2013 about employment sites. That Aireborough has a high level of
skills in key growth industries such as professional and technical services, and innovative small-scale
manufacturing. That the setting up via micro-businesses, and growth of industries is being held back
by the availability of suitable premises17, and that employers do not want to go elsewhere eg the
Aire Valley or Leeds City Centre, as they want to use the assets of Aireborough in terms of closeness
to home, inspiring landscape and skills available.
Yet, few sites have been allocated to employment, and there is little in the SAP by way of a plan to
protect and regenerate current employment sites. LCC prefers instead to allocate a large area of
relatively high grade agricultural Green Belt near the Airport to employment; when their own
research shows there is no evidence that this will meet the unsupported demand, and that
alternative solutions such as industry zone regeneration, and mixed developments, as advocated by
the ANDF would work much better.
The Airport site EG3 at Carlton Moor is being promoted as an Innovation Park, with some other uses
such as freight. But the BE Group research shows that this is likely to need strong business
development, and will not solve the current lack of industrial properties and sites in NW Leeds – and
there is no business case to show how this will be achieved. The Forum backs the idea of an
Innovation Park, but not on released Green Belt land, until the case for the benefit of the deletion
has been made. Otherwise, there is a danger of the build up of urban sprawl.
With regard to the opportunities for local economy, the BE Group research also points out18 the
need for a ‘visitor economy’ to support the airport. This too was identified by the Forum at Issues
and Options. Not only does the Airport need a visitor economy, but it is also needed by the new
Retails Parks, the success of sports such as Guiseley Football Club, and the Tour de Yorkshire, as well
as the attraction of visitors to the area because of the landscape – the reason why Harry Ramsden
built his Fish & Chip shop at White Cross.
This is why the vision of the NP is built around using the opportunities presented by Aireborough’s
assets in landscape and people to build a new innovation and visitor economy through creating
identity, and using this as an alternative to the tactical Leeds SAP. The starting point for this being
the Green Masterplan Framework in section 5 of the Aireborough Natural and Built Environment
Baseline Report.
This is also why the Forum strongly feels that the current LCC SAP is not consistent with SP1,or SP8
which promises to match employment needs with opportunities: or NPPF 1 Building a strong,
competitive economy.

17
18

BE Group, Assessment of Employment Needs for NW Leeds, 2015, Executive Summary
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2.3 Green Space Evidence, Allocations and the Neighbourhood Plan.
Aireborough’s natural assets are one of its greatest assets 19 We want to build this into the Green
Masterplan Framework as the starting point for development.20 The Framework will address a
number of issues in our vision themes, including shortage of green space in some categories,
transport modal shift, ecological corridors, green space for health and wellbeing, and to build up the
attractive local character to springboard the economic growth. Our approach is in general
conformity with P12 Landscape, G1 Green Infrastructure, SP1 iii which talks about development
enhancing local character and identity, SP6 vi which guides development to have the least negative
most positive impact on green infrastructure etc, and 4.10 Managing Environmental resources and
Green Infrastructure. Also SP8 which seeks to reduce the use of the car in getting to work.
We are concerned that the Aireborough SAP Green Space allocations do not meet needs, which are
deficient in most categories and of poor quality; although the situation may be worse than described
as we feel they are based on poor data which has been shown to have numerous errors in
calculating both amount and accessibility eg the accessibility of Springfield Park to Coach Road. In
addition, despite the following factors
 S106 money from a number of developments with green space contribution
 CS HMCA housing targets,
 increase in the population since 2006,
 loss of green space eg Nethermoor Park tennis courts,
 tired sports facilities
 off the beaten track sports spaces
 the non-delivery of others by Developers, eg allotments on High Royds,
the green space allocations is still based on the old UDP with a few addition.
Too much emphasis is given to on-site green space provision by Developers, which is often of
questionable use, not delivered, and which comes with maintenance fees eg Crompton Parkinson
pay over £125 pa , which mean residents see it as ‘their space’ because they pay for it – resulting in
community friction.
Core Strategy policy PG3 and 4 commits LCC to providing green space and to address quality issues,
we cannot see how this will be achieved successfully given past experience – which is why we want
to use the NP’s Green framework to designated new areas of green space, which are indicated in
section 1.3 above and in the process of being developed with public engagement. This will link with
the work of the North West Leeds Country Park, which we wholeheartedly support, as it does
recognize the value of our landscape and green infrastructure; however there is little reference of
this in the SAP.
Allotments – Site HG2-6 (Reports available including SA and Local Green Space)
The growing of local food is a growing trend, and allotments have been identified as being in short
supply for a number of years in Aireborough. We are therefore concerned that it is proposed to
build on HG2-6 which has been earmarked for many years as allotments space, to be negotiated
with the private owners who do not use it or rent it out. (Half of the land is unused, the other half is
used and in private ownership). We cannot see how the privately owned and used allotments can
be taken from their owners and put into public use, as is suggested.

19
20

AECOM Baseline Report
To be done with AECOM and funded by DCLG
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We disagree with the use of this land for housing, it unused part should be put to use as much
needed public allotments, which will also create green space to enhance the Silverdale estate.
Access to this estate already has issues. The NP has put forward the privately used allotments as a
designated local green space.21

2.4 Transport Infrastructure, and the Neighbourhood Plan
We finish our response with the worst infrastructure issues that the area faces – traffic congestion,
increasing air pollution, and town centres and residential areas that are become commuter car parks
during the day. Traffic congestion is a serious constraint on economic growth and seriously affects
health and wellbeing resulting in increased medical costs and a lower standard of life. Despite
planners saying other routes are just as bad, you only have to look at the urban sprawl shown in
LCC;s density zones (chart 1) along this route, which has with limited expansion capacity, to see that
the issue is serious.
CHART 1 – LCC Density Zones

Aireborough
on A65 route
A6

The quantum of development that is envisaged along the A65 from Horsforth Roundabout to
Guiseley and beyond is not sustainable with mere tactical or pinch point action, especially when to
this must be added the development that is being planned along this route in Wharfedale by
Bradford MDC. The answer on many SAs that congestion needs traffic calming is perverse. Policy T2
says that “new development should be located in accessible location that are adequately served by
existing or programmed highways”
Furthermore, it is not just the A65; for local roads are bring increasingly affected by vehicles seeking
alternative routes as can be seen by the mitigation on SAs. Many of these are now also becoming
congested, and are often not suitable for the volume of traffic they are taking causing increasing
funding for maintenance – especially during the winter.
21

ANDF, Case to Support the Silverdale Allotments Designation As A Local Green Space, Nov 2015
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The mitigation factors on the SA’s give no indication of what is to be done, or if it is possible to do
anything. Both NPPF 32 and CS T1 say that “significant amounts of movement should be supported
by a Transport Statement or Transport assessment” – we suggest this should be part of the decision
making in the SAP and not left to individual planning permissions. This is a serious issue and
requires innovative thinking. More local traffic needs to be changed into other forms of transport,
but this will only happen if there is less congestion – as traffic makes many forms of human powered
transport unpleasant.
New ideas need to have money for feasibility studies22. More local employment is needed in line
with identified opportunities, which means employment sites need to be earmarked for
regeneration. The Airport Link Road, which is now being suggested as a solution, has not been
consulted on, and there is strong opposition to it as a useful solution when rail would be so much
better in many ways.
In essence, the planning of a modern, fit for purpose transport network is a prerequisite for the
successful economic growth and development of Aireborough, and no new housing should be
allocated until this is well on its way.

3. SUMMARY
Our summary is taken directly from the results of our Housing Needs Survey, and our Issues &
Options Survey of 2013.
Overall the feeling is that Aireborough has been overdeveloped with housing that does not meet
either the needs of the local community or the local environment. These points, coupled to
underinvestment in the infrastructure, are ruining Aireborough's character. The current SAP will
only add to this ‘destruction’ of character, and continue developing a Surburban Dormitory for
Commuters, whereas there is a huge opportunity to create a modern and thriving economy, and
improve wellbeing with the route the NP is taking. There are 2 choices and we disagree with LCC
about their choice. We would welcome more collaboration with the City Council.

22

Stockley Urban Engineering, Aireborough Transport and Urban Movement Overview, 2013
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4 MAKING THE SAP SOUND














Become a plan led allocation plan, covering all necessary elements
Carry out a comprehensive Green Belt Review, using a methodology that recognizes
landscape value
Carry out necessary and important assessments before Green Belt deletion
Use the Green Belt to encourage urban regeneration
Think through the constraints and housing needs of the different HMCA before allocations to
ensure the economic model will fit requirements, or look for alternative forms of supply
Add justified constraints and densities to the HMCA targets
Look at cumulative effects and mitigations
Put in place proper infrastructure assessments and plans that are costed, and allow for both
CIL and expense from the public purse
Be more innovative in mitigations eg if more traffic is produced by development offset by
real plans for modal shift
Don’t allocate the Airport employment allocation until there is a proper business case for it,
and decisions have been taken on improving the Airport transport links
Don’t rely on volume developers to provide infrastructure and green space as there is no
evidence that this is a successful strategy – quite the reverse
Plan a strategic transport network around NW Leeds and NE Bradford.
Work with local people on producing local evidence, especially those engaged in
Neighbourhood Planning
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