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AA Appropriate Assessment 

AVLAAP 
CS 
CSSR 
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Aire Valley Leeds Area Action Plan   
Core Strategy 
Core Strategy Selective Review Plan 
Duty to Co-operate 

ELR 
FE 
GATE 
GTAA 
HMCA 

Employment Land Review  
Forms of Entry 
Leeds Gypsy and Traveller Exchange 
Leeds Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment 
Housing Market Characteristic Area 

HRA Habitats Regulations Assessment 
HS2 
IDP 
LDS 

High Speed Rail Phase 2 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
Local Development Scheme 

LP Local Plan 
MHCLG Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government 
MM 
MUA 

Main Modification 
Main Urban Area 

NPPF 
NRWLP 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Natural Resources and Waste Local Plan 

PAS 
PPA 
PPG 

Protected Areas of Search 
Primary Planning Areas  
Planning Practice Guidance 

PPTS Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 
SA Sustainability Appraisal 
SAC 
SAP 
SCI 
SEA 

Special Area of Conservation 
Site Allocations Plan 
Statement of Community Involvement 
Strategic Environmental Assessment 

SHLAA Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
SP 
SPD 
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Spatial Policy 
Supplementary Planning Document  
Special Protection Area 

UDP 
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Unitary Development Plan Review 
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Non-Technical Summary 
 
This report concludes that the Leeds City Council Site Allocations Plan (SAP) 
provides an appropriate basis for the planning of the City, provided that a number 
of main modifications [MMs] are made to it.  Leeds City Council has specifically 
requested that we recommend any MMs necessary to enable the Plan to be 
adopted. 
 
The MMs all concern matters that were discussed at the examination hearings.  
Following the hearings, the Council prepared schedules of the proposed main 
modifications and carried out sustainability appraisal of them.  The MMs were 
subject to public consultation over a six-week period.  In relation to MM19 we have 
amended the detailed wording.  We have recommended their inclusion in the Plan 
after considering all the representations made in response to consultation on them.  
 
The Main Modifications can be summarised as follows: 

• Set out the housing requirement for years 1 – 11 of the plan period; 
• Delete sites that would need to be released from the Green Belt but are not 

necessary to meet the housing requirement for years 1 to 11 of the Leeds 
Core Strategy plan period; 

• Commitment to review of housing element of SAP immediately after 
adoption of the Core Strategy Selective Review Plan; 

• Delete all references to phasing of sites; 
• Commitment to monitor the delivery of negotiated stopping places and 

private pitch provision through planning permissions and if necessary, 
undertake a review of allocation of gypsy and traveller pitches post 2024; 

• Clarify that site allocation HG7-1 ‘West Wood, Dewsbury Road, Tingley’ is to 
be removed from the Green Belt; 

• Delete safeguarded land allocations no longer necessary to meet 10% of 
lower housing requirement to year 11; 

• Delete designation of additional land in Outer North East Housing Market 
Characteristic Area (HMCA) as ‘new’ Green Belt (currently designated as 
Rural Land in adopted Unitary Development Plan); 

• Amend allocation EG3 ‘Leeds Bradford International Airport’ Employment 
Hub’ to EG2-24 to be consistent with other employment land; 

• Delete identified and allocated sites that are no longer available or 
deliverable; 

• Revise policies relating to identified sites to be clear what this category 
includes; list the sites relevant at the time of the examination in an Annex; 
ensure clear monitoring of identified sites to check on-going availability and 
deliverability; 

• Various modifications to generic and individual site requirements to ensure 
they are effective; 

• Update capacity of sites to reflect most up-to-date information. 
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Introduction 
1. This report contains our assessment of the SAP in terms of Section 20(5) of 

the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended).  It considers 
first whether the Plan’s preparation has complied with the duty to co-operate.  
It then considers whether the Plan is sound and whether it is compliant with 
the legal requirements.  The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012 
(paragraph 182) makes it clear that in order to be sound, a Local Plan should 
be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy. 

2. The revised NPPF was published in July 2018 and further revised in February 
2019.  It includes a transitional arrangement in paragraph 214 which indicates 
that, for the purpose of examining this Plan, the policies in the 2012 NPPF will 
apply.  Similarly, where the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) has been 
updated to reflect the revised NPPF, the previous versions of the PPG apply for 
the purposes of this examination under the transitional arrangement. 
Therefore, unless stated otherwise, references in this report are to the 2012 
NPPF and the versions of the PPG which were extant prior to the publication of 
the 2018 NPPF. 

3. The SAP is a Development Plan Document which sits within a wider group of 
documents comprising the Leeds Local Plan. The Local Plan currently 
comprises the Core Strategy (2014) (CS), the Natural Resources and Waste 
Local Plan (2015) (NRWLP) and the Aire Valley Leeds Area Action Plan (2017) 
(AVLAAP). A number of policies within the Unitary Development Plan Review 
(2006) (UDP) also remain extant. 

4. The starting point for the examination is the assumption that the local 
planning authority has submitted what it considers to be a sound plan.  The 
SAP Submission Draft submitted in May 2017, which incorporates pre-
submission changes, is the basis for our examination.  There were two sets of 
pre-submission changes as set out below. 

5. The  Publication Draft SAP was agreed by the Council’s Executive Board on 
15 May 2015 and an 8-week period of statutory consultation was undertaken 
from 22 September to 16 November 2015. However, at the time of 
publication, the landowner of a proposed new settlement in the Outer North 
East HMCA, site MX33-Headley Hall, withdrew the site. As a result of this, the 
Council reconsulted on the revised proposals for the Outer North East HMCA 
only. The Council’s Executive Board agreed the Revised Publication Draft Plan 
for Outer North East HMCA on 21 September 2016 and there was a statutory 
period of public consultation for this area only from 26 September to 7 
November 2016.  

6. Following the statutory public consultation on the Publication Draft SAP 
(Regulation 20) referred to above, officers analysed the representations 
received and identified key issues which could affect the ‘soundness’ of the 
Plan.  Changes, recommended to make the Plan sound, were considered and 
endorsed by the Development Plan Panel and Executive Board of the Council.  
Subsequently, these pre-submission changes were advertised for comment 
between 13 February and 27 March 2017. This included updated planning 
application approvals (up to 1st April 2016), which has resulted in some 
proposed new allocations becoming identified sites. New sites were also 
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submitted for consideration either during the earlier consultation process or as 
part of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) (which is 
updated annually).  

7. To meet the CS housing requirement between 2012 – 2028 (‘the plan period’) 
significant releases of land from the Green Belt are necessary, a position 
accepted in the CS.  Exceptional circumstances were therefore found to exist 
to support the release of Green Belt land as a matter of principle.  The 
Council’s emerging work on housing need, as part of the evidence to support 
the Core Strategy Selective Review (CSSR), identified a lower housing 
requirement figure than that contained in the adopted CS.  The CSSR was 
submitted for examination in August 2018 and is still being examined.  
Nevertheless, any consideration of whether the housing requirement figure 
contained in the adopted CS remains appropriate or what any new 
requirement should be is beyond the purpose of the SAP and the remit of this 
examination.  A lower requirement may however mean less Green Belt release 
would be necessary. 

8. The Council considered its position during the examination process and 
suggested revisions to the housing element of the SAP which it presented as a 
‘Revised Submission Draft SAP’ (‘the revised plan’).  The revised plan included 
revised policies relating to housing allocations, broad locations, safeguarded 
land, phasing and associated explanatory text, all of which were subject to 
consultation between 15 January 2018 and 26 February 2018. These matters 
were discussed at the hearing sessions that commenced in July 2018.   

9. Having regard in particular to the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
(s20 7B & 7C), the 2012 Local Planning Regulations (various) and the PPG on 
local plans (Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 1200420160519), it is clear that, 
once submitted for examination, the substance of a submitted plan can only 
be changed in one way, through a process of MMs.  MMs can only be 
recommended by the Inspector but only where they are necessary to achieve 
a sound plan. 

10. It follows from this that that the Act and Regulations do not allow a Council to 
withdraw a plan which has been submitted for examination, prepare an 
alternative plan and then re-submit it during the examination.  Consequently, 
the plan which we are obliged to examine is the Submission Draft SAP 
submitted in May 2017.  However, through the examination we have 
considered whether the changes advanced in the Council’s ‘revised plan’ were 
necessary to achieve a sound plan and if, therefore, they should be 
recommended by us as MMs in some form 

11. The ‘revised plan’ contained site allocations and Broad Locations to meet the 
housing requirement for the plan period.  The Broad Locations were those 
sites that the Council identified in the Green Belt as necessary to meet the 
housing requirement in the latter 5 years of the plan period.  However, these 
sites were to remain in the Green Belt with no mechanism for their release at 
a later stage through this SAP.  Rather, the Council intended that these sites 
would form the basis of sites to be considered through a review of the SAP 
once the CSSR established a revised housing requirement. However, this 
approach would not be effective in meeting the adopted CS housing 
requirement to 2028 as the Broad Location sites would remain in the Green 
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Belt for the purposes of the SAP.  This approach was not considered to be 
sound. Furthermore, it would pre-empt and thus potentially limit the pool of 
sites to be considered through any SAP review. 

12. We have also considered the further work which was subsequently carried out 
by the Council after the ‘revised plan’ was prepared.  This led to some of the 
recommended MMs which are considered in detail later on in our report.     

Main Modifications 

13. In accordance with section 20(7C) of the 2004 Act the Council requested that 
we should recommend any MMs necessary to rectify matters that make the 
Plan unsound and thus incapable of being adopted.  Our report explains why 
the recommended MMs, all of which relate to matters that were discussed at 
the examination hearings or were contained in our Post Hearing Procedural 
Notes to the Council are necessary.  The MMs are referenced in bold in the 
report in the form MM1, MM2 etc, and are set out in full in the Appendix. 

14. Following the examination hearings, the Council prepared a schedule of 
proposed MMs and carried out Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of them.  The MM 
schedule was subject to public consultation for six weeks. We have taken 
account of the consultation responses in coming to our conclusions in this 
report.  We have made amendments to the detailed wording of MM19, MM20, 
MM22 and MM126, necessary for clarification or to correct typographical 
errors.  In addition, a further MM (MM152) is required to ensure a consistent 
approach to site requirements concerning non-designated heritage assets 
throughout the SAP and to reflect other MMs made.  These amendments do 
not significantly alter the content of the MMs as published for consultation or 
undermine the participatory process and SA that has been undertaken.   

Policies Map   

15. The Council must maintain an adopted policies map which illustrates 
geographically the application of the policies in the adopted development plan. 
When submitting a local plan for examination, the Council is required to 
provide a submission policies map showing the changes to the adopted policies 
map that would result from the proposals in the submitted local plan. In this 
case, the submission policies map comprises the Leeds Policies Map.  In 
addition, and separate to the Leeds Policies Map, a set of plans relating to 
each HMCA is included in the SAP document itself (‘the SAP Maps’). 

16. The policies map is not defined in statute as a development plan document 
and so we do not have the power to recommend MMs to it. However, a 
number of the published MMs to the Plan’s policies require further 
corresponding changes to be made to the policies map and / or SAP Maps. In 
addition, there are some instances where the geographic illustration of policies 
on the submission policies map is not justified and changes to the policies map 
or SAP Maps are needed to ensure that the relevant policies are effective. 

17. These further changes to the policies map were published for consultation 
alongside the MMs.  

18. When the SAP is adopted, in order to comply with the legislation and give 
effect to the Plan’s policies, the Council will need to update the adopted 
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policies map and SAP maps in line with the submission map but subject to all 
the changes proposed in Appendix 2 of the Consultation Version of the 
Schedule of Proposed Modifications and the further changes published 
alongside the MMs. 

Assessment of Duty to Co-operate  

19. Section 20(5)(c) of the 2004 Act requires that we consider whether the 
Council complied with any duty imposed on it by section 33A in respect of the 
Plan’s preparation.  Consideration of whether the Council has complied with 
this duty is to be assessed in the context of this being a site allocation plan 
only.  The duty to cooperate in this context therefore relates primarily to the 
location of sites.  

20. The Council has been proactive in this respect.  From 2011 the Council have 
been engaged across the Leeds city region on strategic cross boundary 
matters.  Meetings were held between different authorities to discuss these 
matters both at officer level through the Strategic Planning Duty to Co-operate 
Group, and through Member groups.   

21. Mechanisms developed as part of the work on the Leeds CS have provided a 
framework for a consistent approach towards the SAP. There is a structured 
approach to cross boundary issues including agreement between the 
authorities on how to assess the impact of housing and employment 
allocations in the SAP on the adjoining authorities in respect of traffic and 
transport, schools including planning school places, local healthcare facilities, 
the impact of gypsy and traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites on traffic 
and transport movements, and the effect of development at Leeds Bradford 
Airport.  In respect of the Green Belt and Rural Land, there has been 
engagement and liaison with the relevant adjoining authorities, including 
Bradford and Harrogate.  

22. The evidence demonstrates co-operation on a range of matters and with 
several organisations.  The Strategic Planning Duty to Co-operate group 
includes representatives from Highways England, the Homes and Communities 
Agency and Environment Agency.  There has also been effective and on-going 
involvement in the SAP from Historic England and Highways England.  Natural 
England have also been actively engaged in assessing the impacts of the SAP.  

23. There are no unresolved strategic matters, and we are satisfied that where 
necessary the Council has engaged constructively, actively and on an on-going 
basis in the preparation of the SAP and that the duty to co-operate has 
therefore been met. 

Assessment of Soundness 

Background 

24. The purpose of the SAP, as set out in paragraph 1.6, is to provide site 
allocations and requirements that will help to deliver the CS policies, ensuring 
that sufficient land is available in appropriate locations to meet the targets set 
out in the CS, adopted in November 2014, and achieve the Council’s 
ambitions. The CS plan period is 2012-2028.  The SAP covers Housing, 
Employment, Retail and Green Space allocations for the whole of Leeds district 
except for the area within the AVLAAP.  
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Main Issues 

25. Taking account of all the representations, the written evidence and the 
discussions that took place at the examination hearings, we have identified 7 
main issues upon which the legal compliance and soundness of this plan 
depends.  This report deals with these main issues.  It does not respond to 
every point or issue raised by representors.  Nor does it refer to every policy, 
policy criterion or allocation in the SAP.   

Issue 1 – Whether the SAP meets the legal process and requirements? 

26. The overall legal process and requirements are summarised later in the report. 
 

Statement of Community Involvement 
 

27. Some concern was expressed that the Statement of Community Involvement 
document was now rather dated.  However, it nevertheless meets the relevant 
statutory requirements. Whilst some Neighbourhood groups and forums felt a 
greater level of engagement should have occurred, the engagement with and 
involvement of Neighbourhood Plan groups as part of the consultation on the 
SAP and on the MMs was carried out in compliance with the principles set out 
in the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement. 
 

Sustainability Assessment 
 

28. A SA of sites was undertaken alongside the production of the SAP.  It has been 
subject to the public consultation process. Furthermore, the SAP aims to 
deliver the requirements of the CS, which has itself been subject to SA. The 
policies in the CS determine how sites should be considered for inclusion in the 
SAP. 

29. The SA has considered the overall effects of proposed allocations coming 
forward as a whole, i.e. the cumulative effects and the identification of 
mitigation measures where negative effects are identified for individual sites or 
sites as a whole. The SA provides a guide to compare the performance of 
individual sites against a range of environmental, social and economic 
considerations allowing all reasonable alternatives to be assessed on the same 
basis and thus meeting the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) 
requirements. 
 

30. The SAP’s preparation has been based on an adequate process of SA.  Whilst it 
does not itself provide a definitive answer on which sites to allocate, it is an 
important part of the supporting evidence. 

Habitats Regulations Assessment 

31. As part of the Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Assessment the 
Council assessed Special Protection Areas (SPA) and Special Areas of 
Conservation (SAC) within 10 km of the Leeds City Council MD boundary and 
also the Humber Estuary, alone and in combination with other known plans or 
projects, including the Bradford area. This identifies elements of the Plan that 
have the potential to cause an adverse effect on areas designated for their 
special habitats.   
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32. Pursuant to the European Court of Justice Judgment in, People over Wind, 
Peter Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta1[Case C323/17] (“the Judgment”), the 
Council revisited the Screening Assessment, and have undertaken a Habitat 
Regulations Assessment (HRA) (Appendix 1 SAP-HRA-Response to Inspectors’ 
Questions Final) in relation to the South Pennine Moor SPA (Phase 2).  

33. This follows the stages of HRA with evidence gathering, assessing likely 
significant effects for the SPAs and SACs, having regard to the conservation 
objectives of each protected site. Mitigation for adverse effects is considered, 
in particular the measures based on existing projects in Chevin Forest Park 
and North West Leeds Country Park, both of which require maintenance and 
enhancement to reduce any recreational impacts on the SPA to an acceptable 
level.  

34. MMs are necessary for clarity to set out the conclusions of the HRA in the SAP 
in respect of the HMCAs of Aireborough, Outer North West and Outer West as 
they relate to the South Pennine Moor SPA (Phase 2). Monitoring of the 
measures will be necessary and this is to be undertaken through the Council’s 
Monitoring Framework and the Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) which will 
quantify spending and improvements to green spaces in the relevant HMCAs 
[MM38, MM84 and MM148].    

35. To conclude subject to the MMs, the requirements of the Habitats Directive 
and in particular, Article 6(3) have been addressed and the conclusions are in 
accordance with the Judgment. Appropriate Assessment has been carried out 
on the relevant SPA, and Natural England supports the findings of both the 
Screening Assessment, the HRA and mitigation.  The Screening Assessment 
and HRA adequately addresses the full range of potential impacts on the Plan.   

Issue 2 – Whether the SAP gives effect to and is consistent with the CS.  

Housing 

36. CS Spatial Policy 6 (SP6) sets out a requirement for the provision of 70,000 
(net) new dwellings between 2012 and 2028 with a target that at least 3,660 
per year should be delivered from 2012/13 to the end of 2016/17.  It states 
that guided by the settlement hierarchy the Council will identify 66,000 
dwellings gross (62,000 net).  New allocations are not needed to 
accommodate all of the 66,000 target. Part of this is to be met through 
existing supply (‘Identified Sites’).  Taking account of consequential MM 
updates, Table 1 of the SAP calculates the existing supply to be 35,950 
dwellings leaving a residual target of 30,050 to be met through allocations. 
 

37. To achieve sufficient allocations to meet the residual housing requirement a 
number of significant site allocations are proposed on land that would need to 
be released from the Green Belt.  Although the SAP is intended to provide the 
supply of housing sought by the adopted CS between 2012 to 2028, as stated 
previously, the Council’s emerging work on housing need, as part of the 
evidence to support the CSSR, identifies a lower figure. The CSSR submitted 
for examination states that the Council will identify 46,352 dwellings (gross) 
between 2017 and 2033; substantially less that the equivalent figure of 
66,000 dwellings (gross) set out in the adopted CS. Until such time as the 
CSSR examination is concluded, there is uncertainty about what the need 
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figure (and requirement) should be and whether the adopted CS need figure is 
up to date. In these circumstances, given that national policy attaches great 
importance to the Green Belt and only envisages altering boundaries in 
exceptional circumstances, significant releases of land from the Green Belt 
would not be justified at this stage. 

 
38. Paragraph 47 of the NPPF stipulates that to boost significantly the supply of 

housing, local planning authorities should identify and update annually a 
supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide five years’ worth of 
housing against their housing requirement with an additional buffer and 
identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth for 
years 6 - 10 and where possible, for years 11 – 15.  For the reasons already 
set out, it is not possible to identify sites in the latter five years of the plan 
period that would not necessitate significant releases of land from the Green 
Belt. To make the SAP sound, only those Green Belt sites necessary to make 
housing provision for years 1 to 11 of the plan period (i.e. to 2023) should be 
released from the Green Belt at this stage [MM1, MM2, MM3, MM17].  Those 
housing sites or parts of allocated housing / mixed use sites in the Green Belt 
and not required to achieve this should be deleted [MM5].  Some non-Green 
Belt provision will continue beyond 2023. 
     

39. Based on the adopted CS figure, the housing requirement for years 1-11 
(2012-2023) only is calculated as 43,750. This is reflecting the lower CS Policy 
SP6 target of 3,660 per year to be delivered from 2012/13 to the end of 
2016/17 and the stepped up SP6 target of 4,700 per year from 2017/18. A MM 
is necessary to ensure that both the housing requirement to 2023 is clear and 
that Table 1 includes expected delivery to 2023 having regard to non-Green 
Belt and Green Belt sites [MM6].  
 

40. In addition, the SAP should be amended, by way of a MM, to commit to a 
review of it, to commence as soon as the housing requirement is established 
through the CSSR with a view towards completion of the examination and 
adoption no later than 31 March 2023, to bring the supply into alignment with 
any CSSR figure [MM3, MM4]. 

  
41. In the meantime, the SAP would only identify sufficient housing land that 

would need to be released from the Green Belt to meet the housing 
requirement for at least years 1 to 11 of the plan period i.e. up to 2023. 
Accordingly, no phasing policies would be justified and so references to 
phasing will need to be deleted from the SAP [MM1 and MM10]. 

   
42. Paragraph 4.6.12 of the CS explains that the housing requirement will 

comprise of current, undelivered allocations, extant planning permissions and 
other sites which are deemed to be appropriate for housing delivery, as per 
the guidelines contained in CS SP6 (Figures as at March 2011).  The CS is 
therefore clear that the role of the SAP is to identify, in addition to current 
undelivered allocations and extant planning permissions, those “other sites 
which are deemed to be appropriate for housing delivery”. 
 

43. Policy HG1 of the SAP refers not only to site allocations but other ‘identified 
sites’. All identified sites are included on the Policies Map. Identified sites are 
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described as those with existing planning permission (extant planning 
permissions), sites previously allocated for housing in the UDP (undelivered 
allocations) and sites where planning permission has recently expired. This 
latter category is not specifically referred to in the CS and so must fall within 
the category “other sites which are deemed to be appropriate for housing 
delivery” notwithstanding that they are not put forward as, or given the status 
of, site allocations. 

 
44. Identified sites are regarded by the Council to be appropriate for housing 

delivery.  Examination Document EX38 details that as at 1 April 2018 there 
are 550 identified (Policy HG1) sites in total with a total capacity of 36,333 
units. 223 of these sites have been completed since 1st April 2012, having a 
total capacity of 6,023.  A further 120 of these 550 sites are presently under 
construction and will provide a further 11,033 units.  This gives rise to a 
residual total of 207 sites. These comprise UDP allocations without permission 
(19 sites / 6299 dwellings); sites with detailed permission (88 sites / 7749 
dwellings); sites with outline permission (10 sites / 1878 dwellings) and those 
with expired permission (90 sites / 3351 dwellings). All 207 sites have been 
subject to SA.  The most up-to-date position on supply, having regard to 
changes reflected through MMs, is 35,950. 

 
45. It is not correct to refer to sites where planning permission has ‘recently’ 

expired. Many have expired some years ago and in some cases the date of the 
planning permission pre-dates the issue of the NPPF. A MM is required to 
delete any references to ‘recently’ expired planning permissions [MM6, MM8].   

 
46. Most of the Identified Sites either have planning permission or remain 

allocated in the UDP.  The remaining sites, where planning permission has 
expired, would generally be in locations that broadly accord with the 
settlement hierarchy, as per the guidelines in CS Policy SP6 and remain 
available. Accordingly, there is a reasonable prospect that planning permission 
may once again be forthcoming. However, unlike allocated sites, the number 
and overall capacity of sites that fall within this category at any given point 
will change over time.  Consequently, they can only give a broad quantitative 
indication of the likely level of supply that may be forthcoming from this 
category and for guiding the calculations of residual shortfall to be met by 
allocations.  

 
47. In addition, to reflect the status of these Identified Sites as non-allocations, 

they should not be individually referenced under Policy HG1 but simply 
included in an annex of sites contributing to supply (at the date of the 
submission of the SAP) [MM5, MM8]. Consequently, they should be deleted 
from the Policies Map and SAP Maps as they will not necessarily exist for the 
duration of the SAP.  

 
48. The same approach will be required for sites with planning permission which 

will also be subject to change as permissions expire and should therefore only 
be included as an annex and deleted from the Policies Map [MM7]. 

 
49. Sites in the Green Belt where planning permission has expired should not be 

regarded as contributing towards the supply of housing since any planning 
application for new housing is likely to constitute inappropriate development in 
the Green Belt and it will therefore be necessary to demonstrate that very 
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special circumstances exist if planning permission is to be forthcoming.  The 
SA also highlighted some sites that should not be regarded as Identified Sites 
contributing to the supply as they were no longer available.   

 
50.  The following HG1 and MX1 sites are therefore to be deleted:  

 
 HG1-36   [MM72] 
 HG1-155 [MM133] 
 HG1-157 [MM134] 
 HG1-163 [MM135]  
 HG1-68   [MM58] 
 HG1-99   [MM59] 
 HG1-119 [MM60] 
 HG1-327 [MM109] 
 HG1-344 [MM110] 
 HG1-259 [MM54] 
 HG1-404 [MM85] 
 HG1-317 [MM100] 
 MX1-9     [MM39] 

 
51. Not all policies in the UDP were superseded upon adoption of the CS and some 

are superseded by the SAP.  Some sites therefore remain allocated in the UDP 
and are therefore included in the overall balance of the housing and 
employment land requirements set out in the CS.  It is not within the remit of 
this examination to consider the soundness of those UDP allocations.  Whilst it 
is correct to depict those maps on the Leeds Policies Map as UDP allocations, 
those sites included within the UDP should not be included on the SAP Maps 
since they remain allocated sites in the UDP only.  A MM ensuring adequate 
sign posting to relevant policies relating to these sites in the UDP will 
nevertheless be required to ensure Policy HG1, as modified, is effective.  MM7 
clarifies the on-going relevance of the UDP site requirements to the 
unimplemented UDP sites. MM150 updates the schedule of saved UDP policies 
and these are both recommended [MM7, MM150].  
 

52. The following sites are identified as Safeguarded Land but have since received 
planning permission and are thus to be regarded as HG1 commitments 
instead: 

 HG3-8 (now HG1-59)     [MM78] 
 HG3-10 (now HG1-520) [MM78] 
 HG3-17 (now HG1-523) [MM146] 
 HG3-19 (now HG1-521) [MM106] 
 HG3-24 (now HG1-522) [MM125] 

 
Whilst it is understood that planning permission may have since been secured 
on other areas of Safeguarded Land the soundness of the SAP has been 
assessed at the date of submission incorporating any known changes up to 
1 April 2018.   

 
53. The CS states, at paragraph 4.8.7, that new Protected Areas of Search (PAS) 

should account for at least 10% of the total land identified for housing.  This is 
to provide contingency for growth, if the supply of housing and employment 
allocations proves to be insufficient in the latter stages of the plan period.  The 
SAP refers to and identifies PAS as Safeguarded Land.  Due to the reduced 
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plan period relating to housing and the consequential reduction in the housing 
requirement over this period, it is necessary to reduce proportionately the 
amount of Safeguarded Land to be identified to reflect the lower housing 
requirement and ensure the Safeguarded Land allocations are justified.  
Safeguarded land, with a total indicative housing capacity of 4,666 dwellings, 
will be retained.  Any shortfall between this and CS Policy SP10 will be 
addressed through the SAP Review [MM4, MM17].   

 
54. It is considered that the assumed build–out rates contained in the 

SHLAA (Evidence Base Document EB8/4 (Appendix 1)) are realistic and robust.  
Accordingly, the capacity of the allocated housing sites is justified.  In some 
cases, the capacity of certain sites has been reduced or increased between 
publication draft and the submission SAP.  These reductions take account of 
the most up to date information available to the Council on likely site 
constraints and are therefore justified and should be reflected in the SAP.  
These are referenced separately under Issue 7.   

 
55. To conclude, having regard to the above MMs, the SAP allocates sufficient sites 

to provide the balance of housing required to meet the CS housing 
requirement for years 1 to 11 and therefore gives effect to and is consistent 
with the CS for this time period.  Some allocated non-Green Belt sites will 
continue to deliver beyond this period.  Given the shortened timeframe 
relating to housing provision and the reasons for adopting this approach, 
together with the Council’s commitment to a review of the SAP immediately 
following the adoption of the CSSR, the SAP provides sufficient flexibility to 
ensure it is effective in this regard.  

 
Accommodation for gypsies and travellers and Travelling showpeople 

56. CS Policy H7 ‘Accommodation for gypsies, travellers, and travelling 
showpeople’ states that the City Council will identify suitable sites in the SAP 
to accommodate 62 pitches for gypsies and travellers (of no more than 15 
pitches per site) and 15 plots for travelling showpeople between 2012 and 
2028.  Existing public sites are to be safeguarded through Policy HG6.   

Gypsies and travellers 

57. In line with the findings of the Leeds Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment (August 2014) (GTAA) and recorded in the CS supporting text, the 
need is split into provision for 25 pitches on Council managed sites, 28 pitches 
on privately managed sites and 9 pitches on negotiated stopping sites.   

58. Council-run provision is provided at Cottingley Springs, Gildersome (HG6-1).  
The site is however overcrowded. Scope for an additional 2 pitches has been 
identified on this site which will assist and contribute to the supply of pitches.  
Since the base date of the GTAA, temporary planning permission has been 
secured at an existing site at Kidacre Street (HG6-2) for 8 pitches on the edge 
of the City Centre.  Further feasibility work in relation to this Council managed 
site concludes that an additional 5 (rather than 3) pitches can be 
accommodated to address some of the need.  A MM is required to record this 
within both Policy HG6 and the site-specific policy [MM18 & MM48].  This will 
address much of the immediate public need in the area throughout most, if 
not all, of the plan period and is in a sustainable location.  However, its future 
availability is likely to be compromised by the High-Speed Rail Phase 2 (HS2) 
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route.  The Council has identified a replacement site in the immediate area 
that could be made available to address some of the potential displacement of 
the 13 public pitches due to HS2 (HG6-3 – Former Moorend Training Centre, 
Tulip Street, Hunslet) (8 pitches) , if necessary.  This does not form part of the 
supply to meet the CS requirement. 

59. Two further sites are proposed to be allocated to meet the need for public 
provision: West Wood, Dewsbury Road, Tingley (5 pitches) (HG7-1) and Land 
on the Corner of Tong Road and Lakeside Road, Wortley (5 pitches) (HG7-2).  
The SAP therefore identifies 25 public pitches together with a replacement site 
should the Kidacre Street site become unavailable during the plan period.   

60. In terms of private provision, some 14 pitches are identified that would 
contribute towards the identified requirement for 28 privately managed pitches 
between 2012 and 2028.  These comprise pitches on 10 small scale (1-4 
pitches) long term tolerated sites that are to be safeguarded to ensure they 
remain available for occupation by gypsy and travellers and thus contribute to 
the overall supply of sites.  Planning permission has been granted for a single 
pitch at Hollinhurst, Allerton Bywater since the relevant Hearing session.   

61. The suitability of the proposed sites is considered under Issue 6 below.  
Existing sites in the Green Belt that are generally longstanding are to be 
safeguarded to ensure they remain available for occupation by gypsy and 
travellers and thus contribute to the overall supply of sites.  Given they have 
become lawful over time, it is not necessary to release them from the Green 
Belt to ensure their continued use.  New allocations within the Green Belt will 
need to be inset so that future applications are not considered to be 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt.   

62. The Council has deliberately chosen not to identify any specific site(s) to 
accommodate 9 stopping places due to concerns that they are likely to 
become, by default, sites for permanent accommodation.  Rather, the Council 
intends that the Environment and Neighbourhoods service will work alongside 
other Council services, as part of ongoing operational management, to identify 
an appropriate pool of short-term sites where gypsy and travellers passing 
through Leeds can be directed. This approach has the support of Leeds Gypsy 
and Traveller Exchange (GATE), the local gypsy and traveller advocacy group.  
This is a pragmatic approach allowing the Council to exercise flexibility in the 
sites it uses although it will not strictly fulfil the requirement to identify in the 
SAP where stopping places will be.  The Council will need to monitor closely 
whether it can deliver and manage a constantly changing pool of available 
stopping places (9 pitches) and if not, consider reviewing the SAP [MM19].  
 

63. A shortfall of 13 permanent private residential pitches would remain over the 
plan period.  The Council suggests in the Housing Background Paper that some 
of the identified need can be met through future planning permissions, using 
the criteria set out in the second part of Policy H7.  Appendix 3 of EX37 
demonstrates that in the past five years planning permission has been granted 
for only 1 permanent pitch, as referred to above.  That permission was 
granted on appeal following the refusal of planning permission by the Council 
against Officer recommendation (planning application No. 16/06911/FU). The 
evidence of historical permissions does not support the Council’s view that 
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planning permissions are likely to make up the existing deficit, of 13 (private) 
pitches.   
 

64. Policy H7 is clear that the whole identified need is to be met by the 
identification of sites in the SAP, whether permanent or transient stopping 
places.  Overall, the SAP does not identify sufficient sites to accommodate all 
62 pitches for gypsies and travellers. Setting aside the provision of stopping 
places, the SAP would identify sufficient pitches for years 1-12 only (to 
2024)1.  Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS) requires local planning 
authorities to (a) identify and update annually, a supply of specific deliverable 
sites sufficient to provide five years’ worth of sites against their locally set 
targets and (b) identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad 
locations for growth, for years six to ten and, where possible, for years 11-15. 
 

65. Whilst the SAP does not identify the number of pitches set out in CS Policy H7, 
it nevertheless identifies sufficient permanent residential pitches overall for up 
to year 12 of the plan period, albeit on predominantly public sites.  
Accordingly, the SAP identifies permanent pitches for years 1 – 12 which is 
consistent with national policy.  No other suitable sites came forward as part 
of the call for sites to enable developable sites or broad locations for growth to 
be identified beyond 2024.   
 

66. To justify the Council’s approach, careful monitoring will be required together 
with a commitment to undertake an early review of the SAP in this regard 
should the Council’s monitoring determine that the deficit in identified 
permanent pitches is not being fully addressed through the grant of planning 
permissions or the stopping places are not being provided as intended by the 
Council [MM19].  The wording of the MM has been revised as the calculation 
within it includes the CS total requirement of 62 pitches which includes 
temporary stopping pitches in addition to permanent residential pitches.  The 
change is not of any consequence as both calculations result in provision for 
years 1 to 12 of the plan period.     
 
Travelling Showpersons 

 
67. The CS requirement for 15 plots for Travelling Showpeople is met through the 

allocation of two longstanding sites which accommodate 9 plots and a new site 

                                       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 62 pitches minus 9 negotiated stopping places = 53. 53 pitches divided by 16 years ‘the 
plan period’ = 3.3 pitches per annum.  25 public pitches + 14 private pitches + 1 pitch with 
planning permission = 40 pitches divided by 3.3 pitches per annum = approx. 12 years of 
provision 



Leeds City Council Site Allocations Plan, Inspector’s Report June 2019 
 
 

16 
 

on Land off Phoenix Avenue, Micklefield (HG8-3) that can accommodate the 
remaining 6 plots.  Accordingly, the SAP allocates sufficient plots to meet the 
CS identified need for accommodation for Travelling Showpeople.   

 
Employment 
 
68. CS Spatial Policy 9 (SP9) specifies the amount of land required to support 

potential growth over the plan period to 2028.  This requires a minimum of 
706,250 sqm office (B1a class) floorspace.  Notwithstanding that some 
840,000 sqm of floorspace already exists in planning permissions, the CS 
requires that a minimum of 160,000 sqm is to be identified in or on the edge 
of the City Centre and Town Centres to provide flexibility when determining 
any renewals on existing out of centre permissions. A minimum of 493 ha of 
general employment land for uses such as research and development, 
industrial and distribution / warehousing uses (B1b, B1c, B2 and B8 classes) is 
required.   
   

69. The CS requirements for office and employment land include contributions 
from ‘identified sites’ in addition to proposed.  Like housing policy HG1, 
identified sites for office use (Policy EO1) and identified sites for General 
Employment use (Policy EG1) erroneously refer to recently expired planning 
permissions.  Similarly, only those sites that are still considered to be 
appropriate for office or employment use and like to come forward for 
development should be included.  A MM is therefore required for effectiveness 
[MM20, MM22].   

70. In addition, to reflect the status of these sites, they should not be individually 
referenced under Policy EO1 or EG1, but simply included in an annex of sites 
contributing to supply (at the date of the submission of the SAP) [MM20, 
MM22]. Consequently, they should be deleted from the Leeds Policies Map 
and SAP maps as they will not necessarily exist for the duration of the SAP.  

71. The following EG1 site is also to be deleted as its inclusion is not justified as it 
is below the threshold for including sites: 

 
 EG1-55 [MM128] 

 
72. Some sites remain allocated in the UDP and are therefore included in the 

overall balance of the employment land requirements set out in the CS.  As 
stated previously, it is not within the remit of this examination to consider the 
soundness of those UDP allocations.  Those sites included within the UDP, 
whilst shown on the Leeds Policies Map, should not be included on the SAP 
Maps since they remain allocated sites in the UDP only.  A Main Modification 
ensuring adequate sign posting to relevant policies relating to these sites in 
the UDP will nevertheless be required to ensure Policy EO1 and Policy EG1, as 
modified, are effective. MM20 and MM22 clarify the on-going relevance of the 
UDP site requirements to the unimplemented UDP sites.  MM150 updates the 
list of UDP policies which have not been superseded by the CS or this plan 
[MM20, MM22, MM150]. 

73. The SAP sets out the contribution to the CS requirements made from the 
AVLAAP, identified sites and the proposed allocations.  A surplus of some 
58,028 sqm of office space would be provided, taking account of consequential 
MM updates.   
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74. Only a small surplus of general employment land is secured through the SAP; 
some 0.12ha.  This will be reduced further due to some of the MMs required to 
make the SAP sound and in particular the deletion of mixed-use site MX2-39 
(Parlington Estate), that would have provided some 5ha of employment land.  
The release of GB land in this location away from a settlement for employment 
development alone would not be justified.  A very modest deficit in general 
employment land could therefore arise.  However, there remains an 
opportunity for the allocation of mixed-use sites as part of the SAP review to 
make up the modest deficit.   It is not considered that the deficit is significant 
and would not warrant the SAP unsound. 

Issue 3 – Is the Council’s approach to the Green Belt Review robust 
and consistent with the CS.     

75. In accordance with the NPPF, strategic policies in the CS establish the need for 
changes to the Green Belt boundaries in order to meet the housing and 
employment growth requirements set out in the CS.  Exceptional 
circumstances, as required in the NPPF, were therefore found to exist as a 
matter of principle as part of the CS examination.   
 

76. Even to meet the identified needs to year 11 (to 2023) only, some Green Belt 
release remains necessary.  Issue 6 below considers the overall site selection 
process, including Green Belt assessments.  This section of the report is 
focused on the soundness of the overall review that the Council has carried 
out and the inclusion of a large area of land, currently designated as Rural 
Land in the UDP, as Green Belt. 

 

77. CS Policy SP10 requires no more than a review of Green Belt land to identify 
sites.  It is acknowledged that a reference to a ‘selective’ review was 
specifically deleted from the policy by way of a MM to the CS.  Given the 
purpose of the SAP is to identify individual sites, it is appropriate that the 
review carried out focused on the pool of Green Belt sites that were put 
forward as available.  However, the areas within which sites would be 
considered was not restricted in any way and so all options were considered by 
the Council thus avoiding pressure to release land in a specific ‘review’ area 
when there may have been more suitable land elsewhere.  This reflects the 
reasoning for the MM set out in the Inspector’s report on the CS.   

78. The Council’s approach to the review of the Green Belt in order to identify sites 
to accommodate the scale of housing and employment growth necessary is 
wholly in accordance with CS Policy SP10 and sound.   

Rural Land 

79. The SAP includes a large area of land, currently designated as Rural Land in 
the UDP, as Green Belt.  Paragraph 135 of the NPPF confirms that new Green 
Belts should only be established in exceptional circumstances, for example 
when planning for larger scale development such as new settlements or major 
urban extensions.  Any proposals for new Green Belts should be set out in 
strategic policies which should satisfy several criteria. Whilst the CS 
established the need to release land it does not expressly refer to the 
provision of ‘new’ or compensatory Green Belt land in the SAP.  The 
appropriate place to do so is in a strategic plan.     
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80. In any event, the Council has not satisfactorily demonstrated how the criteria 
set out in paragraphs 82 and 83 of the 2012 NPPF have been met.  The new 
Green Belt land was proposed following an assessment of Rural Land within 
the Outer North East HMCA.  The Council argued that the change in 
circumstances required by the NPPF was that land was being allocated for 
66,000 homes and 493ha of land. However, this was already known when the 
CS was being produced. This does not constitute a major change in 
circumstance since the time of the preparation of the CS when the need for a 
Green Belt review was being considered.  In addition, the SAP will now only 
allocate housing land for years 1-11, thus reducing the particular pressures on 
Outer North East HMCA due to the resulting lower housing supply requirement. 
It has also not been demonstrated that the Rural Land planning policies would 
not be adequate, particularly in the context of the purpose of the SAP in 
meeting the requirements of the CS.   

81. The inclusion of additional land within the Green Belt is not consistent with CS 
Policy SP10 or national policy contained in NPPF. Exceptional circumstances to 
justify the establishment of a new area of land in the Green Belt have not 
been demonstrated.  [MM12] is therefore necessary to delete the designation.  
It would therefore remain as Rural Land in the UDP.  

Issue 4 - Whether the Council’s approach to Green Space protection and 
designation is sound?  

82. The methodology used to assess the quality, quantity and accessibility of 
Green Space, as set out in the Green Space Background Paper (CD1/32), 
provides appropriate justification for designations whilst supporting the aims of 
the CS and it is robust.   
 

83. The SAP seeks to protect several sites in accordance with Policy G6 of the CS. 
However, for the approach towards the protection of existing Green Spaces to 
be consistent with the CS and effective, a MM is necessary to indicate how a 
decision maker should have regard to alternative uses on ancillary non-green 
land related to a mainly green space site [MM25]. Additional guidance is also 
required in relation to opportunities to provide new green space in compliance 
with CS Policies G4 and G5.  This is to ensure that deficiencies are identified in 
an area either through Council evidence or Neighbourhood Plans and the 
accompanying evidence base [MM26].  

84. In order to ensure that the SAP makes adequate provision of Green Space to 
ensure existing and new populations have adequate access to good quality 
open space in accordance with the CS, a MM is needed to add an additional 
Green Space site as this will ensure there is sufficient provision within the 
North HMCA [MM71]. 

85. The Green Space Background Paper confirms that several sites are proposed 
to have their green space designation removed because the sites are now 
subject to planning permissions for alternative uses or development. For the 
SAP to be effective, these sites should therefore be deleted as follows: 

 G1076 [MM56] 
 G1696 [MM57] 
 G1111 [MM70] 
 G870   [MM99] 



Leeds City Council Site Allocations Plan, Inspector’s Report June 2019 
 
 

19 
 

 G655   [MM131] 
 G1430 [MM149] 

86. Subject to the MMs the Council’s approach to Green Space to ensuring that 
sites are protected and the manner in which sites have been 
designated is sound. 

Issue 5 - Whether the necessary infrastructure will be in place to support 
the planned development? 

87. The Infrastructure Background Paper (CD1/35) sets out comprehensively the 
requirements for critical infrastructure including roads, water and waste 
infrastructure and also education provision. It incorporates information on 
planned delivery of projects.  
 

88. The Infrastructure Background Paper sets out the requirements for school 
places and associated facilities, and new schools as a result of the site 
allocations. The pupil yields through the site allocations have been calculated, 
and in some instances sites for schools have been identified. There is a gap in 
provision in the City Centre HMCA and to some extent in the Inner HMCA.  
However, sensitivity testing based on recent city centre developments 
suggests that the area may generate a lower yield than in other areas.  
Solutions to manage this will come through expansions of existing schools and 
potentially the government’s free school programme. This approach is 
justified.  
 

89. Analysis by Primary Planning Areas (PPA) indicates that in some areas, the 
housing allocations generate additional demand for school places, However, 
this would be accommodated through the approach of a combination of new 
schools and permanent or temporary expansions of existing schools.  In 
addition, the Council have taken a cautious approach and have included a 
comprehensive assessment of pupil yield. The methodology and evidence used 
in assessing school places as a result of the allocations in the SAP is justified 
and robust.  

 
90. The Infrastructure Background Paper also addresses current traffic conditions, 

key transport projects relating to significant improvements particularly in 
public transport, and it forecasts the impacts on the proposed site allocations 
on the transport and road network in Leeds. Transport modelling forecasts 
highway conditions up to 2028 and tests the effect on both housing and 
employment sites in the SAP. This has been used to identify improvements to 
local roads, junctions and pedestrian access as set out in the site requirements 
of allocations where necessary. It is a justified approach and should ensure 
adequate steps are taken to accommodate future traffic and mitigate any 
adverse impacts.       

91. The SAP sets out the Council’s approach towards infrastructure through ‘Site 
Requirements’ and indicates that infrastructure should be provided using 
planning obligations or via the Community Infrastructure Levy. It is consistent 
with Policy ID1 of the CS. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) which is a 
‘live’ document provides up-to-date details of strategic infrastructure 
requirements, this sets out the details of infrastructure projects required 
within the area, including funding sources such as contributions, Community 
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Infrastructure Levy and budgets including those relating to transport and 
education.   

92. To be effective, the SAP should refer to the IDP, and although the SAP 
contains site specific local infrastructure requirements for each site allocation 
where relevant, it is also necessary to indicate that applicants should have 
regard to the IDP when preparing planning applications [MM16, MM151]. It is 
also necessary to ensure that all applications on EO1 and EG1 sites also have 
regard to the IDP [MM21, MM23].  

93. To conclude, the process of identifying the infrastructure requirements arising 
from the proposed allocations set out in the SAP is sound and will ensure that 
the necessary infrastructure will be in place to support the planned delivery of 
development.  

Issue 6 – Are the site allocations justified by a robust process of site 
selection within the context of the CS?   

 
94. HS2 will deliver a route from Crewe to Manchester, West Midlands to Leeds 

and beyond to the North East.  The area safeguarded by the Safeguarding 
Direction associated with HS2 has been taken into account when selecting 
sites.  
 

Housing and Safeguarded Land 
 

95. CS Spatial Policy 1 (SP1) sets out the principles to be followed in relation to 
the distribution and scale of development to ensure the spatial development 
strategy is achieved.  This is based on the settlement hierarchy and the 
concentration of the majority of development within and adjacent to urban 
areas, using an appropriate balance of brownfield and greenfield land.  It sets 
out the preferred locational choices for new housing.  
 

96. Tables 2 and 3 of CS SP7 set out the scale and distribution of dwellings 
expected by settlement hierarchy (Table 2), distinguishing between infill and 
extensions and by HMCA (Table 3).  The supporting text clarifies that these 
are intended to be indicative.  The distribution by HMCA and the other 
characteristics set out in CS SP7 provided the starting point for the provision 
of allocations. The Council acknowledges that in some instances these 
considerations have made it difficult to translate strategic policy into specific 
sites, whilst in the City Centre and Inner area it has been possible to identify 
more land than originally envisaged to meet the scale of distribution contained 
in CS Policy SP7. There is no ceiling contained in any HMCA and over-provision 
in a HMCA does not make the SAP unsound. 

97. The indicative numerical amounts and percentages within these tables are to 
be achieved over a longer period to 2028.  There is therefore scope in the 
future SAP review to consider any notable shortfalls arising in specific 
geographical areas when allocating sites. Accordingly, notwithstanding CS 
SP7, given this plan is now only looking at a very short period to 2023 and will 
be subject to a review, it is not considered necessary in this examination to 
consider whether the distributions set out in SP7 are broadly met on a pro-
rata basis for years 1 to 11.   
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98. Core Strategy Policy H1 includes previously developed land and buildings 
within the MUA or settlement as a priority for identifying land for development.  
Insufficient brownfield land exists to accommodate all the housing needs of 
the City.  It is nevertheless a factor taken into account as part of the site 
selection process. The overall split between brownfield and greenfield requires 
modification following the various deletions of site allocations made in order to 
be accurate [MM11].  

99. SHLAA sites, not immediately sieved out at the initial stage, were subject to 
an initial individual site assessment which includes consideration of Green Belt 
issues where applicable.  The site assessments considered whether a site can 
be developed physically, including consideration of comments from 
infrastructure providers, as well as the relationship of the site to the 
settlement hierarchy, whether brownfield or greenfield and the more 
preferable sites to release in Green Belt review terms, those being sites having 
the least effect on the five Green Belt purposes.    

  

100. The Development Plan Panel reports and minutes assist in providing evidence 
to clarify occasions where the panel’s views impact on choices.   There may be 
specific local circumstances that justify choosing a particular option that does 
not perform as well as others, when appraised against the SA framework. This 
could arise, for instance, because of the CS targets for individual HMCAs rather 
than a district wide target.   

101. In addition, certain sites may be affected by other considerations including the 
HRA, or comments made by neighbouring authorities or other statutory 
consultees in the Duty to Cooperate process.  It is a combination of all these 
factors that led to the final suite of new housing allocations. On this basis, 
sites have either been allocated for housing or not.  

102. As previously explained, the examination of the CS established that it would 
be necessary to release Green Belt land in order to meet the housing and 
employment growth requirement to 2028 and thus exceptional circumstances 
were found to exist.  The role of the SAP is to determine how much land it is 
necessary to release and where, following consideration of all reasonable 
options.  The Green Belt Review Background Paper provides details of the 
Green Belt assessment carried out by the Council.  CS Policy SP10 specifies 
that the review should generally consider Green Belt release around (i) the 
MUA, (ii) Major Settlements and (iii) Smaller Settlements.  Sites are to be 
assessed against the purposes of including land in the Green Belt.  
Exceptionally, sites unrelated to these areas may be considered.   

103. PAS sites within the UDP were assessed and designated in 2001. Since that 
time, planning policy has changed significantly. It would not therefore be 
appropriate to simply allocate these sites in preference to Green Belt sites in 
the context of the CS. All PAS sites were also assessed against the new criteria 
to determine their suitability for allocation, with sites within Green Belt 
incorporating a Green Belt assessment. Having carried out the site 
assessments, some Green Belt sites were preferred to existing PAS sites for 
example, because they were considered to be in a more sustainable location. 
The Council’s approach to the assessment of the continued suitability of these 
sites for housing or as safeguarded land as reasonable alternatives is justified 
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104. For soundness reasons previously rehearsed it is necessary to delete some of 
the allocated sites that would require land to be released from the Green Belt 
that are not necessary to meet the housing requirement up to year 11 (2023).  
The sites to be deleted are those that would require the release of land from 
the Green Belt, would have the greatest impact on the purposes of including 
land in the Green Belt and that would not deliver all, or a substantial amount 
of, the anticipated housing capacity of the site by year 11.  On this basis, it is 
necessary to delete the following site allocations: 

 
 HG2-3     [MM28] 
 HG2-5     [MM29] 
 HG2-10   [MM31] 
 HG2-12   [MM32]  
 HG2-41   [MM64] 
 HG2-49   [MM67] 
 HG2-24   [MM73] 
 HG2-25   [MM74] 
 MX2-39   [MM77] and consequential change to EG2 [MM79] 
 HG2-181 [MM90] 
 HG2-184 [MM92] 
 HG2-185 [MM93]  
 HG2-124 [MM101] 
 HG2-127 [MM102] 
 HG2-128 [MM103]  
 HG2-131 [MM104] 
 HG2-132 [MM105] 
 HG2-144 [MM111] 
 HG2-145 [MM112]  
 HG2-147 [MM113] 
 HG2-148 [MM114] 
 HG2-170 [MM123] 
 HG2-54   [MM136] 
 HG2-55   [MM137] 
 HG2-56   [MM138] 
 HG2-59   [MM139] 
 HG2-76   [MM141] 
 HG2-80   [MM142] 
 HG2-15   [MM80] 
 HG2-16   [MM81] 
 HG2-173 [MM86] 
 HG2-179 [MM88] 

 
105. Whilst this would leave some HMCAs short of the individual target for those 

areas, as stated previously, the Council could consider how it wishes to 
address any shortfalls in individual HMCAs to 2028 through the CSSR and / or 
SAP review process, having regard to any revised requirement. 
 

106. Following deletion of the above sites, the allocation of some 38 Green Belt 
sites remain, 37 of which would require the release of land from the Green 
Belt.  These range in capacity from around 11 to 340 units, providing an 
overall contribution of about 4,070 units.  Sites were immediately sieved out 
at issues and options stage that were outside of the settlement hierarchy with 
the exception of Headley Hall (MX2-33) and subsequently Parlington Estate 
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(MX2-39).  These were advanced by the Council as falling within the 
‘exceptionally’ paragraph of Policy SP10.  However, as Headley Hall was 
withdrawn and Parlington Estate is the subject of a MM requiring its deletion, 
all the remaining sites accord with the settlement hierarchy.  The selected 
sites therefore accord with the review approach set out in CS Policy SP10 and 
the overall spatial strategy of the CS.    

107. To reflect the lower housing requirement that this SAP is to meet, the amount 
of safeguarded land should equally be proportionately reduced.  The following 
sites allocated as Safeguarded Land are therefore to be deleted or reduced in 
area: 

 HG3-1   [MM33] 
 HG3-2   [MM33] 
 HG3-3   [MM33] 
 HG3-4   [MM33] 
 HG3-27 [MM96] 
 HG3-28 [MM96] 
 HG3-21 [MM125] 
 HG3-16 [MM146] 
 HG3-29 [MM146] 
 HG3-5 to be reduced in scale to reduce capacity from 280 to 

260 [MM83] 
 

108. The Green Belt Review Background Paper helpfully provides maps of each 
HMCA showing the position of sites sieved out, allocated and not allocated.  
Some of those shown as allocated have been deleted through the various MMs 
to take account of the reduced timeframe for housing now being addressed.  
Nevertheless, these maps clearly depict how the chosen sites relate well to the 
MUA or settlements in each HMCA, respecting the existing pattern of 
development, ensuring limited sprawl and encroachment into the countryside 
or merging of neighbouring towns and are preferable to other discounted sites 
in this regard.  The individual Green Belt site assessments and reasons for 
allocating or not allocating sites address the impact of sites on the setting and 
special character of historic towns.  The selection of the remaining allocated 
sites within each HMCA that require land to be released from the Green Belt 
have been appropriately assessed against the purposes of including land in the 
Green Belt to ensure those selected will have the least impact on those 
purposes, whilst also reflecting the needs and characteristics of each HMCA.  
Unlike the housing allocations, whilst the final distribution of safeguarded land 
takes into consideration the CS guiding principles and Green Belt functions, 
there is no requirement in the CS to ensure an even distribution across 
HMCAs.  The overall site selection assessment does not reveal any clear 
reasonable alternative sites that would provide preferable sustainable options 
to those sites selected for Green Belt release.  The exceptional circumstances 
required have therefore been demonstrated.   

 
109. Whilst there are a number of documents all feeding in to overall site selection, 

the Housing Background Paper is effective at pulling all the threads together.  
The site selection process, including Green Belt releases, is clear and based on 
a sound process of SA and the testing of reasonable alternatives. Driven by 
the CS guiding principles, the key factors were identified.  An appropriate 
selection of potential sites was assessed.  The reasons for selecting the 
preferred sites and rejecting others is summarised in the Housing Background 
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paper and sufficiently clear.   The overall process represents a sound approach 
to identifying those sites considered to represent the best and most 
sustainable choice for development in each HMCA to contribute to the target 
requirement.     

Employment and Retail 

110. The SAP sets out the sites and locations that are safeguarded for continued 
employment and economic development purposes (EG1 and EO1) and the 
selection of sites identified for new general employment and economic 
development uses (EG2 and EO2). The Employment Land Review (ELR) 
provided the main evidence base to underpin the CS.  A review of the ELR, 
that focused exclusively on supply, takes the form of the Employment Land 
Assessment 2017 (ELA).  It continues to have a base date of March 2016.   

111. In addition to general thematic policies, the CS also includes detailed policies 
which set out the principles on how general employment and office land will be 
selected.  Policy EC1 sets out criteria on how land or sites for general 
employment purposes (all the B class use except B1) will be assessed and 
allocated in the SAP and AVLAAP process. CS Policy EC2 sets out the 
appropriate locations for existing and proposed office development (B1 use) 
based on a ‘centres first’ policy.   

112. These guiding policies on employment land and office space allocation, direct 
development to accessible locations within the MUA, Major Settlements and 
Smaller Settlements, including sites with good access to the motorway, rail 
and waterways networks, within regeneration areas, within established 
industrial areas or within urban extensions linked to a new housing proposal.    
The focus for most office development is within and / or the edge of the City 
Centre and designated Town and Local Centres.  No specified distribution 
amongst HMCAs is required.  These form the basis of the selection criteria that 
have been applied.  The existing UDP allocations and other commitments that 
remain suitable, available and deliverable are carried forward as identified 
sites.   

113. In preparing the Issues and Options document, sites from the ELR 2010 were 
included along with new permissions and new submissions received as part of 
the “Call-for-Sites” process.  

114. The Employment Background Paper provides a list of mixed use, office or 
employment sites, identified, allocated and not allocated together with a brief 
summary of the reason for the outcome in each case.  The decision not to 
allocate sites stems from a variety of reasons, including sites already being in 
office or employment use, sites no longer being available due to the 
implementation of permissions for other uses or a preference to allocate for 
other uses in the SAP. In many cases, subsequent planning permissions had 
been granted for residential development.  

115. Where relevant a Green Belt review assessment was also carried out and 
reasons clearly set out in the Employment Background Paper to explain why 
exceptional circumstances exist to justify the release of land for employment 
purposes. Four employment sites (and a mixed-use site) are to be released 
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from the Green Belt.  These sites generally relate well to existing employment 
uses and have good road network access.  

116. Of particular significance is Leeds Bradford Airport Employment hub, currently 
situated within the Green Belt, which would provide some 36.23 ha of land to 
the north of the airport as an employment hub for general employment land 
including a business park and logistics and freight.  Outside of the Aire Valley, 
this is the largest employment allocation.  

117. CS Spatial Policy 12 (SP12) which gives support to the expansion of the 
airport does not refer to the provision of additional employment land. 
Throughout the SAP, the provision of general employment land in accordance 
with CS Policy SP9 is referenced under policy EG2, with the exception of this 
employment hub site which is prefixed under a separate policy reference EG3.  
No call for sites included a request for suitable ‘employment hubs’ under a 
separate category EG3.  The Council has confirmed that it was not the 
intention to distinguish between an EG2 or EG3 allocated site nor is it intended 
that it should operate and function any differently from other general 
employment allocations.  

118. The site allocation therefore forms part of the provision of general employment 
land allocated in the SAP.  It was submitted as a site for employment use and 
thus appropriately assessed for employment uses against the same criteria as 
other employment sites, having regard to other reasonable alternatives that 
were also put forward for and assessed for employment purposes.  It is not 
therefore necessary to identify the site any differently from other ‘EG2’ 
employment sites.  A MM is therefore proposed to delete Site reference EG3 
and instead identify the site as reference EG2-24 ‘Land at Carlton Moor, Leeds 
Bradford Airport’ [MM24, MM36].  

119. The Employment Background Paper explains that this site brings a significant 
employment development opportunity to an area of shortfall, where there has 
been a steady loss of existing premises to residential development.  The 
impact on the Green Belt is minimised because of clearly defined boundaries 
and sunken topography which means the site is not highly visible. Whilst not 
immediately adjacent to the MUA, a Major or Smaller settlement, it is adjacent 
to the operational boundary of the airport and other identified employment 
sites.  It can also be developed in parallel with the ambitions to grow the 
airport.  These factors constitute the exceptional circumstances necessary to 
justify the release of the site from the Green Belt. 

120. The SAP designates boundaries for the retail centres identified within the CS, 
including Primary Shopping Areas, and where appropriate Primary and 
Secondary Shopping Frontages. Policy RTC2 covers protected shopping 
frontages including The Merrion Centre and St Johns. The wording of the Policy 
is consistent with Policy CC1 of the CS and is justified and the methodology to 
assess and allocate protected shopping centres is robust and justified in 
respect of the identified shopping frontages.  

121. To conclude the site selection process is sound ensuring that the allocated 
employment and office sites are the most reasonable having regard to the 
alternatives assessed.  
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Gypsy and traveller accommodation and Travelling Showpersons 

122. CS Policy H7 sets out the criteria against which sites for gypsies and travellers 
are to be considered.  Two other criteria were important in guiding the site 
selection process; firstly, CS Policy H7 notes an aspiration for no more than 15 
pitches per site.  This reflects the preference by the gypsy and travelling 
community for large number of small sites rather than a smaller number of 
large sites as recorded in the Leeds GTAA.  Secondly, PPTS requires 
authorities to ensure that their policies promote peaceful and integrated co-
existence.  GATE confirmed their reluctance to see such small sites delivered 
within existing settled housing estates.  However, this must be balanced 
against a desire to ensure sites are near to local services and facilities and 
provide opportunities for peaceful integration.    

123. It is often difficult to engage the gypsy and traveller community in Local Plan 
preparation.  However, in addition to the assistance provided by GATE, Leeds 
City Council held a consultation event at the Latter Lee Gap Horse Fair with 
maps of potential new Council managed gypsy and traveller sites. Officers also 
facilitated a drop-in session at Leeds GATE offices as part of the Publication 
Draft consultation, where members of the Leeds Gypsy and Traveller 
community could come along and discuss any site specific issues.  
Furthermore, Officers also guided Leeds GATE and a local Gypsy and Traveller 
representative around the preferred Gypsy and Traveller site allocations as 
well as some of the discounted sites to obtain their opinions. The Council’s 
efforts to engage the gypsy and traveller community in the process provide an 
exemplary example.    

124. In accordance with the CS, the potential of each submitted and existing site 
was assessed against the site selection criteria in Policy H7. At the same time, 
each site was assessed for its deliverability.  Many of the sites considered 
initially at ‘Phase 1’ were simply not available as they had not been submitted 
by willing landowners.  A potential pool of 13 sites were carried forward, 
including existing sites without planning permission and a privately submitted 
site. The potential capacity of these sites would not meet the identified need in 
Policy H7.  Stage 2 included potential Council owned sites and produced a 
further 27 possible sites.   

125. Although Policy H7 of the CS states that sites in the Green Belt will not be 
permitted unless other locations have been considered and only then in 
exceptional circumstances, the identified unmet need for sites and the lack of 
no alternative deliverable sites elsewhere, is considered to constitute 
exceptional circumstances.  Green Belt assessments were carried out for 
potential sites in the Green Belt.    

126. Site selection has resulted in some brownfield sites and land within the MUA of 
Leeds, but it has not been possible to identify gypsy and traveller site 
allocations wholly on brownfield land. Where greenfield and Green Belt sites 
have been chosen these are small in scale and considered to form self-
contained and well-defined boundaries with minimal impact to the Green Belt. 
The allocation of the site at West Wood (HG7-1) for 5 pitches, situated within 
the Green Belt, would only have a minor impact on the Green Belt with little 
potential to create precedents of sprawl or encroachment. Whilst it does not 
round off a settlement boundary it is nevertheless small scale and its impact is 
minimal. This site shall be inset within the Green Belt [MM126].   
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127. Whilst the addition of 2 further pitches at Cottingley Springs will result in a site 
of 43 pitches, far in excess of a preference for sites no greater than 15 
pitches, this is an existing site and the additional pitches are likely to address 
some of the over-crowding occurring due to the expansion of existing families 
on the site.  This approach is therefore justified in this instance.   

128. Only two private site suggestions were put forward during the SAP 
preparation.  First, for land off Pawson Street, Robin Hood for 15 pitches in the 
Green Belt.  This site was discounted as the site lies within a strategically 
important Green Belt buffer which defines the western edge of the smaller 
settlement of Robin Hood. Release of this site from the Green Belt, which is 
currently actively used for agricultural purposes, would lead to sprawl, 
encroachment and create a potential precedent for further release of sites to 
the north and south. This tract of Green Belt forms a strategic role in Leeds 
and proposals for settled housing to the north of the site have also been 
discounted because of the importance of this Green Belt buffer. The second 
was land at the Old Telephone exchange which was also discounted; this being 
for 1 pitch. This site is a small brownfield site. It was rejected because, on 
balance, it was considered that high potential for unrestricted sprawl exists. 
However, it is acknowledged that this impact would be mitigated to some 
extent by the small scale and brownfield nature of the site.  A temporary 
permission for 3 years has since been granted.  In addition, a site at land off 
Sandon Mount, Hunslet for 1 pitch was assessed as it was the subject of a S78 
appeal against the refusal of planning permission. The site has been 
discounted on the basis that it is on green space in an area of deficit and 
amenity concerns relating to noise levels for the occupants.  Notwithstanding 
the deficit of pitches allocated, the reasons for rejecting these sites are sound.      

129. During the site assessment for sites to accommodate gypsies and travellers, 
land was also assessed for its potential for a Travelling Showperson’s site. This 
involved looking at the larger parcels of land. There is an unauthorised 
“tolerated” site at Whitehall Road, Drighlinton (HG8-1) where 8 families (plots) 
are reported by the Showmen’s Guild to currently reside. There is also a 
longstanding small site at Town Street, Yeadon (HG8-2) (1 plot). These sites 
satisfy the assessment criteria of CS Policy H7 and are therefore allocated 
which leaves a remaining need for 6 plots. These plots are required to meet 
the current needs of two family groups currently residing on land in Leeds for 
which there is no permission and where the landowner, whilst tolerant for a 
short period, does not wish them to remain permanently. 

130. The Council identified a site on land off Phoenix Avenue, New Micklefield (HG8-
3). This site is sustainable and deliverable, being part of a wider employment 
land allocation. Given the nature of the proposed use for Travelling 
Showpeople it is not considered that its suitability for employment is 
inconsistent with the proposed use for Travelling Showpeople as they will 
require the land to store large equipment and machinery alongside their 
caravans.  A suitable residential environment can still be achieved. 

131. To conclude, the approach to site selection for gypsies and travellers and 
Travelling Showpeople is sound and the sites identified are suitable.     
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Conclusion 

132. To conclude overall on issue 6, the site selection process accords with the 
guiding locational principles and criteria for site selection set out in the CS 
alongside a process of SA.  The site allocations are therefore justified by a 
robust process of site selection methodology and where necessary exceptional 
circumstances are demonstrated. 

Issue 7 - Whether the generic policies and specific site requirements for 
allocated sites are sound?   

133. There are a considerable number of sites allocated within the SAP.  It is not 
necessary to refer to each and every one in this report.  We have already 
found the overall site selection methodology and process, including Green Belt 
assessment, to be sound.  This section of the report will therefore concentrate 
on those individual sites where MMs are considered necessary to make the 
SAP or an individual allocation sound.  Reference will not be made to those 
sites previously referred to that are required to be deleted from the SAP.  
 

134. Section 2 of the SAP provides a retail, housing, employment and green space 
overview, setting out policies that apply generally to each type of 
development.   

 
135. In relation to generic housing policies, Policy HG1 has previously been 

addressed. Policy HG2 is general in nature simply setting out what the SAP will 
do and explaining that any specific site requirements will be detailed under the 
allocation concerned.  It also relates to phasing which is no longer applicable 
and is to be deleted. The various tables in this section under housing will 
require amendment to reflect the timescales of the plan and the consequential 
deletion of sites [MM9, MM11].  

 
136. A number of technical considerations and infrastructure and generic site 

requirements are listed within Section 2.  In relation to flooding the need for 
applications to be accompanied by a site-specific flood risk assessment should 
relate to all sites rather than simply those over 1 hectare and be 
commensurate with the scale of the development to ensure the policy is 
effective.  In addition, there should be clear referencing to relevant policies 
relating to flooding in the NRWLP to ensure consistency with other 
development plan policies [MM13].      

 
137. In relation to heritage assets the generic site requirements should include 

archaeology in the list of non-heritage assets to reflect national policy and to 
ensure the generic site requirements are effective [MM14].  

 
138. The generic site requirement in relation to air quality requires an assessment 

where a site is in close proximity to a major road (A road or motorway).  A MM 
is required to ensure all applications for major development are required to 
include an air quality assessment in line with Policy AIR of the NRWLP.  
Similarly, a noise assessment to address noise pollution is only required where 
a site falls within 50m of an A road or rail line, or within 25m of a B road and 
for any site within the City Centre.  Again, for consistency with the NRWLP the 
precise wording of the generic site requirements requires some modification to 
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require a noise assessment where a site is in ‘close’ proximity to a road 
[MM15]. 

 
139. Subject to the MMs referred to above, the general policies and site 

requirements relating to all sites are positively prepared, justified and will be 
effective, being clearly expressed so they can be applied in day to day 
decision-making, and are consistent with national policy.   

 
140. The deliverability of individual sites and effectiveness of individual site 

requirements is addressed below for each HMCA.  The characteristics of each 
HMCA is briefly described in the context of the overarching settlement 
hierarchy and how it relates to each HMCA.   

 
Aireborough 

 
141. Guiseley is one of the major settlements in the Aireborough area and so site 

allocations within or adjacent to it accord with the settlement hierarchy 
principles set out in the CS.   
 

HG2-2 (Wills Gill, Guiseley).   
 

142. Wills Gill is a site proposed for release from the Green Belt to assist in meeting 
housing need to year 11.  It has a capacity of 133 units of which a high 
proportion (some 93 units) are expected to be delivered by 2023.  

  
143. The site is largely bounded by existing residential development and although a 

greenfield site, would cause limited encroachment into the countryside as it is 
situated in a gap between roads to the north and south and the rear garden 
boundaries of the existing housing along these roads.  The western boundary 
is formed by a stone wall, beyond which is a paddock then further housing.  
Only the short eastern boundary is adjacent to open fields.  It is therefore well 
contained in the context of the surrounding housing which would also ensure 
harm to openness is minimised.  Clear boundaries are defined around most of 
the site, provided by roads, rear garden boundaries, a stone wall or field 
boundaries defined by post and rail fencing.  These are mainly physical 
boundaries that are clearly recognisable and can endure beyond the plan 
period.   

 
144. A requirement to make provision for a vehicular and pedestrian link to the 

adjacent site reference HG2-3 is no longer justified given that this site is not 
required and is to be deleted.  In addition, it should be recognised within the 
site requirements that the development of the site would affect the setting of 
Guiseley Conservation Area which should be preserved or enhanced.  
Furthermore, preservation or enhancement of the adjacent surviving medieval 
field system and views of St Oswald’s Church should be achieved through a 
requirement for a significant buffer on the western part of the site.  It is not 
accepted that this requirement would preclude access to the site.  A MM is 
required to give effect to these requirements to ensure the site requirements 
are consistent with national policy and effective [MM27].   
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HG2-6 (Silverdale Avenue (land at), Guiseley)  
 

145. There is a requirement to lay out half this site for allotments and / or an 
alternative type of green space dependent on local needs required.  Whilst 
only a small proportion of the allotments remain in use, the requirement to 
retain half of the site as green space would strike an appropriate balance 
between the provision of housing in a sustainable location and the retention of 
a good proportion of the site as green space.  It is considered the requirement 
is justified. 

 
HG2-9 (Land at Victoria Avenue, Leeds) 

 
146. It would be necessary to release this land from the Green Belt.  It is expected 

that all housing on the site, some 102 units, would be delivered pre-year 11 
thus making a significant contribution to the housing requirement by 2023. It 
is well related to existing built development being adjacent to existing housing 
and adjacent to the Main urban Area.  Its release from the Green Belt to 
contribute towards the housing requirement to 2023, is thus considered to be 
justified.   
 

147. The development of the site would however bring housing development closer 
to the Leeds Bradford Airport runway.  A MM is required to ensure aircraft 
noise mitigation will be provided rather than simply requiring a developer to 
‘give consideration’ to such matters which would not be effective.  Any housing 
development in such close proximity would clearly have potential to result in 
unacceptable noise impacts for future occupiers if satisfactory mitigation is not 
provided to protect their living conditions [MM30].   

 
EG1-1 (Coney Park, Harrogate Road, Yeadon) 

 
148. The site area and related capacity of identified employment site EG1-1 

requires amendment to reflect the most up-to-date evidence, increasing it 
from 14.73 ha to 16.5ha [MM34].   

 
 
EG3 (Land at Carlton Moor / Leeds Bradford Airport) 

149. Sub-section 2 of Policy EG3 referred to a Supplementary Planning Document 
(SPD) to cover the airport operational land boundary, the employment hub, 
existing employment allocations, industrial properties and other associated 
land, subject to a number of criteria. The NPPF confirms that any additional 
development plan documents should only be used where clearly justified. SPDs 
should be used where they can help applicants make successful applications or 
aid infrastructure delivery and should not be used to add unnecessarily to the 
financial burdens on development. CS SP12 states that the continued 
development of Leeds Bradford Airport will be supported to enable it to fulfil 
its role as an important regional airport.  However, there appears to be no 
requirement within SP12 for a document relating to a wider area.  As the 
geographical area of the SPD referred to in the policy requirement includes a 
larger area of land the requirement for an SPD goes beyond the scope of the 
allocation and is not justified.  A MM to remove any requirement to provide a 
SPD is required [MM35].   
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150. However, to provide an appropriate framework to assess planning 
applications, it is necessary for the plan to set out key development 
management criteria.  A series of site requirements are proposed in relation to 
EG2-24.  These site requirements, which include the need for a development 
brief for the overall site, will ensure the site will be effective in delivering 
general employment land to contribute to the CS employment requirement 
[MM37]. 

City Centre 

151. The allocation of sites within the City Centre HMCA accords with the 
sequentially preferred location for development contained in the CS. 

HG2-208 (Globe Quay) 

152. There are listed buildings within the vicinity and for the site allocation to be 
effective and clearly expressed in respect of the historic environment, the site 
requirements should refer to this.  The site is also located within Flood Zone 3, 
flood mitigation measures and a site-specific flood risk assessment will be 
required in order for the site allocation to be consistent with national policy 
[MM40].  

HG2-209 (The Faversham, Springfield Mount) 

153. The site requirements include reference to a listed building being within the 
site.  However, this is adjacent to the site not within it, and in order to be 
justified the requirement in relation to the listed building is amended to reflect 
this. [MM41].  

MX2-15 (LGI, Great George Street) 

154. This brownfield site would contribute 372 units and 12,000 sq. metres of 
offices.  There are several buildings within the site which contribute to the 
historic environment of the area, including a listed building. The site is also 
within a conservation area. These are listed within the site requirements.  
However, for the site allocation to be justified and effective a MM is necessary 
to reflect requirements in relation to the conservation area, and the non-
designated heritage assets within the northern part of the site [MM42].  

MX2-19 (Westgate – Leeds International Swimming Pool) 

155. This mixed-use site would contribute 209 units as well as over 13,000 sq. 
metres of offices.  Development of the site would have an impact on the M621 
junction 2, and for the site allocation to be justified it is necessary to amend 
the Local Highway Network site requirement to have regard to the M621 
junction and the potential for improvements schemes [MM43].  

MX2-20 (Westgate – Brotherton House) 

156. This site would contribute 63 units and 5,000 sq. metres of office space.  The 
building on the site is a non-designated heritage asset, accordingly for the site 
allocation to be effective and consistent with national policy a MM is needed to 
reflect this [MM44].  
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MX2-30 (Water Lane Railway Triangle) 

157. This site was expected to contribute 171 units and 5,000 sq. metres of offices.  
However, access to the site has now been compromised by a Flood Alleviation 
Scheme.  It will no longer be possible to deliver the housing and office space 
on the site and the inclusion of the site is not justified.  It is necessary to 
delete it [MM45, MM49].  

MX2-32 (Water Lane – Westbank) 

158. This site would have an impact on the M621 junction 3. For the site allocation 
and requirements to be effective, the Local Highway Network site requirement 
should to refer to this and the potential for contributions to be required 
towards any necessary improvement scheme [MM46].  

MX2-35 (Temple Works Mixed Use Site) 

159. This site would contribute 1,000 residential units as well as 3.1 hectares of 
land.  The site includes a number of Listed Buildings and there are others in 
close proximity.  The site also includes part of a Conservation Area and this 
was not referred to in the site requirements as drafted. For the site allocation 
to be effective in respect of the historic environment, a MM is necessary to 
refer to the listed buildings and the Conservation Area [MM47].  

East Leeds  

160. The East HMCA consists of an area which covers the eastern extent of the MUA 
of Leeds.  Accordingly, the allocation of sites within or on the edge of the MUA 
accords with the sequentially preferred location for development contained in 
the CS. 

HG2-119 (Red Hall Offices and Playing Fields) 

161. Red Hall Offices and Playing Fields is a greenfield site that has a capacity of 50 
units contributing to the housing requirement. The site is situated to the north 
of existing residential development.  There are some existing buildings within 
the site and development to the west. To the north of the site are some 
scattered properties, together with a petrol filling station and ribbon of 
residential development to the north east.  The site was allocated for 
employment in the UDP.  However, the principle of the development of the site 
is consistent with that of the wider area.  

162. The site requirements provide clear guidance in relation to the Grade II listed 
building of Red Hall and the allocation will be effective in that respect. The site 
will be subject to a detailed planning brief.  However, for the allocation and 
site requirements to be effective in this respect, it is necessary to indicate 
what matters the planning brief will cover – these are design, landscaping, 
heritage and green space.  The site also contains a Safeguarded Municipal 
Waste site in the NRWLP.  A MM is necessary to clarify the matters to be 
covered by the planning brief and that the waste site is being re-provided 
elsewhere and will not have an effect on the development of the site for 
housing [MM50]. 
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HG2-120 (Manston Lane – former Vickers Tank Factory Site) 
 
163. This is a brownfield site that has a capacity of 450 units. To ensure 

consistency with the approach to other sites in the area and to be effective, 
the site requirements explain that the site should not be brought forward until 
the Manston Lane Link Road has been completed.  The requirements 
acknowledge the effect of the site on the Link Road and also Junction 46 of the 
M1 and that mitigation is required and may include the need for contributions 
towards future works [MM51].  

 
HG2-123 (Colton Road East) 
 
164. The site capacity is expected to be some 17 units (increased from 14 units in 

the submission plan. As drafted, it is considered that the site requirements do 
not ensure sufficient protection for biodiversity within the site.  For the 
allocation to be effective the requirements should indicate that an Ecological 
Assessment will be required and that where appropriate, mitigation measures 
should be implemented [MM52].  

 
MX2-38 (Barrowby Lane) 
 
165. This is a mixed-use site to be released from the Green Belt that has the 

capacity of 150 dwellings and 10 hectares of employment land.  The site is 
close to a former World War I National Filling Factory which has recently been 
identified as a scheduled Ancient Monument. In order to be effective, the site 
requirements should refer to this and the need to safeguard elements which 
contribute to the significance of the area. [MM53].   

 
Inner  

166. The Inner area HMCA comprises of a ring of inner-city neighbourhoods around 
the city centre.  The AVLAAP area runs from the City Centre south eastwards 
through the Inner areas HMCA.  A large proportion of sites are allocated within 
this HMCA in accordance with the CS.  

HG2-201 (York Road (land south of), East of Pontefract Lane 

167. This site was expected to contribute 121 units.  However, the site is no longer 
available for residential development, and the inclusion of the site is not 
therefore justified.  It should be deleted.  Part of the site was to have been 
retained for education provision, this is now affected by the deletion of the site 
and it is also necessary to amend the wording in relation to Sites Reserved for 
School use to delete the reference to HG2-201 [MM55]. 

North Leeds  

168. The North area covers the northern wedge of the MUA of Leeds. Site 
allocations accord with the principles set out in the CS.  

HG2-36 (Alwoodley Lane, Alwoodley) 
 

169. This is a Green Belt site to be retained to contribute to the housing 
requirement up to 2023 (year 11).  The site capacity is expected to be some 
302 units (increased from 285 units in the submission plan) [MM62], with 
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anticipated delivery of 275 units by 2023.  It is broadly rectangular in shape, 
bounded on two sides by existing housing, a wooded area to the north and 
field boundary to the west.  Part of the site is to be retained for the provision 
of a school.  Overall the site relates well to the urban edge of North Leeds.   
 

170. Nevertheless, as drafted, it is considered that the site requirements do not 
ensure the protection of Eccup Reservoir SSSI situated to the north of the site.  
Rather than require any mitigation measures found to be necessary following 
an ecological assessment to simply ensure consideration of the SSSI, they 
should clearly ensure its protection to be effective [MM62].   

 
HG2-37 (Brownberie Lane) 
 
171. Due to the proximity to the airport, aircraft noise mitigation measures will be 

required.  As drafted, only consideration of noise mitigation is needed to 
comply with the site requirements.  This is not effective.  Furthermore, the 
requirements should be explicit about whether the group of Victorian Villas are 
non-designated heritage assets rather than simply ‘viewed’ as such which 
raises uncertainty about their status and whether the generic requirements 
concerning heritage assets apply.  [MM63] 

HG2-43 (Horsforth Campus) 

172. This Green Belt site has an estimated capacity of 134 units, all of which are 
expected to be delivered by year 11.  Given its close proximity to the urban 
area of Horsforth it is not out of step with the site selection assessment 
methodology.  

173. It wraps around identified site HG1-515 and will have the effect of infilling the 
gap between existing housing to the north-east and this identified site.  A MM 
encouraging the development of both sites together is appropriate in the 
interests of good design and to ensure appropriate highway infrastructure is 
put in place.  Horsforth roundabout will require alteration to accommodate the 
additional traffic.  A MM to ensure appropriate mitigation is put in place and 
encourage the comprehensive development of the site is necessary to ensure 
the site allocation is effective [MM65].  

HG2-46 (Horsforth (former Waste water treatment works) 
 

174. An ecological assessment is required on this site to ensure impacts on wildlife 
corridor functions are appropriately addressed in a scheme.  As drafted the 
wording assumes that any mitigation would include a biodiversity buffer along 
the west, south and east boundary. However, until an up-to-date ecological 
assessment has been carried out, any necessary and most appropriate 
mitigation measures are not yet known.  Accordingly, the specified mitigation 
is not justified.  Whilst an ecological assessment is clearly required, a MM is 
necessary to delete the requirement that mitigation measures must include a 
biodiversity buffer and simply suggest it ‘may’ include a buffer [MM66].       

 
HG2-234 (Land at Kirkstall Forge, Kirkstall Road, Leeds] 

 
175. This allocation is intended to provide additional land, over and above an 

identified mixed-use site (MX1-3) to offer a greater degree of flexibility in the 
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delivery of housing, a primary school and open space.  The submission plan 
requires the comprehensive development of both sites.  To achieve that, both 
sites would need to be expressly allocated.  However, as an identified site, 
MX1-3 does no more than contribute to the overall housing requirement at this 
time.  Any provision of a school, open space etc would therefore need to be 
secured through other mechanisms such as a unilateral undertaking.  The 
allocated site is justified in its own right and as such, a requirement that the 
development of this site in isolation and without an access from MX1-3, would 
not be permitted, is not justified.  A MM is required [MM68]. 

 
HG2-236 (West Park Centre) 
 
176. The site is situated in Flood Zone 1.  A requirement to submit a Flood Risk 

Assessment is not therefore justified and should be deleted [MM69]       
  

HG1-500 (Corn Mill Fold, Low Lane, Horsforth) 

177. The footnote to the Table of Identified Housing Sites should include this site as 
one where the flood risk exception test would not be needed, provided the 
development is carried out in accordance with the planning permission which 
has already addressed flood risk. This will ensure a consistent approach and 
that the SAP is effective [MM61]. 

Outer North East 

178. The Outer North East HMCA is characterised by a collection of freestanding 
mainly small towns and villages within a rural setting.  Wetherby is the largest 
settlement within the area.  It is bounded by the MUA of Leeds to the south-
west. Site allocations accord with the principles set out in the CS.  

HG2-26 (Wetherby Road, Scarcroft Lodge, Scarcroft) 

179. This is a major developed site situated within the Green Belt.  It would remain 
as such.  The NPPF confirms that the limited infilling or the partial or complete 
redevelopment of previously developed sites (brownfield land) whether 
redundant or in continuing use, which would not have a greater impact on the 
openness of the Green Belt and the purposes of including land within it than 
the existing development, is not to be regarded as inappropriate development. 
That is the nature of development the Council wish to support on this site 
rather than releasing it from the Green Belt and increasing the potential 
capacity of the site.  This approach respects the location of the site outside 
any main or Local Centre.  To ensure this is achieved a MM is required 
specifying that any new development should have no greater impact on 
openness in addition to the purposes of including land in the Green Belt 
[MM75].   

180. The site is expected to be capable of delivering about 100 units, all of which 
could be delivered by year 11 to contribute to the housing requirement to be 
addressed through this plan.   

 
HG2-226 (Land to the east of Wetherby) 
  
181. This is a large greenfield site that would accommodate 1100 units and thus 

make the greatest contribution to the housing needs of the City, albeit that the 
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greater proportion (some 700 units) are unlikely to be deliver post 2023. 
However, it is not situated within the Green Belt and is adjacent to Wetherby, 
the largest settlement within the Outer-North East HMCA which provides a 
range of local services and facilities.   

182. The western boundary of the site comprises the A1(M) which severs the site 
from the existing built form of Wetherby. The site wraps around the HM Young 
Offender Institution (YOI) and is bounded by roads on all sides.  There is a 
separate footpath alongside the road that crosses over the motorway.  There 
are existing buildings related to the YOI and the racecourse to the west of the 
A1(M). The land immediately surrounding the site therefore has a more 
formalised setting than the land further east that is clearly characteristic of 
open countryside.   

183. The site is well contained by physical features and in terms of distance is very 
close to the urban edge of Wetherby.  Site allocation HG2-19, situated to the 
west of the A1(M) also serves to consolidate any gap between the existing 
urban edge of Wetherby and the motorway.    
 

184. Whilst requirements for a comprehensive design brief, access requirements 
and local highway improvements are necessary and justified, some 
modification is required to ensure the site requirements are expressed in a 
way that they will be effective.  In particular, it is necessary to ensure a 
comprehensive design brief shows the retention of key landscape features 
within the site; the need for highway quality pedestrian and cycle links to York 
Road providing safe and practical all year-round links to Wetherby Town 
Centre and improvements to existing footpaths and a bridleway.  In addition, 
links should be provided to the existing public right of way and A1(M) junction 
46 to the north-west of the site along the northern flank of York Road between 
Racecourse Approach and Bridleway no. 7 to aid connectivity [MM76]. 

185. Overall, subject to these MMs, the selection of this large site on the edge of 
Wetherby is justified to make a substantial contribution to the housing 
requirement to 2023 and beyond, without the release of Green Belt land.   

Outer North West 

186. The area extends from the north western boundary of the main urban area of 
Leeds out towards Otley, the main settlement in the area.  The majority of the 
area lies in the Green Belt and the open countryside is an important feature.  
Only a few sites are allocated in the HMCA in accordance with the principles 
set out in the CS.  

HG2-18 (Church Lane, Adel) 

187. To reflect the most up-to-date evidence on this site the capacity should be 
increased from 87 to 104 [MM82]. 

Outer South  

188. The Outer South HMCA contains Rothwell (including Oulton and Woodlesford), 
categorised as a Major Settlement and several smaller settlements.  Site 
allocations accord with the principles set out in the CS.  
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HG2-175 (Bullough Lane, Haigh Farm (land adjacent to) Rothwell) 

189. This Green Belt site is expected to deliver 222 units contributing to the 
housing requirement up to 2023 (year 11).  It is situated on the edge of the 
major settlement of Rothwell and thus accords with the main site selection 
principles in terms of settlement hierarchy.  It does not encroach significantly 
into the Green Belt.   

190. As drafted, it is considered that the site requirements relating to ecology 
mitigation measures would not have been sufficiently flexible.  The wording 
assumes that any mitigation would include a biodiversity buffer adjacent to the 
northern boundary with Rothwell Country Park. However, until an up-to-date 
ecological assessment has been carried out, any necessary and most 
appropriate mitigation measures are not yet known.  Accordingly, the specified 
mitigation is not justified at this stage.  Whilst an ecological assessment is 
clearly required, a MM is necessary to delete the requirement that mitigation 
measures must include a biodiversity buffer and simply suggest it ‘may’ 
include it [MM87].  

HG2-179 (Fleet Lane, Eshald lane, (land at), Oulton S26 8HT) 

191. Updated information relating to the route of HS2 indicates that the 
deliverability of this will no longer be feasible.  To ensure the SAP is justified, 
it will be deleted [MM88] 

HG2-180 (Land between Fleet Lane & Methley Lane, Oulton) 

192. Notwithstanding the concerns expressed by Oulton & Woodlesford 
Neighbourhood Forum in relation to the delivery of this site, HS2 Limited has 
confirmed that the development of the site can co-exist with the design for the 
Phase 2b scheme for HS2.  Accordingly, we are satisfied that this remains 
sound based on the evidence available.   

193. It is nevertheless necessary to up-date the capacity of the site from 322 to 
339 to reflect the most recent information available [MM89].   

HG2-182 (Main Street and Pitfield Road, Carlton, Wakefield) 

194. A site requirement stating that the site should be combined with the adjacent 
identified site HG1-410 is not justified as any allocated site should be 
deliverable without reliance on another site.  A MM is required to simply 
express a preference for both sites to be developed together [MM91].   

HG2–186 (Main Street, Hunts Farm, Methley) 

195. The requirements should be explicit about whether the historic buildings 
referred to are non-designated heritage assets rather than simply ‘viewed’ as 
such which raises uncertainty about their status and whether the generic 
requirements concerning heritage assets apply [MM94]. 
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MX2-14 (Aberford Road, Oulton) 

196. It is necessary to reduce the anticipated site capacity from 50 to 25 to reflect 
the mixed-use allocation of the site rather than an allocation solely for 
residential purposes.  Consequential changes are required to include the 
employment area of 1.33 ha in Policy EG2 [MM95, MM98].  

HG5-7 (Hope Farm, Wakefield Road, Robin Hood) 

197. This site is allocated for a school use.  Following the deletion of various sites 
from the Green Belt in the Outer South HMCA there is no longer sufficient 
justification for as many additional school places. Accordingly, the allocation is 
no longer justified and is to be deleted [MM97].   
 

Outer South East 
  

198. The Outer South East HMCA includes the major settlement of Garforth, 
together with the smaller settlements of Kippax, Swillington, Allerton Bywater, 
and Micklefield. Site allocations accord with the principles set out in the CS.  

EG1-35 (Phase 2, Hawks Park North, Newhold, Aberford Road, Garforth) and EG1-
36 (Phase 1 Warehouse Hawks Park North Newhold, Aberford Road, Garforth) 
Hawks Park, North Newhold) 

 

199. The site areas of identified employment site EG1-35 and EG1-36 will be 
reduced to reflect the most up-to-date evidence regarding the impact on the 
deliverability of parts of the site due to HS2.  The impact of the route will 
reduce the site capacity from 12.99 hectares to 8.43 in respect of EG1-25 
[MM107] and, from 4.08 hectares to 1.52 on EG1-36 [MM108].   

HG2-129 (Ash Tree Primary School, Kippax) 

200. To ensure the policy is effective, it is necessary to change the title of the 
Conservation Area Site Requirement to Heritage and be clear that the former 
school is a non-designated heritage asset.  The wording that it is ‘considered 
to be’ a non-designated heritage asset is vague and introduces uncertainty 
[MM152].  Whilst this was not included in the Consultation Version of the 
Schedule of Proposed Main Modifications, it is consistent with other MMs of the 
same purpose.  Accordingly, the inclusion of this MM would not undermine the 
participatory process and SA that has been undertaken.  

Outer South West  
  
201. The Outer South West HMCA is characterised by the Major Settlement of 

Morley and the settlements of West and East Ardsley, Gildersome and 
Drighlington and the communities of Middleton and Beeston. 

 
HG2-145 (Bradford Road/ Wakefield Road) 

 
202. This is a Green Belt site that it is not necessary to retain to meet the housing 

requirement to year 11.  Part of the site was to be retained to allow the 
extension of Birchfields Primary School.  A need for additional school places 
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remains necessary and justified notwithstanding the loss of some Green Belt 
residential sites.  It will therefore need to be referenced as a stand-alone 
school site (HG5-9) [MM112]. 
 

HG2-149 (Lane Side Farm Morley)   

203. Site HG2-149 has recently received planning permission and this includes the 
provision of a 2 FE primary school. There are requirements for the school to be 
able to expand, and if implemented this site would achieve this.  For the site 
allocation to be effective in delivering this, a MM is needed to include 
education provision [MM115].   

HG2-150 (Churwell (Land to the East of) 

204. There is also an education requirement associated with the development of 
this site.  However, this would potentially duplicate any provision within HG2-
149 should that site be developed with a 2 FE primary school, and a MM is 
necessary to ensure that capacity of HG2-150 can be adjusted in the event the 
school provision comes forward on site HG2-149.  It is also noted that the site 
capacity can be increased from 205 units to 223 units in any event due to an 
error in a calculation of the capacity of the site [MM116].  

HG2-153 (Albert Drive, Morley)  

205. This site is to be released from the Green Belt and would be expected to 
deliver 121 units contributing to the housing requirement up to 2023 (year 
11).  It is a brownfield site on the edge of the Major Settlement of Morley and 
as such well located in terms of the settlement hierarchy set out in the CS.  
The Highway Access and Local Highway Network site requirements as drafted 
are vague in relation to traffic management and pedestrian linkages. For the 
site allocation to be effective a MM is necessary that refers to the specific 
streets where it is known that traffic management measures would be 
necessary and specifies which existing footpaths would need to be upgraded 
[MM117]. 

HG2-155 (Joseph Priestley College) and HG2-158 (Tingley Mills, Tingley Common, 
Morley). 

206. In both cases, the site requirements for the above sites refer to historic 
buildings that are ‘viewed as’ non designated heritage assets. This is vague. 
The requirements should be explicit about whether the existing building is a 
non-designated heritage asset rather than simply ‘viewed’ as such which 
raises uncertainty about their status and whether the generic requirements 
concerning heritage assets apply [MM118, MM119] 

HG2-167 (Old Thorpe Lane, Tingley)  

207. The capacity of the available site is reduced from 619 units and 28 hectares to 
207 units and 9.2 hectares to avoid unnecessary release of Green Belt Land to 
contribute towards the housing requirement to year 11.  The reduced capacity 
no longer justifies a requirement to fund appropriate mitigation measures for a 
new link road or the provision of a new centre.  Accordingly, a MM is required 
to delete these requirements to ensure the site is deliverable and therefore 
justified and effective [MM120].        
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HG2-168 (Haigh Wood, Ardsley) and HG2-169 (Haigh Wood, Ardsley)  

208. The site requirement for these sites refers to the area which lies between the 
sites as being of significant ecological value.  The Statement of Common 
Ground (STA12) refers to proposed mitigation and surveys which have been 
undertaken, although in accordance with the site requirements for the 
allocations an ecological assessment is still required for both sites. The site 
requirements as drafted would ensure appropriate mitigation is implemented 
and any proposed layout reflects the findings of an assessment.  The site 
requirements would therefore be effective in this respect and they would also 
ensure that there is no detriment to this important area.    
 

209. The site requirements in respect of highways are justified except in relation to 
addressing the impacts on the A653 where highway impacts may occur 
outside of the Leeds administrative area. Modifications are therefore necessary 
to ensure the requirements for both sites in relation to highway mitigation 
measures on traffic impacts on the A653 are clearly expressed [MM121, 
MM122] 

 
HG2-171 (Westerton Road East Ardsley) 

 
210. A MM is required to reflect the substantially reduced available capacity of this 

site from 195 units and 8.68 hectares to 35 units and 1.3 hectares.  In 
addition, due to the reduction in area and capacity, the site requirement for a 
contribution to appropriate mitigation measures in the form of junction 
capacity improvements and contributions resulting from cumulative impacts at 
M62 junction 28 is no longer necessary or justified.  The site requirement 
should be deleted [MM124].   

HG7-1 (West Wood, Dewsbury, Tingley) 

211. The area of the site shall be reduced from 0.68 to 0.39 hectares to exclude 
areas of flood risk.  The number of gypsy and traveller pitches that can be 
accommodated remains as 5 pitches.  Additional wording is necessary to 
clarify that the allocated site is to be released from the Green Belt and 
identified as such on the Policies Map and SAP plans [MM126].   

EG1-48 (Opposite Ravell Works, Geldered Road, Wortley) 

212. The site capacity is to be reduced from 5.02 to 3.19 hectares to exclude land 
that is now proposed to be used to extend the neighbouring cemetery 
[MM127]. 

EG1-55 (Adjacent to Ravenheat Ltd, Chartists Way, Morley) 

213. A MM is necessary to correct a factual error as the site is not a saved UDP site 
and is below the area threshold for allocation [MM128].    

EG2-19 (Land off Topclife Lane, Morley And to the North of Capitol Park, Leeds) 

214. No significant benefit would arise by opening or restoring the culvert or 
canalised watercourse that is very small and goes under Topcliffe Lane. There 
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is no justification for such a site requirement.  In addition, some buildings at 
Topcliffe Farm at end of Topcliffe Lane are non-designated Heritage Assets.  
The loss through demolition would therefore require justification.  These 
modifications are necessary to ensure the site allocation will be effective and 
consistent with national policy [MM129]. 
    

EG2-20 (Fall Lane, East Ardsley 
 

215. This site is no longer available for employment use and thus not deliverable.  
A MM is necessary to delete it [MM130] 

 
Outer West 

216. The Outer West HMCA contains the communities of Pudsey, Farsley, Bramley, 
Stanningley, Armley and Wortley which all form part of the MUA of Leeds.  Site 
allocations accord with the principles set out in the CS.  

HG1-131 (Pollard Lane) 
 
217. It is necessary to amend the site capacity from 179 to 120 to correct a factual 

error [MM132] 
 
HG2-72 (Land off Tyersal Court, Tyersal) 

  
218. It is necessary to amend the capacity of the site from 40 to 46 units to correct 

an erroneous calculation of the capacity of the site when making an allowance 
for provision of a school [MM140]. 

 
HG2-204 (Wood Nook, North of the /B6155, Pudsey) 

 
219. To ensure the policy is effective it is necessary to specify precisely where the 

footpaths links should be provided to for a development to be considered 
satisfactory [MM143]. 
  

HG2-205 (Stonebridge Mills, Farnley) 
 

220. For the site allocation to be effective it is necessary to amend the site 
requirement relating to Highway Access to the Site to refer to suitable 
alternative access to Stonebridge Lane.  The site requirement currently omits 
any reference to flood risk although a small part of the site is within Flood 
Zone 3. For the approach to be consistent with other site allocations it is 
necessary to refer to the approach that needs to be taken towards flood risk 
[MM144].  

 
HG2-206 (Heights Lane, Armley) 

 
221. The Highways Access site requirement for this site is not specific about where 

a footway should be provided, and it is necessary to refer to the Heights Lane 
site frontage to make the allocation effective.  A reference to potential 
changes to the existing traffic calming measures that may be required to 
accommodate the site access is also needed.  [MM145] 
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HG7-2 (Land on the corner of Tong Road and Lakeside Road, Worley 
 

222. It is no longer necessary to include the highways site requirement that access 
should be taken from Lakeside Road if practicable as further feasibility work 
demonstrates that it is not justified [MM147]. 

Conclusion 

223. To conclude on Issue 7, the generic and specific site requirements relating to 
individual sites are, subject to the MMs addressed above, justified and 
effective.  They are clearly expressed so they can be applied in day to day 
decision-making and consistent with national policy.  The evidence 
demonstrates that the deliverability and viability of the allocated sites is not 
prejudiced by the site requirements.   

Assessment of Legal Compliance 

224. Our examination of the legal compliance of the Plan is summarised below.  

225. The SAP has been prepared in accordance with the Council’s Local 
Development Scheme. 

226. Consultation was carried out in accordance with the Council’s Statement of 
Community Involvement. 

227. The SA that has been carried out is adequate.  

228. The Updated Habitat Regulations Assessment Screening Report and 
subsequent correspondence, as previously discussed, set out why an AA is 
necessary and has been undertaken in relation to South Pennine Moor SPA 
(Phase 2) and the mitigation necessary which is to be secured through the 
SAP.    
 

229. The CS includes policies designed to secure that the development and use of 
land in the local planning authority’s area contribute to the mitigation of, and 
adaptation to, climate change.  This is further supported through individual 
site requirements in the SAP such as those relating to flood risk, ecology, and 
public transport measures. 
 

230. The SAP complies with all other relevant legal requirements, including in the 
2004 Act (as amended) and the 2012 Regulations.  The policies in the SAP are 
consistent with the development plan.  
 

231. We have had due regard to the aims expressed in S149(1) of the Equality Act 
2010.  This has included our consideration of several matters during the 
examination including the provision of traveller sites to meet need and 
accessible and adaptable housing.  
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Overall Conclusion and Recommendation 

232. The SAP has a number of deficiencies in respect of soundness for the reasons 
set out above, which mean that we recommend non-adoption of it as 
submitted, in accordance with Section 20(7A) of the 2004 Act.  These 
deficiencies have been explored in the main issues set out above. 

233. The Council has requested that we recommend MMs to make the Plan sound 
and capable of adoption.  We conclude that with the recommended main 
modifications set out in the Appendix, the Leeds Site Allocations Plan satisfies 
the requirements of Section 20(5) of the 2004 Act and meets the criteria for 
soundness in the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 

Claire Sherratt and Louise Gibbons 

Inspectors 

 

This report is accompanied by an Appendix containing the Main 
Modifications. 
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