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Dear Ms Wilson
RESPONSE TO E89.35 & EB9.36'EVALUI\TION OF MITIGATION RESUIREMENTS FOR LEEDS SITE
ALLOCATIONS PLAN DEVELOPMENT IN THE EAST LEEDS AND GARFORTH AREA 28 JUNE 2018'
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on documents EB9-35 and EB9-36 submitted by Leeds CC to the
Examination. This letter sets out our comments in relation to the contents of the document.

We are most concemed that the 'Evaluation of Mitigation Requirements for Leeds Site Allocations Plan
Development in the East of Leeds and Garforth Area' has been published so late into the Local Plan
preparation process given submission of the Plan over a year ago. This is clear evidence as to how the Plan
was not fully justified before it was submifted. The NPPF sets out under paragraph 182 how a basic
requirement of a sound Plan is that it should be fully justified, so, how can the Plan be sound if it has been
based on evidence prepared retrospectively?

ln the Council's initial assessment of Parlington before the Plan was submitted the unsustainable nature of
the site, due to the lack of accessibility by public transport and reliance on private motor vehicle, was one of
the key conclusions of the evidence base. These latest Reports only serve to confirm the site is highly
unsustainable and how development of Parlington will have a significant adverse impact on the highways
network. This is clear from all the option modelled, which identify just how sever the impact of development
will be on travel times due to the significant increase in the level of traffic movements on the local and
strategic road network sunounding the site.

The Reports raise one fundamental question as they refer to how development of Parlington is expected by
2028. Our understanding is that the development identified within the Plan is only the first phase of a much
larger area of development at Parlington. The Reports do not, however, make clear whether the larger area
has been taken into account or whether the Reports focus only on the first phase. lf the subsequent phases
of development have not been assessed then we are most concemed about the cumulative impact of
development given the significant increase in traffic that is expected to be generated by the first phase. lf
further development is expected beyond the levels accounted for within the Reports then we would seriously
question the ability of the highways network to accommodate development and whether the allocation was
sensible in planning terms.

What is also striking about the assessments is how the various mitigation measures modelled would have
very liftle impact on some of the junctions. ln most instances the addition of traffic from Parlington would take
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some of the roads to full capacity, or beyond, therefore introducing significant delays on certain junctions. ln
pahicular, junctions 46 and 47 of the M1 would be significantly impacted upon with journey times extended by
around 15 to 20 minutes. This impact is purely created by dropping a significant number of new houses on
one site'that dif f6'eO into a limited number of existing roads. Consequently, the proposal will clearly have
significant agverse impacts on the local and strategic road networks that cannot be considered to represent
sustainable development. Especially since mitigation is unavailable that might successfully alleviate the
pressures of development.
ln addition to the potential impact of development, we are concerned that the Report highlights how mitigation
measures are required, but the final design of the mitigation works have not been determined and there are
also no costings for the necessary works. ln addition to the cost of mitigating development not having yet

been assessed, there is also no outline as to whether the necessary infrastructure improvements can be
delivered in a timely matter to support the delivery of development. We raised this point in August 2017 in
response to the lnspector's questions ccnceming Matter 5, Question 2"Does the evidence demonstrate that
fhe necessary criticat infrastructure will be provided in a timely manner to support the planned delivery of
development?" lf the Plan is to be effective then the strategy needs to be deliverable, but there is no evidence
that Parlington can be delivered as per expectations.
Another bearing on the timing of development and delivery of the road improvements that are necessary is
the delivery of HS2. However, nowhere in the Reports is HS2 mentioned. We have attached a copy of a Map
published by the Goyemment which shows the current exclusion zone for the proposed route of HS2. The
exclusion zone runs betweenthe north of Garforth and south of the M1, adjacentto junction 47 on the M1.
Our understanding is that no development is cunently allowed within the exclusion zone, which means that at
this moment in time it would not be possible to alter or upgrade lhe j47 on the Ml because of the
development embargo that has been placed on the junction by the Government. At this moment in time it is
therefore not possible for the junction to be upgraded to address the traffic implications of Parlington, which
means the impact on the highways network would be bound to the 'do nothing' scenario for the foreseeable
future. The development at Parlington cannot therefore be made acceptable as the transport impacts on j47
cannot be mitigated against until the delivery of HS2, which is likely to be after 2033. Clearly, 2033 is some
years afier the expected delivery date of Parlington, which the Reports expect to be in 2028.ll is also worth
noting that the Report has not taken into account the route of HS2 in reference to any of the potential design
solutions, so the Report also does not demonstrate that the improvements required to j47 can be achieved
alongside the redesign of the junction to accommodate HS2.

This means there is still no evidence that the allocation can be delivered as it has not been demonstrated that
the scheme is viable. On this basis we believe the Plan is cunently unsound as deliverability and viability
have not yet been proven and the balance of benefits over harm has not been demonstrated. There are
simply too many unknowns at this moment in time to determine that the allocation of Parlington can be
delivered and that delivery will result in sustainable development.

We made this same point in August 2O17 in response to the lnspectors questions conceming Matter 7,
Question 'l "Are the selected sdes jusffi'ed having regard to the site selection methodology and process,
paying particular aftention to the deliverabiltty of the allocafed sifes?" All that the latest Report achieves is to
highlight how some of the draft allocations have not been appraised in the level of detail that is necessary to
justify their inclusion in the Local Plan. Despite being a year on, there are still too many questions regarding
the suitability of Parlington for allocation, but the information that has emerged to date simply acts to highlight
how the site has a number of fundamental flaws that suggest development would be unsustainable due to
signifi cant adverse im pacts.
Page2

Directions
Pl-Ar{t{ I NG CO NSU LTAI.ICY

Ultimately, there is no need to create such a significant adverse impact on the road network around
Parlington. This is because there are a number of sites on the edge of existing settlements across the Outer
North East Character Area that could provide an altemative option and accommodate the level of
development proposed at Parlington. The sites include:
HG3-7 Linton 100
HG3-8 Clifford 100
HG3-9 Boston Spa 110
HG3-10 Boston Spa 103
HG3-11 Clifford 36
HG3-12 Scholes 60
HG3-13 Scholes 850

.
.
.
.
.
.
.

Collectively, these sites have the capaeity to accommodate 1359 new dwellings in locations that form
extensions to existing settlements. Allocation of these sites for residential development would have been
consistent with the Core Strategy and Policies SP1, SPG and SP7. This is because the sites are located
adjacent to existing settlements that are named within the Settlement Hierarchy, as set out in the Core
Strategy as having capacity to support growth. Also, new development would help support existing services
and communities, which would contribute to promoting sustainable patterns of development consistent with
the NPPF.
Distributing development across settlements would not have the same impact as development of Parlington
given the increase in traffic would be spread across the Character Area rather than concentrated through
development of one site. However, the Council appears to have failed to have assessed this reasonable
altemative to Parlington at the point MX2-33 Headley Hall. This is, in our opinion, a serious omission of the
evidence base and also assessment of the reasonable alternatives. lt appears the Council has always
favoured the idea of a new seftlement and simply swopped Parlington for MX2-33 Headley Hall, but without
revisiting alternative strategies that would appear to be more sustainable and preferable to the concept of a
new settlement.

We can only conclude that the Report now provides evidence as to how Parlington will have a signiftcant
adverse impact that cannot be made acceptable - irrespective of potential mitigation measures. On this basis,
the Parlington allocation should be deleted from the Plan and an alternative option for the Outer North East of
Leeds Character Area needs to be identified. Especially given how parts of Parlington Estate and the
allocation are now Listed due to their heritage value.
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Any Plan should set out the most appropriate strategy for the district that will deliver

sustainable
evidence
as yet to
and
there
is
no
development. The evidence to date suggests Parlington is unsustainable
outline how it might be made sustainable. The latest Report only serve lo make clear how our concems are
well founded and we have yet to be provided with any evidence that might change our opinion that not only is
the allocation unsustainable and the Plan is currently unsound. On this basis we would suggest the allocation
should not be progressed and instead an altemative option should be pursued.
We kindly request our comments are given due consideration by the lnspector.
Yours sincerely

K.af"\

\J

Kathryn Jukes BA (Hons) DipTP MRTPI
Director
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HIGH SPEED TWO SAFEGUARDING DIRECTIONS (JULY 2017)
PHASE 28: WEST MIDLANDS TO LEEDS, VOLUME 4: WAKEFIELD, LEEDS, NORTH YORKSHIRE
KEY PLAN
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