
Report of the Chief Planning Officer

PLANS PANEL SOUTH AND WEST

Date: 15th August, 2013

Subject: APPEAL DECISION: APPLICATION 12/01963/FU – PLANNING APPLICATION
AT OUTWOOD LANE HORSFORTH FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT.

APPLICANT DATE VALID TARGET DATE
Redrow Homes 11 May 2012 10 August 2012

RECOMMENDATION:
Members are asked to note the contents of this report.

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 This planning application for a residential development for 34 houses was refused
permission under delegated powers 10 August 2012. An appeal was heard at a
public inquiry during September 2013 and the appeal has been dismissed.

2.0 SITE

2.1 The site is allocated as potential greenspace in the Unitary Development Plan, it is
within a Conservation Area, the upper part of the site is a Leeds Nature Area and
the trees on the site are covered by a Tree Preservation Order. There is also a
public footpath down the side of the site known locally as Conker Alley. There were
8 reasons for refusal which included impact on the Conservation Area, impact on
ecology, impact on trees, loss of potential greenspace, lack of greenspace, impact
on highway safety along Outwood Lane and impact on highway safety within the
site.
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2.1 The appeal was dealt with by a public inquiry. At the inquiry a scheme in relation to
traffic calming and alterations to the proposed layout where tabled which it was
agreed overcame the two highway reasons for refusal. The appellant also wanted
the Inspector to consider the five year land supply for Leeds.

3.0 ISSUES

3.1 The Inspector identified that the main issues with this appeal which were

Issue 1 - The effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the site and
its surroundings have particular regard to

- The charactertics of the site and its contribution to the Horsforth Cragg Hill and
Woodside Conservation Area

- The effect of the proposal on trees and views
- The effect of the access arrangements on the character and appearance of

Outwood Lane
- Whether the proposed dwellings take proper account of their setting and location

within the conservation area as regards their scale, density, massing, layout and
styles.

Issue 2 - Whether the proposal would conserve or enhance biodiversity, having
regard to the ecological value of the site and its place in the local network

Issue 3 - Whether the proposal makes appropriate provision for public open space
within the site and with regards to any identified shortfalls in the locality

Issue 4 - Whether a five year supply of housing land can be demonstrated and the
implications of this for the assessment of appeal proposal.

The inspector dismissed the appeal for the following reasons.

3.2 Issue 1- Character and appearance

3.3 The Inspector considered that the proposal would lead to a significance loss of
openness and greenery and that the ability of the fields to convey the agricultural
past and historic development of the locality would be greatly diminished. The view
from an adjacent footpath would be significantly harmed and would affect its
contribution to the conservation area. In relation to a local feature known as Conker
Alley there would be a substantial reduction in the contribution it makes to the wider
area due to the erosion of its informal and wooded character.

3.4 The areas of residential development would be a dominant feature within the former
fields so that the context of the new replacement footpath would be much more
formal, more managed than the existing one.

3.5 The Inspector concluded that the proposal would fail to preserve the underlying
character and appearance of the conservation area so that it would be contrary to
UDPR policy N19 and failed to avoid problems of environmental intrusion contrary to
UDPR Policy PG5.

3.6 Issue 2 – Biodiversity



3.7 The upper part of the site is within a Local Nature Area (LNA) under UDPR policy
N50. The Inspector considered that the loss of most of the higher value grassland
would represent serious harm to the LNA and significant harm to the biodiversity of
the two fields. The Inspector recognised that there are mechanisms that could be
put into place to provide mitigation and compensation but these would not be
sufficient to overcome the fundamental conflict with UDPR policy N50 and NPPF
paragraph 118.

3.8 Issue 3 – Provision of public open space

3.9 The Inspector considered that the proposal would make adequate provision to
address the demand for informal space arising from the scale of development
proposed. It would meet the requirements of UDPR policy N4. If there was a
planning obligation for offsite greenspace then it would also meet the requirements
of policy N2.

3.10 Issue 4 – Housing Land supply

3.11 The Inspector stated that a five year land supply could not be demonstrated as the
supply of land is lower than the requirements under policy H1 of the UDPR. This
was the Inspectors views in relation to this specific appeal and the evidence base
that was examined at that time.

4.0 OVERALL

4.1 The Inspector concluded that the proposal would fail to preserve the character and
appearance of the conservation area and would fail to avoid problems of
environmental intrusion so it is contrary to policy N19 and GP5. It would also be in
conflict with policy N50 in relation to ecology.

4.2 The proposal would comply with policies N2, N4 and N5 with regard to open space
but the Inspector still considered that the proposal fails to accord with the
development plan as a whole. The failings with regard to the conservation area and
biodiversity also mean the proposal cannot be regarded as a sustainable form of
development.

4.3 The Inspector considered that there is not a five year land supply but the small
number of houses involved would represent an extremely modest contribution to the
overall supply of housing so that additional weight in this instance would be very
slight.

4.4 The Inspector concluded that this is not an easy site to bring forward residential
development. It is subject to several designations which recognise its value with
regard to heritage, openness and biodiversity.

4.5 The Inspector recognised that there where a number of benefits that could be
delivered these are not sufficient to outweigh the considerable costs which would be
imposed on the historic and natural environment. As such they are not sufficient to
outweigh the harm to the conservation area or the conflict with the development
plan.

4.6 The appeal was DISMISSED.
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